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Introduction to Papers Inspired 'by Roger Moore'Lette'r

Stephen Greenspan, PhD

The Fall 2008 issue of Psychology In
fental Ratardation end Developmental
sigabilities contained a lengthy letter by
loger B. Moore (2006) tited “Modiflcation
f Individuals JQ Scores is Not Accepted
rofessional Practice.” This was a criti-
fsm of an easlier paper In the Spring issue
Breenspan, 2006) in which | made the op--
iwsite argument, with particular application
3 death penalty cases. The editor, Sam
“hios, kindiy offered the opportunity to orga-
fize a response 1o Dr. Moore's thought-
ul argurents. | have chosen to do this

through two brief papers. The first paper is
by the foremost expert on the Flynn ffect,
James Flynn himself, and addresses the
major points mada in Moore's Ietter. The
second paper takes a “meta” approach, and
explores the quastion “why teke IQ scores
so seriously in the first place?” In & later
paper, | shall argue for a shift, in ine with
other DSM diagnostic categoties, towards
sole reliance on clinieal judgment, with the
basis for such judgments being evidence
of & history of profoundly “foolish action” in
soclal and non-soclal chaliengding contexts.
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Capital Offenders and the Death Sentence:
A Scandal That Must Be Addressed

James R. Fiynn'

A thought experiment

Stephen Greenspan (2006) has en-
dorsed my proposal that the 1Qs of these
on death row should be altered when it is
clear that they have been scared against
obsolete norms {Flynn, 2006). Roger B.
Moocra, Jr, {2008) has raised the doubts
that this proposal usually inspires. Here Is
a thought expariment that may clarify the
issles. Imagine we had a WISC-IV 1Q of
70 in a capial case and then the Psycho-
logieal Corporation issued a bulietin, “We
made a mistake In copying the censts data
for parental years of schooling and our
normative sample was one S0 substandard
on that variable. We have extracted from
it a subrsample that is correctly standard-
ized. It gives Qs on average 5 points lower
than the defeciive norms. In passing, we
standardized a total of 13 WISC subtests.

While we originally chose numbers 1-10 of
these to calculate full scale !Q), we are now
convinced that a better package is numbers
-7 and 11-18. .

| will transpose Moore’s objections {c
that context: :

1, Denmark has no such problem,

2, We do not know whether the Psycholog-
ical Corporation wit make such mistakes
in the future, '

3, When the performances of the original
and the altered samples are compared,
score diffarences are not uniform over
subtests.

4, That being so, it would be even worse If
the Psychological Corporation had both
altered their standardization sample and
glven the new group the Stanford-Binet,

5. When such mistakes have been made
in the past, that is, a standardization
sample one 8D oo fow and a better

sub-sample derived from It, the differ-
ence this made o Qs was not uniform:
these cases average at 5 polrds but vary
from 2 to 7 poinis.

6. The bulletin provides no reasor 1o raise
the Qs of American blacks,

7. The Cousts often ignore such builetins.
Therefors, this WISC-IV 1Q score of
70 should be allowed to stand and the
offendar should be executed. (I have
added the conclusion, of course, but it
is what rejecting the bullstin means in
practice).

The significance of
IQ gains over time

Ovarwhelming data indicate that the
old WISC {normed in 1047-1948) gives

Qs apout 17 points higher than current
Wechsler-Binet tests (Flynn, 2007, Tabls 1).

