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}f“ﬂv ’ wlth tgg\appearance of.the rev1sed verslon of the WISC '
LS in 1974, Noﬂ:hsme Center, an accredlted Chll«ﬂren's PSYCh‘lat“C
E L . ¢
S ¥ _cllnlc in ha;lem” 1mmed1ately purchased this. lnstrument grateful
A 1n advance that Hefe m1ght be a more approprlate assessment

T 5 '/ B . t".'~ K -

-
-

LI a dev1ce for our irther city chlldren. It had been standardlzed

o’

e /",b ‘86 we read in the advanpe publlc1ty, to include our populaflon s

'non-whlte, poor.% %,.

) . v oR -

Throughout the year from July 1974 through June- 1975

4

" ours

c d -
A staff composed of two black and two whlte psycholongtS

. . ""

/ utlllzed'the rev1sedﬁWISC. By the end of that first year

and thereln lies the réason for this paper. *
[T . P

Let me g1ve you some background 1nformatlon about ou

{-

'clinlc, The Norths;de Cergter for Chlld Development was f

S

three decades,ago by Kenneth and Mamle Clark,prlmarlly to
from out of the CRMD (chlldren w1th retgiéeﬁ mental devel

»
" classes in that section of the inner ci }2§he hundreds of
2 /

-youngsters placed there by the Standardlzed admlnlstratlo

group IO tests to elementary grade puplls.

4

The Center, as you can deduce from its very name was

basloally concerned with Chlld development .with a stated
f

3

however, we Qeverted back to the' 1949 version of the WISc - °
B ) ’ \— 3 v o

>

r .
ounded
rescue

opment)
.9

n of

t  focus on.contrlbutlng towards the healthy growth of children

-

in’ the black communlty rather than mlnlsterlng to and treating

as uppermost their pathologlcal components. : &
—’v
y" ’

fostéred and Rerpetuated not ‘only by ‘the ecoaﬂ&§c

.‘

"

-

. One pathologlcal component ego devaluatlon, §§§ being

sadvantages

whlch all pebple‘who llve rp poverty andgfrustrationfexperlence,




14

.year7\:;er 2, OOO test protocols since 1900 were overviewed.,

but also and equally by the s1de effect of' mlnlmal educatr al'

s L

standards set for*the schools of thls communlty. "The justilfi-

catlon for thls;traglc dfrective*was the so-called "inferiot"

Sy

IQ's of 1ts ohlldreni

.,
AR, J

Becipse of the 1mpg¢tance of challeng1ng the results 04

group IQ tests wh1ch in the inner clty communlty, provided

, hlgh populatlon for the CRMD classes and no populatlon at al
‘ a |
for the IGQ \1ntellecrually glfted chlldren classes, Northsi e

gave and stilil’ gives each child referred to it an indiQidual

r . . . . )

IQ test.

ngh an average of approx1mately 150 lQ admlnlstratlons a

The con luslons all our psychologlsts arrived. at durlng the
perlod'precedlng the WISC-R were 1. many of the chlldren'
responses, scored as wrong accordlng to the 1949 manual, were

.
the. result of forethought foreknowledge and experience, and

that these therefore shqﬁld have been given credit; and 2. both
psychometr1C1an and chlld/were being kept in a bind. Beca&ée
tge‘agency was challenging the assessments given by the schools,
it had to guarantee its regults of IQ testlng as beyond Question
or reproach it had to administer a standardized test, and
score according to Hoyle. _,‘ : '.:
Our staff was sufflclently concerned both about our'
testlng procedures and our recommendations to overv1em one -~
typical year’s WISC results (1972 1973) We wanted data on
what real llve chlldren from the real llve Harlem community

were telllng us about the1r own llvely 1ntelllgence, not only-

where/thelr IQ scores fell ' - //




'whether, if we were test1ng an eoual - numbér of so—called

\Itfis importantrJL emphaslze, at this p01nt that the

youngsters belng assessed had been referred to the Center for

a multltude of soO- called cllnlcal reasons. Presenting complaints
D' N

_were behavloral dev1atlons and/or gross school_fs}lure of all

fvarletles, compbunded by teacher and/or”parentalJhelplessness:

to. deal approprfately wlth e1ther problem.
Table l does 1nd1cate that our full scale IQ mean;corro-

borated earller statlstlcal results which promulgated that the

.,

+

inner c1ty mlnorlty child scored as a general rule, within }

oo - . ’ .
.this range.' But, remembeﬁ, thls was a "pathological," not a

. . . &
'normal" population, : and the question we asked ourselves was =”}L

¢

1normal" inner c1ty children, the results would have been

. i
idTntical? Is not the llkellhood more poss1ble -that the

.
- . / .

