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DFLINCUENCY AND FTTBLE-MINDEDI'ESS. A PEPLY TO VOID.

F. Kuhlmann

My own view in cormon with that of most psychologists of todey,
I believe, includes essentially three postulates. First, that certain mental
traits cheracterizing the feeble-minded nsturally end logicelly lead to
delinguencys. 3Second, that the insbility of the feeble-minded to maintain
g normel economic status results in their congregating in the lkast desirable
end "slum" distriets of our towns, thus in e measure creating their own
envirorment unfavorable to normal conduct. Third, that by actual mental
exeminaetions delinguents show a much higher percentage of feeble-mindedness
than exists in the general population.

In the paper read before this group Vold states the psycholo-
gists' position as follows: First, that it is a form of Neo-Lombrosianism,
Second, that "the great majority of criminals sre feeble-minded." Third, that
"a policy of sterilization or segregation of the feeble-minded is ihe only
effective method of preventing crime and of dealing with criminals." He
includes some other postulates relative to the mental traits of the feeble-
minded to which I am not taking exceptions, His other three statements are
quite incorrect. Fsychology's present position has been affected not in the
least by the Lombrosian theory. The prefix "Neo" attached to an idea means
thet it was derived from something thet preceded, or thet it was a natural
consequences There might be some mis-informed extremist awong present
psychologists who would say that the great majority of delinguents are
feeble-minded, but it certainly does not express a generel view. That steri-
lization or segregation of the feeble-minded would be the only effective
method of preventing crime does not follow even from this extreme position,
and I am sure it is not the general view of psychology. I shall not teke any
further time to support these flat denials of Vold's statements on what
psychologists think, for this is not the important issue. The main issue is
the question of the freguency of feeble-mindedness among criminals and
delinquents,

After reviewing a number of studies and giving some gquotetions,
Vold concludes that "These studies all point to the same general conclusion,
namely, that feeble-mindedness is approximately twice as frequent among crimi-
nals and delinquents confined in penal and correctional instituticns as in the
general population.” But in the end, he states that the inmates of reforma-
tories and prisons represent "a fair cross-section of the gensral population
which feecds the institutions,™ and that "Crime would secm to be an inevitable
consequence of social organization." In other words, therc¢ is no personality
trait, not created by social organization, that is responsible for erime and
delinquency., He comes to this couclusion, first, by rejecting the results
of mental test cxaminctions of reformatory and prison inmates., He does this
on the grounds that the mentel test norms are based on the performance of
children and on his clzim that the performance of normal adults on these
tests is or would be below that of children., He goes to the Army test
results to prove that adult performsnce is below that of children.

There are two ways of testing the correctness of a conclusion.
One is to examine the evidence on which it is baseds The other is to see
what it leads to. If it leads to & contradiction of other known faets it
becomis untenable,
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Let us give & moment to the latter method. First, people grovi-
ing up in the same enviromment, in fact, children of the same family, in
innumerable known instances behave differently. Some remsin law-abiding,
while others become delinguent. ©Shall we say with Vold thz=t some unotserved
difference in sociazl organization has caused the difference in behavior, or
that there wes en originel difference in the children on which onz end the
same society hed different effects?

Second, psychiatrists and psychologiets have observed msny coses
where a particuler delinguent zct was pretty indisputsbly due to some particulcr
mentel Btate or condition, It is indisputsble that the insane sometimes do
comnit crimes in acting out delusions; thet some epilepitics and insane are
abnormelly subject to f£its of anger thet lead to resh acts and assaults; thet
feeble-minded sowetimes become delinguent because they are unabvle 1o resist
o temptetion thot 2 normzl person would, or because they fail to understond
the cet or consceuence thet & normsl person would understand. The presumption
is that these cases occur more frecuently then sctually observed. Dr. Vold's
claim is thet they do not ocecur at all, or ot lezst so infrequently that they
do not show up in our stotistieal dets when that d-ta is correctly interprcted.