1T James R, Flynn [s Emeritus Professor of Political Siudies at New Zealand's Otago University. He can be contactad at fim fiynn@ stonebow.ofago.ac.nz

3




T

Assume someone gave that tost to a boy of

15 in 2002 and he scored an iQ of 87. At

20, he is on death row. Does anyone really

believe that this score should be entered
Into the balance sheet that determines
whether or not he will be execuied? Recall
what [Q scores are all abowt. They teli you
where you stood in refation 1o your peers
at the fime you were tested. That means

a 15-year oid in 2002 should be scored
against the 15-year olds of 2002 and not
-against the Jower scoring 15-year olds of
B4 yeais ago. For this boy, the latter are

the wrong standardization sample and their

substandard norms (compared to his frue
peers) will inflate his 1Q by about 17 peints.
Ancther thought experiment. The
Psychological Corporation issues a second
builetin: “Our mistake had nothing to do
with census data. Rather than entering the
notrnative date for the WISC-IV standard-

ization sample, some ool hit the wrong key

and entered the obsolete WISC-HI norms.
The good news is that this only inflates 1Qs
by 3 or 4 points.” My point is simply this:
correcting IQ scores for norms obsolete at
the time the subject ook the test is simply
a special case of any other correction we
might make when we discovered we had
used the wrong norms. Will such correc-
tions be rough? They will indeed, but one
thing is certain: worse than a rough correc-
tion is no correetion at all,

Back to Moore’s objections

1. Research in Den-
mark shows that IQ
gains there stopped
about 1995, Answer; .
Therefore, they
should not lower
scores for any test
normed 1995 or after.
Note, however, that
they should adjust
scores for tests
normed before that
date,

2.1Q gains in America
may have waned.
Answer: Noth-
ing is certaln, but
Wechsler-Binet data
suggest that they
have persisted up to
2002 (when the last
test was normedy.
Since the rate of gain
showed no tendency
to drop, we should
wait for new data
before assuming it
has done so.

3. When subjects take
hoth current and
obsolete tests, the
score differences are

not uniform over subtests. Answer: The
conglusion that Wicheris, et al, {2004}
draws from this s that IQ gains cannot
be equated with intelligence gains. In
my recent beok What /s intelligence?, |
concur. My view is that IQ gains signal
the investment of our intelligence in new
areas, but do not mean an enhanced
ability to deal with everyday life. Surely,
this is a reason for adjusting scores.
1Q gaine meant such enhanced com-
petence, the pool of those who are MR
would have been steadily emptied.

4, We should not compare Wechsler tests
with Stanford-Binet tests. Answer: if
both of these tests are not valid mea-
sures of MR, we should stop using one.
If we ase both and thelr norms consis-
tently generate different 1Q scores, we
must iy o resolve the conflict. Oth-
erwigse, which test you take (the one
that gives higher scores or the one that
gives the lowsr scores) tums the death
penalty into & jottery.

5. When we compare pairs of earlier and
later tests, 10 gains may average at .300
poird per years but they vary around that
mean. Answer: When resuits for the
WAIS-H are discarded, for reasons to
be given, they all fall within .160 fo .489.
To refuse to adjust scores is to say, in

. effect, since we cannot be sure where
1Q gains lie between .200 and 400, we
witl pretend they do not exist at all, Well,
adopting a rate of 0.3 means you are

Tests Compared

almost certain to be no more than 100
per year off. Not to adjust scores isto
absolutely guarantee that you will be
from .200 o .400 off.

6, We do no raise the 1Qs of blacks simply
because they have a negative group
difference with whites of 15 points, An-
swer: No, because we have no reason
to think that defective-norms are the
culprit. This hardly justifies making no
adjustment where norms are defective,
if you belleve that Wechsler-Binet tesls
urtfairly penalize blacks, label them
MR when they are not, then you surely
ought to raise their scores.

7. The Courts have an equivocal afiitude
to adjusting IQ scores. Answer: Then
we will have to educate them. The tide
may be fuming, On 28 February 2007,
the US Navy-Marine Corps Court of
Criminal Appeals stated: “In determining
whether an offender meets this definition
(author: of MR), standardized 1Q scores
scaled by the SEM and the Fiynn effect
will be considered”. Web: NMCCA
{(CODE 07},

1 hops that readers will peruse Flynn
{2006) and Flynn (2007} for a full state-
ment of my cass. Not adlusting scores puis
offenders at the mercy of chance: whether
someone was lucky ehough to take a rela-
tively current 1Q test or unlucky encugh to
take a test with obsclete norms.




