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CHAPTER I
INTRCDUCTION

Statement gg Problem

In many schools today the students cover material as
rapidly as the bteacher thinks the studsnitls ability will
allow, Grades are usually glven on the basls of materisl
covered in relation to the sbility of the student. In
many school systems, especially smaller snd financially
poor systems, little or no mental testing 1s carried on.
In such cases, the teacher must base her estimates of
mental ability on observed beshavlior.

It is the bellef of the writer that in a number of
cases the teoacher may base her estimates on traits other
than those which display gemersl intelligencs, such as
personality and genmeral sppearance. In a study of 1,558
elementary school children Millerl found that most of the
children who were found to be just aversge in mentallty in
all language tests, sesmed to be oversstimated on accoun®
of their pleasentness and hsrd work. Many childrsn regarded
&8 dnll but found to be average in mentallty were undsr~

estimated becanse of shyness.

13, Miller, Csuses of Pgllure and Suecess in School,
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Purpese of the Study

The purpose of this study is to show (1) the relatlon-
ship between teachers! estimates of the brightest and dullest
studenbs in her classes and the intelligence guotients of
the classeé as measured by the "Kuhlmenn-Anderson Intelli-
gence Tests,"2 {2) the relationship between teachers?
estimates of the brightest and dullest students in her
classes snd their Intelligence Quotients as measured by the
iRevised Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales,"3 and {3) the

vazis of the teoachers! estimates.

Related Literature

Most teachers are cognizant of the fact that they can~
not estinete intelligence objectively. Levine and HarksLlr
listed the following limitations of teachers'® estimates:

‘1, 'Feachers are prone to underes%imate the
ability of a young child and to oversestlmate the
ability of an older chlld....

2. Wittingly or unwittingly, teachers?! esti-
mates are colorsd by sympathy or antipathy....

3. In departmentalized schools, teachers fre-
quently base their estimates on school marks alome....

4. Teachers usually stress performance as
against power., Whet a pupll does as evidenced by
test is given greatsr prominence than what he can ox
does only sporadicslly.

2. Ruhlmerm snd R. G. Anderson, Xuhlmenn-Andsrson
Intelligence Tests, Tests A, B, C, D, E, F, and G. .

3L. M. Terman and M. A, Merprill, Reviéed Stanford-Blnet
Intelligence Scales, Form L.

4a, J. TLevine snd L. Marks, Testing Intelligence and
Achievement, p. 258, _
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Recent oriticisms and stwdies by leading psychcloglcal
investigetors concerning beschers?! estimatez of Intellligence
show that teachers vary in their sbility to estimebe intelli-
gence. In a study made by Netersr sbout teachers® estimates
she found: "The correlations between the estimatéa of indi-
vidual teschers, and the Standord I. Q. ranged from .Cl to
.70, that is, from a "high" corrslation to a "nomsignifi-
cant® one.5 | |

The correlation betwsen teachers'! sstimates and actual
I. @8, of two hundred pupils in a stuﬁy made by Carre116 was
.50, in some instances the I. Q!s. and the eshlmetes were
identical, Forty-five of the most striking dlfferences
showed a difference ranging from twenty $Ho fifty points. The
study also revealed that the forty-five puplls were over« |
eatimated in elghteen of the cases and underestimated in
twenty-seven of the cases. Carroll also pelnted out that
personal judgements, even after long acqgualnbance often
showed a twenty-five or fifty per cent error.

It has Eeen noted that a teacher canr more clossly
estimate pupil intelligence by observing behavior than by
basing her estimate on school achlevement. In a study of

en 8B class the teacher was lnstructed to arrange the puplls
in order of standling, taking into accomnt 81l school marks.