scokres could have been closer to the accepted mean’P




-prov1des this 1nformat10nk:s well
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; TABLE I S i * -

MEANS STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND RANGE OF WISC SCORES FOR T¢
CLINIC POPULATION (during one year) AND ALSO FOR POPULAT O
- WITH IQ SCORES OF 89 AND BELOW .

)EEERFORMANCE

TotaI-Group N-131

‘Mean - - o 86.82 ~ 91.47 "I es.o2

* SD . - 14.75 16.32 ’ 15.23
~Range -, - . '58-126 - ~ 53-139 ~ 51-136
Boys N-93 . 1 I v
Mean ) ‘f ' . 87.3 ‘ - 92.4 . 88.7
sD . , . 14.66 . - 16.58 / 15.43.
-Range . 582123, 53-135 '51-125
Girld N-38 : ,
. Mear : - 85.5 - 89.1 - 't 86,3
sD _ la.87: voo 15341 . 14.58
Range - - 60-126 * Jl .+ 57-139 ' 54-136\_ -
Select Group N-75% ’ : s
(IQ's = 89 or below) ‘ ' ) o
Mean | 78.7 . 81.7 . - . 78.2
sb ©9.99 .. 10.41 : ~ 8.6a4
Range ' v 58-100" . 53-104 - . 51-89

*Boys (Na53)‘and Girls (N=22) pombined.

. B . - :"k;

'But what concerned us particularly was the scoring

’

procedures we’ rellglously ab1ded by W1th that percentage of

. our youngsters categorlzed obJectlvely as of borderllne

1ntelllgence or mentally retarded (4. e. at .89 IQ or below)

Our data for 1972 1973 revealed that of our’ total N of

s

14

lower IQ group, there were tw1ce as many boys as glrls.'° ?ﬁ

S

6 -

’. [

. 131, over flfty percent were in- thls category and W1th1n this

v ‘ < . - ) ’ .
' 3 VERBAL . y " FULL SCALE

|
le I
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. We then studied four of the verbal subtests - subtests

s : more often yleldlng alternatlve answers which, by our llghts,
L5 %

although scored as 1ncorrect, reflected the manual's rather !
\: 4
. than the subJect's deflclen01es. aLet me glve you some examples.
' N

. N On the Informatlon subtest ‘the chlld was- asked“~"What

-

S b &
. . does the stomach do?"l Well ‘said’ our chrldren, 1t growls, ‘it

. A runbles, 1t grumbles, 1t aches, it feels empty, it feels full
N ¥ ' ¥
> " it holds the food. Zero score for "all of these! (Only the

~

- final answer 1s now also consldered acceptable in the, 1974 AR

- -
. 3 ) -~

4P<; f revlsed WISC).- Ask ydurself whether, w1thout any s01entrflc'
or physlologlcal 1ntroductlon to' the question offered by the

examlner, a child glVlng any of those various answers would r

. -

not be supplylng 1nformatlon based on real exper1ence7a
N A, . . : .
Where 1s Chlle?\ we asked the" chlld, He answered at the

. .

- / -
‘ gorth Pole or- where the Eskimo llves or when it's cold out51de

or on a sandW1ch o{ something you eat . that's hot. Any ‘one of

these,answers could have legltlmately reflected.acoulsltlon of .

\

1nformatlon, but not " the one the manual asked for,,so our chlld

0 .
. ‘ ! - vl
was denied credlt. . / : i L
. ' 'l

Or again: When: asked what C. O/b means,'lf an.lnner

c1ty child answered’a f1sh or someb@e you prayed to, you

Al . s

'mlght fault his spelllng in ,the sepond response, but was he: ¢
, o
/ : ~wrong? Especially since he drdn't/see,the punctuatlon Wthh"

1ndlcated an abbrev1atlon7 A(In the rev1sed WISC the wording
. é
.of the formerfBEEstlon has been altered to zemove the amblgulty, .

and the latter questlon has been ellmlnated. “But, for a guarter

)



‘v' ‘ .~ | X . , . . N ..' (‘a - | " ] ,.\A
of. a century, how many kldéhhave lost credit whlch in some way

s,

pr other in the area of this partlcular subtest had some effect

-~

.