Enter the WAIS-

Moore does not attack my other sug-
gestlon for adjusting 1Q scores. 1Qs should
be lowered by .3 points for every year
between when the test was normed and
when the subject sat the test. In addition,
WAIS-111 Qs shouid be lowered by another
2.34 points, The appendix of Fiynn (2007)
defends the second suggestion at length,
but one cannhot anticipate all objections.
Therefore, 1 will confront those put by Larry
Weiss {2007} of the Psychological Corpo-
ration,

First: The rate of IQ gain may
have slowed down since 1978

This appears to provide a beaut-
fully simply escape route for the WAIS-
Hl. Comparing the norms of the WAIS-R
(1978) and the WAIS-IIf (1995) gives a
rate of gain of .171 i& points per year. As
Weiss notes, the comparison between the
5B~ (1985) and SB-5 (2001) gives 173
or almost exactly the same rate. He cites
a comparison between an earlier and later
versicn of the Differential Abilities Scale
(DAS) that adds confirmation. So why
assume there is anything wrong with the
notms of the WAIS-W? ‘
The norms of the WAIS-III are indicted
by a whoie matrix of compatisons inter-
‘refated in such a way that weakening the
"oroblems ansing from one comparson
-only intensifies the problems arising from
‘Others, Let us state Weiss's full hypoih-
esis: {1) There is a prima facie case that
the norms of the SB-4 and SB-5 are valid
-~ gtherwise why cite them as validating the
norms of both the WAIS-R and WAIS-IH; -
(2) The post-1978 rate of gain fell off to
171 1Q points per year.
Table 1 presenis 12 comparisons of
a varlety of Wechsler and Stanford-Binat
-norms,  Look at comparison {1): the
norms of the WAIS-ill produce iQ scores
5.5 points higher than the also (assumed
to be) valid SB-5. Yet the iwo tasts were
normed only 6 years apart and therefors,
according 1o Welss, the difference should
be only about one point {6 x his rate of
_ 171 = 1.03 points). So the SB8-5 now
indicts the WAIS-II norms as too lenient
by aimost 4.5 points. Look at comparison
{3): the norms of the WAIS-iil produce 1Q
scores 3,10 points higher than the WISC-
IV. The two tests were normed 6.75 years
apart and Welss’s hypothesis leads us to
expect & difference of 1.15 points (8.76 x
71 =1,15). That would indict the WAIS-
. 11 norms as too [enient by almost 2 points,
- +..This range of 2 to 4.5 points indicates that
-.my value for the inflation of {Qs by the
- WAIS-HH Is a bit on the low side.

Worse, the hypothesis of gains drop-
ping 0 .17 points per year after 1978 is
overwhelmingly falsified by the total data.
There are 8 comparisons ihat refer to the

post-1978 pariod, namely, alt bui (8), (7).
(10}, and (11), and they give an average
rate of gain of .365, Weiss picked out the
vakles that rank second and third lowes?,
If | picked out those that rank second and
third highest, we would posit a rate of .474
IQ poinis per year.

Weiss's hypothesis focuses our atten-
tion on the 5.5-point discrepancy beiween
the two tests actually being used on death
row. 1 is a discrepancy reinforced by the
comments of the lawyers in every capital
case | have encountered: Use the SB-5
tor a low 1Q that will get the offender off;
use the WAIS-IHl for a high 1Q that will get
the offender executed. The WAIS-IIl was
normed 6 years sarlier than the SB-5 and
therefore, the legitimate expectation would
be that WAIS-IT IGs would give scores 1.8
points higher (6 years x .300 = 1.8), This
ieaves someone’s norms out by about 3.7
points (5.5 - 1.8 = 3.7). Weiss noles that

. different test content can generate different

rates of IQ gain. But this would be a case
of something far more serious: different
test content generating different 1Q scores
at the crucial level of MR -- even were the
tests normed on the seme day and obso-
lescence was not a factor.