_ 51. M. Neterer, A Critical Study of Certain Megsures
Of Mental Ability and School PoOrformances De 39

2. P. Carroll, Fundsmentsls in the Technlgues of
Educational Measurements, pPP. 2=5.
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The tesachers! ranking, wher compared to the results of the
"0tis InSelligence Test,” showed a corrslation of .40. The
teacher was then asked to arrange the class once more in rank-
order according to the puplls! pobentislity., The correlation
between the Otis scores and teachers! estimates now reached

the slgnificent figure of .82.7

Procedurss

The comparison of teachers' estimates of her brightest
end dullest students with the iﬁtelligenca gquotients of her
entire cless was carried out in Benedict Consolidated Elemen-
tary School, Benedict, Wilson County, Eansas., Thls school
was chosen becavse of the availability to the writer and i=
a8 typieal rursl school that, as in meny cases, does not have
g atendardlized testing rrogram.

Benedict Consolidsted School has sight gradss and an
average earollment of between ninety and s hundred studenis.
The faculbty consists of four teachers, each teacher having
two grades.

Mentsal tests have not been given in Benedict Elemenbtary
School for at least five years and maybe for a much longer
period. Teachers! preparation variss between seventy and
12l nhours, A1l teachers have over four years experience in

the elementary school.

TLevine and Merks, op. clt., pp. 258-259.
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Benedict Consolidated Elementary School begsn the
school year 1954-1955 on September 6, 1954. During the
second week in November, 1954, the writer requested each of
the four teachers to choose two students haeving the highest
mental ability snd two students having the lowest mental
abllity from thelr respective classes. The writer also
requested the teachers to prepare, in writing, the bases
for their estimates. ‘

During the first two weeks of December, 1954, the writer
administered the "Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests® to
all the grade puplls. From Jﬁnuary, 1985, to May, 1955, the
"Revlsed Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales" were adminis-
tered to the indlvidusl students who the teachers had
eatimated to be of the highest and lowest mental. abllity in
each of her classes.

In the study the "Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tesits™
are used to polnt oubt the bright and dull students. The
"Revised Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales" are employed
to determine the accuracy of the Kuhimann-Anderson findings.

In the final anelysis of this problem the tesachers!?
egstimstes were compared to the XKuhlmsmn-Anderson and thé
Stanford-Binet Intelligence tests results. The basls of
the teachsrs' eatlmates are also listed In order of frequency

in which they were used.



CHAPTER IIX

PRESENTATION AND INTERPRETATICR OF DATA

Relstionship Between the Tsachers! Estimates

and the Pupila! Intelligence Quotients

In considering the Tirst two aspects of thias problem,
the relationship of teachers?! estimates end the intelligence
quotients obhtained from the "Euhlmann-Anderson Intelligence
Tosts"” end the "Revised Stanford-Binet Intelligence Seales,”
tabulations were made for the teachers? estimates and both
tests by grades. '

Tables I through VIII show the students! numerical rank-
ing in mental abllity as measured by the "Kuhlmenn~Anderson
Intelligence Tests." The second colum indicates the teachers!?
estimates of the two students having the highest mental |
gbility and the two lowest, The third and fourth columns
11ist the I. Qs. as measured by the "Kuhlmenn-Anderson
Intelligence Tests™ and "Revlaed Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Sceles™ respectively.

Table I indicates the teacher estimated one “bright™
and one "dull® student correctly. The other Ybright" and
"aull® students were found to be of mnearly average mental
ability. It 1s interesting to note that ones definitely
deficlent pupil was overlooked in the teachers® estimates.

The “Revised Steanford-Binet Intelligence Scales” measured
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a higher I. Q. in every case than did the “Kuhlmann~Anderson
Intelligence Tests.® However, the difference was not great
in any case and ths overall average difference was only six

volints.
TABLE I

RELATIORSHIP BETWEEN THE FIRST GRADERS' INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS AND THE TEACHER'S ESTIMATES

Numerical Teacher's Xuhlmann- Stanford-
Ranking Estimates Anderson I. Q. Binmet I. Q.
1 Bright 109 118
& 108
3 100
h Bright 98 106
5 -- 95
6 92
& Dull 9 96
7 83
8 68
9 Dull 65 67