S on‘the flnal IQ score*) T . T :
2 ) X o
,.T /The questlon about” what you wOuld do 1f you were sent to
LI & N "
. purchase a 1oaf of bread and the grocer said he d1dn't have

* 3 4
.

: any ralses an alternatlve answer- and not necessar11y a
. A N . >
.reflectlon of dependency ‘needs. Certa1n1y there ‘has been
\ ' ‘
< enough criminal molestation of ‘children in the inner city to

justify en301n1ng a ch11d not to go too far afleld nor stay

out too %ong on~an'errand.

" The Slmllarltles subtest provided our 1nvestlgatlon with

<

an 1nterest1ng phenomenon. Remember, our studled populatlon

. were all ch11dren scorlng borderllne or’ retarded in~— 1ntelllgence.

Yet, on.Tablé 2 1t can be observed that th1s subtest vielded

“ithe hlghest mean score, and th1s is ‘the shbtest wh1ch Wechsler

.himself once consldered truly ir Llcative ofAlntellectual

potential,‘“In this area, also, challenged some o? the - - +

L o RS . P
questions, L STy ' u
. '\ ! . . &

It was open to debate whether the" seasonal and often

3

hlghly prlced peach and plum should have been the opening

- gambit.’ (Aas a matter of fact, the ‘¥evised WISC changed the

El

frults to apple and banana) AAnd when was - the last tlme our

% city klds had a real experlence w;th coa1 or thought of paper

E 3 .

JIKAf:;J as anythlng ‘other than-what you did your homework ‘on or used
';v b in’ the bathroom7' What Engllsh-speaklng kld would offer that
' they were both‘Carbons when carbon is that piece of\dark blue

~ paper whlch maﬂe cop1es for you if you don't use a photocop1er7
: -!_ 3 R

R . -
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'~ That paper\and coal are both fuel°seems to me more the product -
: [ .

of acqulred 1nformatlon than hlgh level conceptuallzatlon.'l'° 'J'
124 rd

or take Vocabulary' All of the chlldn@n we questioned

who failed "cushion" Knew what Pillow was. ' (The WISC- R has
L) ' /
ellmlnated that onej, As for "fur",- was it 2 tree? a number7

. or a skin, that kept ‘you warm? Are we deallng with aud1tory oy

R

perceptlon or 1ntelllgence WHbq a chlld-says'that'?ipade" is '} @
'what the astronauts travel in? &

/ »
‘When we came to ”sword" we were aga1n presented w1th an

\\ aud1tory penceptual amblgulty. Was" Lﬁjto fly like
Jonathan Seagull? \ Was it what cuts’ wood' Was it thn Wu

'Saw someone Cllmb up a ladder? But wouldn't you agree that

"sword" was not necessarlly a useful weapon for assaying °, -
. . J '
ps _a;_ 4 . v . '
1ntelllgence? LR e ' ) '
, ! . N .' ‘ y - ) . l, S . . . .or i . ‘
Hero was a sandwich! "Wrong! To Join,’said':/yﬂungster B
L] ) ' . 1
was. "like¢ to join a'Club. Yes, but what does "t /;pin"

mean, you repeated, like a good psychometr1c1an //élnce the
;i. : Chlld dldn't :now he'was mlsslng the p01nt he w0ndered why _ \: l
' you were badgerlng h1m. "You know,l he answered "llke you_ |
Join the boy scouts. Say, lady, don't you understand ‘ . : if'
@ﬁnglish?ﬁ' So wewent on . to the. next word.... |
#
' &7, . All ofathese "wrogg_;answers came from the protocols t .