if test content is the culprit, we will be

in deep waier indeed, At present, thereis -

no need fo posit such a problem i that the
hypothesis of substandard WAIS norms
is compatible with all existent data. The
most urgent thing fo do'in this area is to
test the 5.5-point discrepancy between the

WAIS-IIl and SB-5 by replication. It creates

a scandal that cannot be ignored. As long
as it stands, can anyone deny that we
have a problem as o which set of norms
io trust? The Welss hypothesis suggests
trusting both: that is not an option, .

it may be sald, what of the 8B-5's
norms? As we shall see, the jury is out
until we have data from tests nermed after
the SB-5. Butwe can do a preliminary
evaluation because Table 1 offers com-
parisons in which the SB8-5 figures as the
more recent test, Setting comparison (1}
aside because it includes the WAIS-Il,
comparison {4) with the WISC-ill gives g
rate of gain of .417 1Q points per year; and
cemparison (8} with the 8B-4 gives .173
points. These give an average raie of .285
or almost exactly what we would expect,
For now, the norms of the SB-5 geta
pass, although if the test were taken today,
scores would have to be lowered by 1.8
points for six years of obsolescence.

In passing, Weiss mentions better
representation of low-scoring subjects as
a possible reason for discrepancies in the
measured rate of IQ gains. However, the
architects of both the WAIS-IIl (Tulsky &
Zhu, 1997) and $B-5 (Roid, 2003} went
to hew fengths fo insure that such groups
were not omitted, So the comparison
between these two tests should be unaf-
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fected. As for other comparisons, my own
calculations suggest that such improve-
ments affected mean (Q by about one-half
of a point {Fiynn, 1988, Table 2).

Second: Scholars have made
positive comments about the
WAIS-IH norms

The scholars Weiss cites evaluated the
WAIS-N! prior to the year 2000, The most
damriing evidence against the WAIS-IH be-
came available only after that date, namely,
comparisons of its norms with those of the
SB-5 and the WISC-IV. You simply cannot
asgess a sei of norms in isolation. They
must be analyzed in a malrix, each member
of which is a comparison of two sels of
norms separated in fims. In addition, the
norms being assessed musi appear as the
earlier set in some comparisons and the
tater set in others,

Look at the pattern the WAIS-IH ex-
hibits in Table 1. In comparisons (1} and
{3), where it is the earlier test, it produces
huge rates of gain, namely, rates of 0.917
and 0.459 points per year for an average of
0.688. In comparisons (9) and {12), where
it is the laier tes!, it produces virlually nil
gaing, that is, rates of +0.171 and - G.117
for an average of 0.027. -

What would explain this discrepancy?
As performance rises, representative sam-
ptes of Amerlcans set tougher and tougher
norms, Therefore, if we give the same
group of subjects two fests, one normed
earlier and the other normed later, they will
get higher scores on the earlier test with
the easier norma, [ a particular test has
too easy norms even when standardized, it
will show & peculiar pattern in comparisons.
Posit that the norms of the WAIS-Ill were
too tenient and produced foc high scores
even in ils own day.  Then the mean 1Q of
a group that takes i as the edrlier test will
soar far gabove the mean I1Q of the same
group on a later test and produce an inflat-
ed estimate of 1Q gains. And the mean IQ of
a group that takes it 2 later fest will show al-
most no difference compared fo thelr mean
1Q on an earlier test and produce a deflated
estimate of IQ gains, Stich a pattern cries
oul for a diagnosis of too tenient norms and
inflated scores.

in passing, note what adjusiment
wotlld bring the WAIS-Ii results into Hine - f
taken in isolation from the whole matrix. If
wa assume that its norms inflate scores by
2.45 paints, the values in Table | aiter as
foliows: :

(1) 5.50 - 2.45 = 3.05 points gained over
B years = rate of 5083

{3) 3.10 - 2.45 = 0.65 polis gained over
6.75 years = rate of 0.0963

Average where WAIS-iH is the earlier
test becomes rate of .3023.