Table IT shows the teacher was correct in one case. The
range of the class was only twenty-four polnts, making it
very difficult to distinguish between the varlous Iintellec~



tual levels of the students, The Stenford-Binet I.Gs.
averaged nearly four points higher than Kuhlmann-Anderson
I. Qs. Both tests wers in near agreement 1ln relatiom to the

teacherts estimates.
PABLE II

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SECOND GRADERS! INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIERTS AND THE TEACHEER'S ESTIMATES

Numerical Teacher's Kuhimann=- Stenford-
Ranking Estimeates Anderson I, Q. Binet I. Q.
1 109
2 Bright 106 11l
3 iol
i Brlght 1062 109
5 Dull 101 : 98
6 100
7 98
8 Dull 85 87

In Table III, the I. Qs. from bhoth tests polnted ocutb
the correctness of the teacher?s estlmabtes in one case of
"phright" and one of “dull® mental capacities. The teachert's
other two estimates were fouwnd to be of average mental abiiity.

Here, again, the difference between I. Q2. iIn all cases was



very slight, with the Stanford~Binet scoring an average of
a 1ittle less then three points over the Kuhlmann-Anderson
Io QB.

TABLE IIL

RELATIONSHI? BETWEEN THE THIRD GRADERS! INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS AND THE TEACHER!'S ESTIMATES

Humerical Teacher's Kuhlmann- Stanford-
Ranking Estimates Anderson I. Q. Binet I. Q.
1 Bright 317 121
2 116
3 109
b 105
g 104
6 Dall 106G 103
7 99
8 Bright 96 98
9 95
10 92
11 90
12 Dull 82 80

Table IV indicates that the teacher's estimates were

in complete agreement wlith the Kuhlmann-Anderson I. Qs. in
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only one case, However, the teacher did tend to estimate
the Ybright" students from students scoring in the lower
I. Q8. The results of the "Revised Stanford-Binet Intelll-
gence Scsles® were in close agreement with the "Kuhlmsnn-

Anderson Intelligence Tests" results.
TABLE IV

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE FOURTH GRADERS! INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS AND THE TEACHER'S ESTIMATES

Humerical Teacher?s Kuhlmarn- Stanfoprd=-
Ranking Estlimates Anderson I. Q. Binet I. Q.

1 113

2 Bright 112 115

3 110

4 Bright 109 110

5 105

6 10k

T 96

8 g0

9 Pull 87 83
10 83
13 Dull 68 75
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Table V £inds the teacher's estimates of both "bright”
students and the I. Q. of both-tests in agreement. The
¥aull® students both scored 89 while the lowest I. Q. was
measured ag only 86. Stanford-Binet and Kuhlmann-Anderson

I. Q8. were sgain very mearly the same.
TABLE V

RELATIONSHLY BETWEEN THE FIFTH GRADERS! INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS AND THE TEACHER'S ESTIMATES

Humerical Teacherts Kuhlmarnn- Stanford-

Ranking Estimates fnderson I. Q. Blnet I. Q.
1 Bright 117 120
2 Bright 105 109
3 103
He 98
L 98
5 93
6 92
T Dull 89 87
7 Dull 89 8L
8 87
9 86




Teble VI hes an I. G. range of only 21 points. The

teacher did, however, estimate “bright“ and "dull® students

respesctively from the higher end lower I. Q. ranges of the

¢lass., The Stanford-Binet and Kuhlmsnn-Anderson I. Q8. have

less than a one point difference.

TABLE VI

RELATIONSHIP BRETWEEN THE SIXTH GRADERS! INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS AND THE TE4CHER'S ESTIMaTES

Numerical Teachors!?
Ranking Estimates

Kuhlmann--
Anderson I. Q.

Stanford-
Binet I. Q.

Bright

Bright

Dull

(s S o » S R « L S A = ARG A G L L

Dull

=t
o

102

101
99
98
%
85
85
85
84
83
82
81

103

104

81

80
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Table VII ranks only five students. All the teacher's
estimates were in agreement with the I. Qs. Stanford-Blnet
I. Qs. were an average 23 points higher than the Kuhlmanme
Anderson I. Q8.