{ .
onchlldren with IQ's of 89 or - below. What wéltherefore " ’

did w1th our data was rescore some of these responsis and

when we felt that forethought and foreknowledge and experlence B
T O :

invested the g1ven answer ‘with 1ntelllgence, we upgraded the o

scores for the purpose of this presentation,*

* Sect;ons.of this paper were also reported at a paper
session at the American Psychologlcal -Convention 1n New Orleans,
Q August-September, 1974, e 9




_ Eleven youngsters'of the 75, ‘we c?nCIUded were slbtted

/f ' into lo_er qategorles than were- warranted by the substance of
ersponse5° three who scored 69 or below moved into the
. 4
verllne category, four moved- from borderllne 1nto dull ‘nérmal

Jd four out of dull normal into the average category.f Table 2 -

-.féummarrbes thrs 1nformat10n. Now, thls .may not have had

//-statlstlcal 51gn1f1cance, but 1t certalnly“could have had

./ﬁ’ ‘practical and human 51gn1f1cance for’ %he chlldren/lnvolved
- R " TABLE 2

Y

4

MEANS ' AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS BEFORE AND AFTER . REASSESSMENT
OR FOUR VERBAL SUBTESTS OF* THE, WISC AND ITS EFFECT ON FULL
-SCALE LQ OF CLINIC POPULATION WHOSE IQ's WERE 89 OR BELOW

By

A

. . ' ’ . , #
* N=75 v Origimal Reassessed

General InforMatlon
(scaled scores) . o
-Mean - Do o 5.96 : 6.36

' SD Co ST Py =3 | 1.98
. Comprehen51on = B Cs . T
‘ Mean o : . 73- - 7.15 L. R
SD . : . . .v 2-14 : ’ 2-23 . .
‘ *Similarities = [ . ' _ : ' — g
.. Mean . . 3 7.64 B 8.52
. SD , ) ~ 2,35 .. g 2.73
. \ _ . s ) .
. Vocabulary 4 ( ’ - SR !
' Mean 5.92 . . 6.83

SD - ’ 2.06 . 2.36

» Verbal IG Score _ o o , ’
Mean . @& =~ 78.7 81.32
S A - 9.99 10.

Full Scale IQ Score - o . o
Mean 78.2 B -80.31+ ~
‘SD _ o 8.64 - 8.87




Since, in New Yark, ch11dren with IQ's of 75 or below
|

are placed 1n~CRMD classes, gut “of the 20 youngsters who

/’ scored as being ellglble, 0n1y 15 would have been retalned in ,

‘that questlonable category if we had’ scored w1th more

[

flex1b111ty and 1nslght And I repeat, we overv1ewed 0nly four

of the 10 subtests to arrive at this estlmate.

Remember, also, theée WISC‘Lesults represent one year!'s

' -

vervij ew in one small clinic‘in Harlgm.r,The WISC has been in

use:. s1nég{ﬂ949' How many children throughout the world, in
) / ;
the past quartér of the century, subJected to a formal

admlnlstratlon of this- bathny/have had the1r 1nte11ectuaL

o

potent1a1 mrsJudged and their 1ntelllge9£e faISely assessed7

Y% - b . . ;\
(At th1s point, .1t must be reemph%slzed that our total. T
. - i
assessment of the ch11d never deferred arb1trar1iy)t0 the’.
. ,ﬂnumerlcal IQ score-'1ntra- andﬂlnteﬁtest varlablllty and .
) 4
”). -numerous othe;’observatlons, both standardlzed and subJectlve, “

Npervaded our final repoQ?endatlons) ' ' C 5 fe

Nonetheless, you can understand why we were among the .

o 'flrst purchasers of the rev1sed vers ’on of the WISC, Why,-

then, did we d1scont1nue its use-'after one year7 ot
Several months 1nto the year of the revised- verslon's
'admlnlstratlon, we began to develop uneasy feellngs that
) [4
‘rather thantprOVidihg an equlvalence, ox an 1mprovement in

scores, our children seemed -to be doing poorly. " Had our
‘population undergone change in the severity og\their pathology?
" On the basis of our psychiatric diagnoses, such’ was not

discernible! Were our examiners resistant to the demands of a
. ) ¢

o - R R -
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7 ) - Al !
;\\. new instxume t and'munnlng 1nte{ference when congruence was
////Z had no hard evidence to. recommend thls posslbllrty;
‘«- They had accommodated themselves happlly to the McCarthy: Scales
. 1ntrodu;ed that same vear, Further, the eagerness w1th/ybich -
\“ ,;. féhey aMa1ted~t§e rev1sed WISC and studled ;ts admlnlstratlon

‘seemed to controvert that posslblllty.

CL We discussed our susp1c1ons with, school psychologlsts

v

. workrng in the inner city communlty. They were g{gerlenclng

n

the same reservations! A communlqde (January 27, 1976) t

-
~ . .

the author froem Dolores Morris, Ph.D., a superv1sor of school
hd . » ) L . '. . \. ! ,
' psychologists, said in-gart: : .