(9) 2.90 + 2.45 = 5.35 points gainad
over 17 years = rate of 0.3147




{12) - 0.70 +2.45 = 1,75 points gains
over 6 years = rate of 0.2817

Average of where WAIS-H is the later
test becomes .3032.

Is the WAIS-if unique?

In other words, assuming that the
WAIS-I norms inflate scores by a slightly
higher value than | have suggestad brings
its earfiertater test results into alignment.
Why have | foregone 2.45 in favor of 2,34
poinis? Out of respect for the total matrix.
The lesser adjustment brings the minimum
and maximum WAIS-|Il values closest to
the minimum and maximum values found
in the 8 comparisons that do not involve
the WAIS-lIl. Since we are assuming that
these have roughly represeniative norms, it
seemed the fairest thing o do.

A check; does any other set of norms
show the same problems as those of the
WAIS-HI? We can only test those that
figure as both earlier and later in compari-

sons. | wili add a comparison not included in -

Table 1 because It is less recent than those
therein. Comparison of the WAIS (1863-
- 54) and the WAIS-R (1978) shows a rate of
gain of .328 1Q points per year {(Wechsler,
1981, p. 47).

We can now examine the norms of
three additional tests:

1. The WAIS-R. It figures as the later test
in two comparisons, namely, with the
WAIS (.328) and the WISC-R (.160)
for an average rate of .244. itfigures -
as the earlier test In two comparisons,
namely, with the SB-4 (.4809) and the
WAIS-I (171} for an average of 330,
Discrepancy: .330 - .244 = 086,

2.The SB-4. [t figures as the later test in
three comparisons, namely, with the
WAIS-R (.489), the WISC-R (227}, and
the 8B-LM (.116) for an average of .277.
It igures as the earlier test in one com-
pariscn, namely, with the 8B-5, which
gives a rate of .173. Discrepancy: 277
=373 = 104,

3. The WISC-ill. it figures as the later test

_ In one comparison, namely, with the
WISC-R, which gives a rate of .312.
it figures as the earller test in three
comparisons, namely, the SB-5 (417),
the WISC-V (.332), and the WAIS-Ulf {-
117) for an average of .211. Biscrep-
ancy: .312-.211 =.101.

| have included the WAIS-HIl in these
comparisons because, at present, we are
testing, rather than discounting, its validity,

The norms of other tests creale
discrepancies ranging from .086 to .104.
What kind of discrepancy do the norms of
the WAIS-II| creale? As we have seen, as
the later test it gives 027 and as the earlier
test it gives .688. Thae discrepancy is .661
and over six times as great as any other
‘set of nomms. | invite anyone to expiain this
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Flgure 1.

Note the inflated rate of gain {. 688) when the WAIS-Hl} is the earher test and the
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away by assumptions about the rate of gain
altering from one decade o another. They
will spend much time and find that nothing
works.

This issue cannot be seitled by appeals
to authority, Howaver, even though my
suggestion that the WAIS-I norms inflated
Qs by 2.34 points is barely in print, cne
distinguished schotar has been convinced.
Merrlll Hiscock, Professor of Psychology at
the University of Housten, and one of his
students analyzed scores drawn from the
Wechsler manuals for the WAIS, WAIS-R,

-and WAIS-I to estimate the offects of ag-

ing. They found the bizarre resuli that the
annual rate of change from the WAIS to the
WAIS-R was 87% higher than that from the
WAIS-R fo the WAIS-Ill -- uniil they made
my recommended adiustment of 2.34 points
to reduce inflated WAIS-Ill scores. That
done, they were able to offer a coherent in-
terpretation of both the effects of aging and
cohort gains implicit in the data (Dickinson
& Hiscock, under review),

Third: The rigorous selection
of the WAIS-IlI standardization
sample

The Wechsler and Stanford-Binet or-
ganizations do everything humanly possible
to get representative samples. What a poor
reward when a scholar like myself suggests
that they have simply had bad luck! When
that happens, aware of thelr impeccable
procedures, it is inevitable that the test