TABLE VII1

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE SEVENTH GRADERS' INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS AND THE TEACHER'S ESTIMATES

Numsrical Teacher's Kuhlreann- Stanford-
Ranking Bzflmates Anderson 1. 4. Binet I. Q.
1 Bright 113 119
2 Bright 111 115
3 97
I Dull 95 96
5 Dull 91 87

Table VIII indicates the teacher was agaln correct in
a1l estimates except in the case of one "bright student. The
difference was only two points between the highest I. Q. and
the I. Q. of the student whom the teacher lmcorrectly ssti-
mated as belng ome of the two brightest students in the
class., The average difference between the Kuhlmanm-Anderson

and the Stanford-Binet I. 4Qs. was less than three polnis.
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TABLE VIII

RELATIONSHIP DETWEEN THE EIGHTH GRADERS!' INTELLIGENCE
QUOTIENTS AND THE TEACHER'S ESTIMATES

Rumerical Teacher?!s Kuhlmann~ Stanford-
Renking Estimetes Anderson I. Q. Binet I. Q.
1 110
2 Bright 109 111
3 Bright 108 13
L 100
5 90
5 90
6 87
) Dull 78 79
8 Dull 71 Th

Summary of Findings. The foregoing elght tables indi-

cated thirteen incorrect estimstes by the teachers, and
nineteen correct estimates. The tables alsc showed that the
teachers made nearly the same amount of errors in estimating
both "bright" and "dull” students. There wefe six errors

in estimating "bright" students and seven errors in estimating
"dull” stundents. It éhould be polinted cut here, that, in

many of the teachers' errors there was bubt slight difference
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in I. Q3. between the pupils chosen as "bright" and the
ones measured as having the highest I. Qs.

in only two cases of a teacher's error in estimating
students was there an apparent significant difference.

Tabie I indicates a "dull" student with a Kuhlmenn-Anderson
I. Q. of sizxty-eight while the estimated “4ull" student
scored an I. Q. of ninety-two, making'a differsnce of twenty-
four points. Table IIT shows an estimeted "bright* pupil
with a measured I. Q. of 96 by the"XKuhlmann-Anderson
Intelligence Tests™ while the same test pointed out an
nnestimeted pupil with an I. Q. of 11ié6.

The average I. Q. of the students estimated by the
teachers was 98,06 when messured by the "Revissd Stanford-
Binet Intelligence Scales,” and 96.01 when measured by the
“Kubhlmenn~Anderson Intelligence Tests.! The difference was
2.05.

The fimdings of the two intelligence tests were nearly
the same. The "Revised Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scales,®
in every case of "bright" pupils meassured a slightly higher
I. Q; than dld ths "Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests,!
The difference ranged from one t¢ nine points. In the cases
of estimated "dull”™ pupils the "Revised Stanford-Binet
Intslligence Scales" measured eight cases higher and eight
lower in I.Q. than did the "Kubhlmann-Anderson Intelligence
Tests.” The average differsence in I. Q. of the “dull®

students for the two tests was less than ons poiﬁt,
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Basis for Teachers'! Estimates

Tablea IX end X sre 2 list of traits In the ordsr of
{requency used by teachers to base thelr estimates of
"pright” and "dull¥ students.,

The tralts were cbbtalned Tfrom statements msde by the
teachers. The teachers wrote & statement giving the basis
for thelr eatimates of each "bright" and “dull"™ student.
From these statements the writer coﬁpiled two tables listing
the frequency of each trait, witkh the *bright" students
possessing certsin qualltlies and "gull" students lacking some
of the same gqualities.