LI . L - - ‘ . n
: LN

¢

. The suﬁervisors'and staff members of the Bureau of Child
' ) Guidance have been concerned about’ the "lower scores that
_ were being obtained on the WISC- R. In June, 1975 a
- committee ‘of supervisors. were attempting to determlne
whether a comprehensjve study should be undertake to.
compare the WISC with the WISC- R. . They developed a
, questionnaire to assist’ them in this decision. Out of
! . a total. psychology staff‘ofg348 for. the school year 1974- L
' g 1975, 239 psychologistsere directly involved in ,
. examlnlng students in-*thera age rapge that the WISC and
b : .~ the WISC-R -would cover‘&‘A questlopnalre was distributed-
‘ ﬁgf ~ to the psychologists and*104 responded. . +.You.might be.
interested in the following still unanalyzed results
(due to budget cutbacks and limited staff, .the study
was net done): hl ) N . o o o

l. If you use the WISC-R, compaxeé it with the WISC ‘ }
by glvung your 1mpresslons ( f the Obtained scores -
ed. note) ) . -'y o

v
i A

. S a. Full Scale ' Higher 3% Lower 29% Same 87 No response 61%
- b. Verbal. Scale y Higher 3% Lower 29% Same 7% No response 62%
c.'Performance Scdle Higher 4% Lower 27% Same 8% No. response 61%

“ \e

2. Comment'on ease of adm1n1stratlon*of WISC-R as. compared

~ P - to WISC - o
: o WIBC-R 14% 'WISC 22% No response 447 Same 1% N
S * :Dontt know_2% v o ! ¢
2 r " g.. ) ’ - »
) - 3. Comment on your- preferdnce .foy the WISC-R or WISC . -
S - WISC-R 29%% WISC 1% No response 47% -  Same 37
S S Don't know % C e

1,

L , - J ) a o, ) . 5
°o. .. - . »-12 B
&
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: 0 - "' -'(' - ' B ’ ' ’ . .
o =.:{ As can be observeq, even though psychologlsts admitted that
3 . ’ oo, ﬂf/ "
the WISCPR prOV1ded lower -Vérbal, Performance and'Full ‘Scale IQ

8 ‘ ’ \

. . - scores, it nevertheiess (by a much smaller margln), was pre-

- ferred by the psychometr1C1ans and th1s -was so evéh though they

r

found the WISC easler to admlnlster. On the basis of these

-
. .

data, dare we accept the hypothetlcal assumptlon that for the

B.

§ Bureau of -Child Guldance, ‘the WISC-R is a preferred evaluatlve

mdev1ce and is a fairer test of mlnorlty chlldren's intelligence

o od
EfeC1sely because 1ts scores are l,ower’P

ER

Cw More obJectlve data were avallable, however. A carefully
p

deslgned study, 1n1t1ated by the Psychologlcal Corporatlon

" yéh{{and executed by Jerome D. Doppelt and Alan S. Kaufman,
_;}%T-hpfﬁ estlmated th magnltude of the d1ffekences¢between IQ'
J‘i_ . obtalned fro:\IRE‘W?SC R and those from the orldlnal WISC,

:?t Thelr concluslons conflrmed our stlll u Substantlated feeling:

to wit, that if “the 1974 WISC-R sample had beén tested with

. the WIXC, the contemporary WISC R sample would ave obtained

, hlgher sc0res on the earller battery. The SC-R was producing i

A , ~
tower scores' : o o .
,One mogé individual incident propelled us into action!

A guldance counselor in a prestlglous east side school in

N ~»¢‘

New York asked us’ to test a young b1ack boy whom she suspected-

of be1ng retarded and whom she wanted placed ,therefore, in a
/'spec1al ‘tlass (or, preferably, taken out of that school) Our
,/iﬂ o test scores on the revised WISC - seemed .to conflrm low borderline .

1ntelllgence, but did not fully support the colinselor's |
'susprc;ons. A school,psychologist,,eXadfly four months later,
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administered. the 1949 WISC, unaware’ the child had been. tested.

The’ full scale IQ scorq grs 89 - l7 p01nts‘higher. Practice

< I

effect could not possibly hagp accounted for this increase in

scores, since these were verbal subtest scores not su‘ceptible

to variability. The WISC and WISC-R were not équivalent for

1nd1Vidual subJects.