3= EWAJS u: eamerr
. AH other data

L
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nublishers will reject the suggestion,

However, they cannot do the impos-
sible, To get norms for the WAIS-il and the
older age groups of the SB-5, you have to
select & representative sample of American
adults. With schoolchildren, as long as you
locate & good sample of schools, you are
home free. Aduls are not walting for you
gathered fogether in one Institution. They
can be located only if you visit a representa-
tive sample of their work places or homes,
and no one can do that. School children
have to pariicipate if thelr school cooper-
ates. Adults can self-select either by being
too busy {High 1Q subjects) or too unin-
terested (fow IQ subjects). These distor-
tions cannot always be detected by using
stratification vasiables such as SES or years
of schooiing. 1t is likely that adult samples
can only be accurate to within a few points,
See Flynn (2006h) for a detailed discussion.
There is & presumption in favor of norms for
schoal-age children but no such presump-
tion for adults.

Fourth: IQ gains measured by
other kinds of tests should be
taken into account.

Weiss notes an estimate yielded by
two recent versions of the Differential Abiii-
ties Scale. However, as he points out, dif-
ferent tests produce different rates of gain,
for example, data from many nations show
that gains on Raven's Progressive Matrices
are far larger than those on Wechsier-Binet




tests (Flynn, 1987). The DAS Is a different
kind of test than the Wechsler-Binet tests,
as are the Primary Mental Abiliies Test, the
Armed Forces Qualification Test, and so
forth. Only confusion will result if we lump
their data info our matrix of Wechsler and
Starford-Binet dala.

However, | will viclate this rule simply
to show how liitle difierence it makes to slot
an exira data set favorable 1o the WAIS-Hil
into the total matrix. We will reat the DAS
data as constituting an addifional compari-
son in which the WAIS-Il was the later test
of a pair that yields a rate gain of 170 1Q
points par year. We would now have three
such comparisons, namely, .170, 471, and
-.117 for an average of .075, The valiue
for comparisons in which the WAIS-Il was
the earlier iest would be unalterad at .688,
Therefore, the discrepancy would now be
513 {688 - .075). This is slill six times the
next largest discrepancy of .104.  You can-
nof simply replicate a particular value here
or there and evade the case that the total
mass of data consiructe brick by brick.
Summing up

There Is nothing wrong with using the
WAIS-Il to test offenders on death row
or anyone else. 1t is a good test and only
needs its norms adjusted. in addition to the
2,44 points, its norms are 12 years obsoles-
cent and this dictates subtracting another
3.6 points, making a total of 5.94 points.

This deduction assumss the test is belng
administered In 2007, These whoe are
unconvinced must, in all decency, suggest
an alternative solution 1o the problem of the
WAIS-i and the SB-5 turning death intc &
lottery. Figure 1 provides a graphic illustra-
sion of why you should look very closely at
the WAIS-H.  Opting for the SB-5 wouid
not save you the trouble of adjusting scores.
Its norms appear to have been accurate at
the fima it was standardized, but they are
how 6 years obsolete and current scores
should be lowered by 1.8 poins.
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Flynn-Adjustment is a Matter of Basic Fairness:
Response to Roger B. Moore, Jr.

Stephen Greenspan’

In his lengthy letter in the last issue,
Roger B. Moore, Jr. (2006) criticized my
earlier article (Greenspan, 2006), in which

| discussed the use of the "Flynn Effect” o
correct for obsolete IQ norme, especially in
- go-called “Atkins” (death penalty exemption)
hearings. The authotitative response comes

. from the real expert on this matler, James
. Flynn {this Issus), but 1 do wantto say a
few words in my own defense,

it { implied that use of Flynn adjust-
meni is becoming commonplace, that
was a mistaie. My purpose was to make
members of Division 33 aware of this new
practice. It may become commonplace, but
it hasr't happened yet, at least for non-At-
kins purposes. While Flynn corrections are
quite commonly used in Atkins-relfated testi-
mony, and the practice has met widespread
acceptance by irial judges (two points that
Moore concedes), the matter is stilt being
iitigated on the appeliate level, as Moore
correctly points out,