In Table IX the four wmost frequent tralts used by the
teachers to estimate "bright" students are traits dlsplay-
ing power in comprehension, memory, and reasoning. The
traites that were the least frequently used by the teachers
were traits dealing primarily with personslity, character,
and gensral soccial aspects of the children.
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TABLE IX

BASIS FOR THACHERS' ESTIMATES OF "BRIGHT" STUDENTS

Iraits for Estimating Frequency by Grades
"Bright" Students T - & 5 - g Total

Applying ideas to mew situatlions

et
e

Reading comprehension
Ability to remember
Quickness to comprehsnd

Background of experlence

T Y ¢ TR R R + S # o

Interest in work

Ability to work independently
Initlative abllity

Leadership qualities

Ability to get salong with others

PO UC R TR i - G RS e )
o T VR~ 2 U T < - . B

Speaks intelligently

In Table X, the four most frequent tralts used in
estimating Ydull" students are those showing a lack of
ability in compréhansion end memory, and & poor backgrouad
of experiencs.

The tralts that were the least frequently used by the
teachers were traits concernsd prinelpally with physical
development, personality, character, and general soclial

aspects of the chlildren.
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TABLE X

BASIS FOR TEACHERS! ESTIMATES OF “DULL® STUDENTS

Praits Used in Estimabing Frequency by Grades

"Dull” Students T = 5 -~ 8 Total

Short memory span I & 10
Inabllity to follow directions

Ly
ot}
=
o

Lack of comprehension of reed
msterial

Lack of sxpsriencss
Slowness to grasp new ldeas
Short attention span

Lack of initiative

Poor home environment

EOnoEsom o

Lack of self eXpression
Unsoclal

Reeds very ilttle

Slow growth

(SO T S W = L O A
N N W O =] =) =) O

Leck of interest

Bluffing through difficult
situstions 1 : 3

Summery of Findings, The wrilser found that the teachers
in this study, for the most part, sald they were prone to

sstimete intelllgence on such aspects of the children as
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comprehension, memory, reasoning, and background of ex-
periencs.

Tt was also noted that in ths upper grades, five to
eight, estimates were more accursgte than in the lower grades;
This may be dus te (1) the upper grade teachers using differ-
ent bases for their estimstes, or (2) older children being

sesler to esbtimate.



CHAPTER II1I
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
Summary

Tabulations of the teachers' estimates of the two
brighteat and dullest students fér each of elight grades,
grades one through eight, were made. The tabulatlonsg
included the "Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests intel-
ligent quotients of all pupils in each grade, and the
“Revised Stenford-Binet Intelligence Scales™ intelligence
quotients of the pupils that the tsachers estimated.

0f the thirty-two estimates made by the Teachers, two
were found to be in significent error. The errcrs wers
mede in estimates of a "bright” and a "dull" student.

The intelligence quotienﬁs of the two tests were
nearly the seme, In no case was there a difference large
enough to warrant any special attention. Such significant
evidence poinbs out the value of the Two tests.

Tables were also made listing the bases of the teach-
erst! estimates in order of the frequency in which they were
used. It was found that the teachers ln this study tended
to base theilr esstimabes more on such aspects of the students?
behavior, such as comprehension, memory, reasoning, and theif

beckground of experlence.

20
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Coneluslons

The teachers! estimsies were in significant error twice
in thirty-two estimates when the teachers were eatimating the
brightest =and dullest students from their respective classes,
The number of errors would undoubtedly have increaged greatly
had they attempied to estimate the intelligence quotients of
the puplls, The fact that there were two errors in trying
to determine the brightest and dullest students Irom select
groups rather thsn trying to determine the I. Qs. of the
students, points out the need for a standardized test in
neasuring mentality.

The Stanford-Binet and Euhlmesnn-Anderson I. Qs. were
highly correlated in this investigation. However, the I. Qs.
did pnot range as widely as would be expected and the writer
cannot vouch for their effectiveness in the cases of very
bright or very dull students.

The writer found that while teachers most frequently
do base their estimates upon tralts that are recognized by
leading paychologlsts to be relevant to mental abllity,
they also included traits thet are of questionsble value in
measuring latelligence.

It wes also found that teachers of the upper grades,
five to elght, estimated students! mental ebility more accu-
rotely than teachers of the 1ower.grades, one to four.

The ultimabe purpose of thié study was resllized by find-
ing that the teachers' estimates of mentallty are not to be
relied upon in =1l caées, although they seem falrly dependable.
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