’.,
.

For all these reasons,’ we initiatediour study.' We used

data from the WISC scores our population produced in 1973~

&

1974 and. the WISC-R _Scores elicited from our subJects in 1974-

.

1975. The populatiOn, of course, was different, but in terms

of diagnoses, referral complaints and socio-economic status,
comparable. Theysubjectsnwere 137 boys (too few female subjects
were available for inclusion) Thelmeans, standard deviations

and values for all subtes s Verbal, Performance and Full Scale

scores were computed. Additionally, the Ss, on the basis of

the chronologieal break from elementary te intérmediate school,

were divided into two groups: those under eleven years. of age

; b
and those over age eleven. . .

‘As can be”perceived from Table{B,ﬂmeans for three of the
subtests in‘the verbal area for boys_under 11 werenlower on
the WISC-R than on.the WISC, and thig was also apparent in

two of the subtest means far boys over eleven, the largest

’y

difference occurring in the Comprehension subtest With the

®

younger group and in Similarities with the older group.

. . N . .
? * . . ~
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MEANS STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND t
WISC AND WISC-R SUBTESTS
(Verbal scores)

TABLE 3

VALUES FOR

BOYS 'UNDER 11 YEARS

BOYS OVER l:SYEARS

v
[1
WISC - WISC-R t WIscC WISC-R
Information )
o N 32 30 : 36 @ a4 _
(’\ , Mean 8.15 7,67 0.59 "|| 6.28 “7.15  0.71
. $D - 2.74 3.59 ° - 2.33 .. 3.45
’ o
-Comprehension
N 32 .30 i 36 . 40 :
‘Mean 10.00 9.06 1.30 8,31 8.02 0.40
SD 2.45 3.19 3.00 3.27 ¢
Similarities
> N - 32 30 36 a1
o~ Mean 9.46 8.63 0.95 8.69 7.00 1.61
: SD 3.45 3.36 , 3.26 3.37 -
Arithmetic -
N 30 . 30 33 41 ,
Mean 8.87 8.90 0.04 7.03 7.22 0.29
SD 2.51 2.88 3.20 2.40
Vocabulary
/ .
N .32 30 36 40
Mean 9.00 9.63 0.84 8.14 8.40 0.35
SD 2.82 2.93 3.19 3.18
7 .



Table 4 tells a different Story.
younger groups,’ Coding on the WISC-

IOWer‘}caled scores. For the younger group a 51gn1flcant
. \ ﬂ;‘

difference also was obtalned in the Object Assembly subtes®, -

whlle,bfor the older group,

in Block Design.

-1

4

For both the older and

R produced significantly

statistical significance occurred

, ' TABLE 4 -
MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS, AND t VALUES FOR -
. WISC AND WISC-R SUBTESTS w
(Performance scores) %
&\\ UNDER 11 OVER 11
. WISC WISC-R t WISC  ‘WISC-R t
" PC ,
N 32 30 . 36 40
Mean 8.81 9.03- 0.34 8436 9.15 1.16
SD o 2.36 2.58 3.14 2.66
PA - : g ; <i
N - 32 30 . 36 " 40 :
Mean © 9.53 8.93 0.73 9.17 9.12. 1’07
SD | 2.63 3.62 //B\lf 3.16
. v ’ A
Bl Des ) 1 L o '
N , 32 30 35 40
Mean | 10.13 19.10 1.23 8.57-  6.85 2.00%%*
| D, 2.80 3.61 3.23 4.16
,;\_;,//6;2. Ass., : r/’ﬁ“\
N 29 30 ‘ 31 39 '
Mean . 10.82 9.00 2.18* | 9787 9.18 0.83
SD . 3.15 3.19 3.67 3.41
Coding - .
N 31 30 . 34 38 o :
Mean . 10.45 8.00  3.00** || 8.68 5.36  5.01%%%x
SD - 2.68 3.56 2.59 2.64

* p*<.015 (oneftai%'test)

/:' **p ~.001 (one-tail test)
1}
®

¥**p £,023 (one-tail test)

¥***¥p £.0001 (one-tail test)

16
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Table 5,,presenting Verbal Performance and Full Scale
scores; refleots-ﬂ s1gn1f1cant dlfference between the means
of the younger boys in therr éerformance IQ's, w1th lower ’
scores produced by,the revised WIS(:‘L The dlfference in thé:

older group, whlle also large, was’ not s1gn1f1cant.