Moars, afong with many other practic-
ing psychologists, clearty has a problem
with the idea that I scores may need
adjusting. However, the science of psychol-
ogy has fundamentally accepted the reality
of the Flynn Effect (Neisser, 1988}, with
leading intelligence researchers putting their
maln efforts into understanding rather than
dispuling ihe phenomenon {see Mingroni,
20043, Moore finds suppert in the fact that
the APA did not ralse the Fiynn effect in its
amicus brlef in the Daryl Aikins case, but
the purpose of that lawsuit was to address
the constitutionality of executing defendants
with MR, not to determine whether Mr, Al-
kins himself had MR. The faflure to mention
ihe use of Flynn adjustrnerts (which ante-
Alking had not come irto widespread use)
hardly constitutes proof of APA’s opposition.

Meoore's most serious attack was on
the evidence supporting continued use
of the 0.3 FS 1Q points per year of norm
obsclescence adjustment formula, and here

| will feave it mainty to Professor Flynn to
respond. | do need, however, to elaborate
briefly on an aspect of my earlier paper
where | did not go into sufficient depth, and
that has to do with the research methods
that have been used. infact, there have
been iwo very different kinds of studies, The
first set of studies (e.g., Flynn, 1984) pro-
vides the basis of the 0.3 Flynn adjusiment
formula; these studies involve the same
subjects being tested on an 1Q test and then
being retested 1-4 years later on a later-
normed IQ fest. These could involve two
editions of the same test {e.g., the WIST-R
and the WISC-I}), but virtually all pos-

sible combinations of Wechster (adult and
child) and Stanford-Binet tests have been
compared using this within-subject method,
sometlimes reported in the test manuals
themselves and sometimes by other inves-
tigators. An example, involving the WISC-R
and WISC-Hl, shows that Ss taking both
showed a 5-point drop in 1Q on the WISC-Il,

1 Stephen Greenspan is Emeritus Professor of Educational Psychology at the University of Conrecticit. He can be contacted at

stephen.gresnspan @ gmail.com.
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as compared to their scores on the WISC-R,
The obvious explanation is that the norms
for ihe later test were toughened by the test
publishers to compensate for the fact that
the standardization sample did better. As
the WISC-H was normed 17 years after the
WISC-R, dividing 5.0 by 17 produces an
average FS-1Q increass in the standardiza-
tion sample of 0.3 poinis per year (for P1Q it
was around 0.7 points, suggesting that most
of the effect is found on Performance sub-
scales). This approximate number has been
replicated in cornparison after comparison,
regardiess of the tests used.

The meajor exception to this finding was
the shift from the WAIS-R to the WAIS-Ill,
which is where the Idea origihated that the
Fiynn Effect should now be restated at 0.17
points. Flynn (20086) has pointed out that
this anomalous finding was a result of major
changes In the way the Psych Corp put
together its standardization sampie for the
WAIS-HHi. Using marketing firms for the first
time to assemble its sample, the publisher
sought admirably o correct for the “tree
stump” phenomenon {whereby a subject
who gave not a single correct response
would still recolve a score in the 40°s) by
stratifying for low ability, Unfortunately, they
appear to have done too good a job, in that
the WAIS-Ii sample had oo many low-1Q
Ss. It appears that this non-comparable
lower-performing sample produced norms
that overstated IQ by 2,34 points. Plug-
ging this correction tnlo the same-subject
studles brings the Flynn effect factor back
to 0.3. Moore cites a letter from & Pgych
Corp official defending the integrily of the
WAIS-IIl notms as evidence against the use
of Flynri's correction formufa. Can anyone
imagine that Psych Corp would take any
other public position, given the mammoth
legal fiability that would fkely accrue from

-any admission that thay may have blown it
when complling the WAIS-IH [Q tables?