TABLE 5¢ *j T

MEANS STANDARD DEVIA’I‘IONS AND 1 VAL,UES FOR : . ""-‘f o 5‘{.'

. &WI‘SC AND. WISC R VERBAL, PERFORMAD\;C‘E AND
._.,a - FuLL SCALE SCORES :

s

" . : ;{)’ ‘ e

n-n - -

¥
BOYS UNDER Ll YEARS % BOYS OVER 1l YEARS

cA

‘«wrscA *w:jqéRﬁﬁy

!

WISC 4 WISC-R t

@f‘,.d boey
. 3zau- “30 -agihvu\ j 36 39
94%,34 i .92.17" 0.57 - 85.42 85,69 0.0s8
13465 - “1s.31 16.30  13.44
.-p,’v“-,“'l -t . H .
Performance S R » !
N T h“:'kﬂso : . 36 39 ;
"Mean . 99 28 + 91, 83 1.96% | 92,06 _84.87 “1.59
SD 12,68 16.03 ‘: 18.60 20,01 -
Full Scale s B ) L
N 32 30 .. . 36 39. :
Mean ' 96.37 91.17 1.44 | 87.6% 83.3g 1.04

- SD - 12.38 15.34 | 16.54 18.59

*P < .025 (one-tail test) oo o ' .

It is interesting to note, although perlpheral to -the focus
of this paper, that from 1973 opn. the younger group, on, the
. average, not only has moved 1nto the normal IQ range, but also
fhas—IQ's substantlally hlgher in all areas than the older group,
~both in the Wisc and WISC- R means, althou /“WISC means remain
hlgher than _WISC-R means. Can this signifjpthat, as thé‘

youngsters ‘in the 1nner city advance to hlgher grades,'they shift

" from "the Category of normal 1nte111gence Tnto the borderllne

17 -
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. which we ac@uire for each. of our subJects, offers somgwqg’

-16- , - IR

. ‘ A

category? Why? What| is the educational environment in the inner

City dOing to childreh as they continue thqir schooling7

4 vy

' i ll intents and purposes, the revised version of the

K 3 - .
e u . . . N H

"jomwynfair to minority groups, The reVised instrument

,"p{'g%lalmed a more equitable distribution of its standard-

-ization sample, including non-whites and the poor/ setting up

five occupational groups - the lowest being those categorized

‘as "labore : Afarm laborers and farm foremen, v (p, 21 WISC-R

. 4 _
manual). ‘%gé* ‘ ' . - .

Now, our inner city Population, .based on statistics
/A*

)

perﬁaps critlcal-exceptionse Fully 90 percent of our

[

referred children are on Medicaid, and the maJority of them

»
-

come from families,who have been on welfare into the second
. \ ,

and third generation,, Does the revised WISC consider such
subJects and such. famllies non-persons7 They certainly are

‘not ,included in the standardization': Are female headed

. household;included in the sample? Jhis'is not indicated.

Overv1ew1ng.our data we see that scores are lower in

.most subtests on the WISC-R although not statistically SO in

-

all areas, than those obtained on- the WISC Where scores

are statistically lower these occur in the performance area,
and‘most consistently in the Coding subtest which -‘lf it | '
pretends to any input into intellectual functioning, serves-
merely to deal with an ability to do exactly what you're told

to do, using symbols. Coding is usually'the final subtest

administered; it requires the appearance‘of'a red and blue

18,

Ll
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‘Printed booklet form (an added expense to the purchaser) andd/>

a.red penc1l sans erasédr. Is it a fat1gue factor; a dis-.

;\tractibility factor, or just plain boredom which so significantly

2

lowers the‘scores'of our population?
To sum:up. those of us who work .with minority groups have
not as yet observed that the WISC R has prOV1ded this sector ‘

of the population w1th a falrer or better assessment deV1ce.

One questlon still. 1ooms large in the psychologlcal fleld
» -

Can 1ntelllgence tests, such .as the Wechsler, in the ‘hands of

\,

, most of the psychometrlclans aLademlcally tralned to admlnlster

\

‘them, truly assess the 1ntellectual potentlal of a mlnorlty {

group? The very admlnlstratlon of these batter1e51s most often

requlred as the result of & s1tuatlon whlch has already ra1sed

questlons about a Chlld's intelligence. What dlstOIthn

occurs as tne result of a devalued 1ntelllgence in the flrst

R

place (all other varlables be1ng equal)~

If 'we want to ellmlnate transcultural d1stortlon in :
cllnlcal practlce, the d1agnost1c approach to pathology (a
hangover from the medical model) must undergo radlcal surgery.

A reformulatlon of testlng procedures must be 1nst1tuted. .

-Norms must be v1ewed susp1c1ousbzor meanlngfully d1sregarded

..\

. oy e
Have we the temerlty,-ln short sy to transform the concept of“

the 1nte111gence test into a teachlng procedure, whlle uslng
ﬁl,

it as only one ‘aspect of 'the total evaluatlon of the Chlld'

potential?

As ser}ous psychologists, we cannot permanently advocate

the’ 1nfallib111ty of our 1nstruments, nor the expertlse of our'

T

;//lep
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practitioners, Nor are wé brash enough to suggest that w& are
privy to all the spec1al coplng mechanlsms of the inner 01ty

2 communlty. -

rd

Therexis'really only one“asset we may be ahie_to'lay' -
c¢laim to and that is that we have a moral s001a1 and |
community commltment to help/énner c1ty Chzldren develop ;\-1
towards - the1r full potentlal, Where the school falls, or the ’

AN env1ronment defaults on-it obllgatlons, we have the professional

\
~

'respon51b11;ty not only to predict, but more so, to attualize
. ' : ’ o N\ A . ’ :
potential, . T o .

\'If;yeUare to-tackLe the question of eliminating, or at
Nl ) 3 ﬂ‘ .. ., . .
»  least m1n 121ng, transcultural d1stort10ns in élinical ‘
~ W ¥ o i —— ‘ -

— . practlce three radlcal assump+1ons may prOV1de the rationale
’for alterlng Our testlng procedures. ’ |
| Ihe flrst of these stems from the remarks that
'; _ Professor Alexandex Lurla made at the 37th Annual Meetlng of
the Amerlcan Orthopsychlatrlc Ass001atlon in Chicago in
1960, Questloned about,the Sovie Union's limited use of the
) IQ' test as an objective method for assesslng 1ntelllgence,'he
S ’
responded by stating that IQ tests weére, used in his country,
but not for the purpose of establlshrng the child's IQ;

‘

rather for the purpose of elevating ‘it. After the testlng,

, he explained, the child was taught what he did ,hot know, the
instruction based on glv;ng him an understanding of the
cognltlve SklllS employed 1n developlng the appropr1ate "set"
for answerlng the- questlon.' If, at a 1ater date, retestlng

.1ndlcated the subJect had retalned this knowledge, hadn't.heu

e L i Tl
.

20 o
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e o .
.t‘provén himself more intellfgent? «Luria‘said; in effect, "We
«value our people! We want them to be as 1ntelllgent as posslble,-
so our psychologlsts help them." \Can we accept this approach7«
The second assumptlon derlves from the first. 1In 1962,
the Massachusetts Institute .of Technology published the
translatlon of LeV'Vlgotsky s "Thought and Language,"vw1th
an 1ntroductlon by Jerome Bruner.’ . There the dgflnltlon.of
1ntelllgence was - offered as the. "ablllty to benef1t from -
instruction." This glves us our cue!- .-Can we develop a lv
\f.paradlgm for 1nstructlonal procedures which concretely a1ms
at develop1ng the abstract att1tute 1n young ch11dren.
- The third assumptlon flows from the second. The act I
- of thought 1tself the engagement in problem-solv1ng,once e
it is removed fro the imperatives of school-orlented mater1als,'
separated from the performance of text-book chores, ig an
engaglng and enJoyableaprocess.- It is a bra1n-storm1ng
experience Wthh chlldren, parents, yes, and espe01ally
“ teachers in the inner community, have 1ost slght of: The
solution of problems prov1des the solver with emotlonal as
well as cognltlve pleasure.k We have ' deprlved our'chlldren -
our adults - of this pleasure and offered them expenslve hard -
_ and soft-ware Pap 1nstead Let's put the- enJoyment of thlnklng
back into the currlculum of llfe" And who can do it better, i
.perhaps,»than those 'in the mental health field whose goal

. must become the prevention of pathology rather than its

Mmeasurement? -

#o#