The other kind of study reporied by
Flynn (1987) is much less refevant to the
U.S, legal arena, and this has to do with
the reporting of trends In intefligence test
performance in other Westermn countries.
The basic paradigm here has involved
performance on military screening batteries,
where different cohorts of new recruits are
tested in subsequent years on the same
batteries. These cross-sectional compari-
song have shown gradual increases in per-
formance on these batieries, which may or
may not reflect Increases in generat popula-
tion intelligence, However, these cross-
sectional comparisons are much more
sensitive to sampling differences than is the
case with US 1Q tests (where publishers
go to great lengths o ensure comparable
samples). Thus, in the two Scandinavian
studies cited by Moore (Sundet, Barlaug &
Torjussen, 2004; Teasdale & Owen, 2006),
upward trends in performance over the
years are highly correlated with increases
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in numbers of military recruits with some
college education. Cne source of the idea
that the Fiynn effect may no longer apply

is that in these Scandinavian countries, the
increases in miltary scores have stopped,
and scores may even be going down. How-
ever, a plausible explanation not addressed
at alt by the authors of those papers is that
these socigties, and their armies, have
bacome less homogeneous, in large part
due to a sizeable influx of less-educated
imrmigrants. Furthermors, these pui-to-
gether screening batteries are notin any
real sense IQ teats, and aftaining ceiling

on some of the components (suchasa
Ravens-iike measure) may be an artifact of
Ihe measures used. More o the point, how-
ever, is that 1Q trends in Scandinavia have
zero relevance to American norms, and the
basic point of an Atkins hearing s to see if
an individual qualifies for a diagnosis of MR
when compared to the US population, and
not fo the population of Norway, Denmark
or any other couniry.

Moore also alluded to the fact that
defendants in Atking cases, aside from hav-
ing low IQ also tend to be peor and minority,
and if one is Yo correct for ouimoded general
norms {which would lower 1Qs), one shouid
also correct for SES and ethnicity (which
would raise 1Qs). Aside from the fact that
the main function of adaptive behavior is to
protect against possible false positives, this
argument (which is chilling in the sense that
a correction propesed by Mercer to reduce
discrimination in special education assign-
ment would now be used o inctease already
high discrimination in execution assignment)
misses the point that the purpose of an At-
kins adiustment is not to correct for possible
changes In actual intelfigence in an individual
or sub-group but rather fo ensure that all indi-
viduals {regardiess of their demographics}
are measurad by the same yardstick when
being compared to an arbitrary (70 or 75)
general population diagnostic criterion. The
study by Kanaya, Sculiin and Ceci (20023
showed that a test with outmaoded norms
{the WISC-R at the end of its iife) produced
inflated scores on the same low {70-85) 1G
subjects as compared o the newly-normed
WISC-HL. In fact, for these low-1Q subjects,
the mean drop from the WISG-R to WISC-1H
was the same five points reported by Flynn
for the general population.

The need for making Atking adjusiment
stems, of course, from the literalness with
which courts, psychologists and lawyers,
along with the general public, view 1Q
numbers and cut-offs, Aside from the notion
that 1G doesn’t capture all of intelligence,
an idea that | first saw expressed by David
Wechsler {1974) himself and that has been
the focus of my own scholarly program,
there Is the problem that no serious ratio-
nale has ever been put forward o explain
why a score ending in zero, or comprising
a certain number of SD units, should be

the basis for deciding who has MR or, in
this case, who should die. if a decision to
execute someone hinges on whether he

is a single point above such an arbitrary
cuitting line (and | recently parlicipaied ina
hearing in which that was exaclly the case),
then basic fairness requires that the point
be detived from norms that were valid at the
time of testing. .

James Flynn has made enormous
contributions to the field of psychology. The
irony is that he is a moral philosopher, not
a psychologist, motivated not by a love of
psychometrics but by a love of basic fair-
ness. Moore has raised some interesting
issues which Flynn has, | believe, answered
sffectively. But we should not allow sta-
tistical game-playing to blind us to what is
fundamentally a moral problem.
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