Third, it is pretty well cgroed that criminsls are not all clike;
thet we should study the personality of each individual criminsl, as well as
his history end records, on the besis of which he should receive individual
treatment. Without attempting to sey why people heve come to this conclusion,
I am certein throt most of them believe thet the personelity differences in
question nre largely origincl, znd not simply the effects of difforences in
sociel orgenizztion thet they heve contecteds If there were no originel
personality differences we would really do better by limiting our study to the
criminsl's treining, @nd environment, cond whetover else could be called social
orgenizetion, in order to get et the direct csuses of his delinguency.

| Fourth, Vold's position denies entirely any individunl respons-
ibility as ordinarily understood, f society is entirely to blame we owe much
to the criminel for the wrongs we hove done him, 2nd we should meke amends
efter the feshion dicteted by the mushiest of our sentimentclists. That et
lecst would be justice to the c¢riminal,

One might =244 other instecnees and weys in which Veld's conclu-
sion leads to the contradiction of accepted focts or pretty generslly accepted
opinions. This is the method of reductio ad sbsurdum, =znd the conclusion might
be made to look quite "absurd" in this menner. But it is not the best way.

Let us consider the evidence on which the conclusion is based.

The first considerstion is the very high percentoges of feeble-
mindedness among delinquents reported by the carly mental testers, end the repid
decline of these percentages in later reports to less than half the first
figures. Vold with others rightly criticizes the psychologists for this result,
He concludes rightly clso thet the difference between the ecarlier znd lzter
reports from mentzl tests is due to the fzet thet "The methods of measurement
of intelligence huave chenged during this period", but in the end maintains thet
adults score lowsr I.Q.'s than children do on mentel tests with norms derived
from the performence of children, and that therefore the percentage of sdults
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falling below c given low I.Q. is much larger thon the percentoge of children
who do so. He sttempts to prove this diffcrence betweun the T.Q.'s of
children end adults by o comprrison with the crmy test rcsults,

My chief difference with Dr. Vold concecrns the volidity of this
compzrison, But before we tzke up this issuc other metters should be clearcd
up cbout this difference in the percentoges of fecble-minded cmong delinguents
thet the earlicr end loter mentel testers reported. Godderd's explenation is
gquoted thot the difference is due to the fact thet the esrlier mentcl testers
clessed everyon:s ©s feeble-minded who cerned & uental sgge of twelve or less on
the tests, cnd thet this dividing line is too high. This. of cource; is not
on error in the test results, but an error in their interpretation, for which
the psychologists ernncet be alone held responsible. Meny others helo to
determine =t vhet intelligence level the line shall be drewn betwesen fecble~
minded ¢nd normels The chief function of the psychologist in this mottor is
to detormine the grades of intelligence in diffaerent psople., The psychologist
did not fix this dividing line. He merely determined the mentel levels below
and ebove this linc thrt had already been drawn on the besis of ather then
mental test evidenec. The psychologists, however, did mske an error for which
they ~leone were responsible, rnd which Vold does not mention. They overlooked
the feet thot the originecl Binet scole and ecrlier revisions did zot extend
up high enough to give correet mentecl zges for cdults near wversge, :nd rlso
used 2 smull nwaber of tests thot mrde them more unrelisble than leter sczles,
The originel Binet scele had only three tests =t the thirteen year level and
none beyond, four tests at twelve, five tests at eleven, four tests at ten.

On such @ scale persons with a true mental age of thirteen would hardly average
& mentel age of twelve, At = true mentel age of twelve and a half most would
get mentzl ages below twelve, Also because c¢f unreligbility due to smail
number of tests in the scale many with a true mental esge of fourteen even

would get 2 mentel sge of twelve or less on the scale. This defect alone
accounts for the low averazge mental age of sdults end the large number

scoring at twelve and below. The enrlier revisions of the originzl Binet of
1908 were Binet's in 1911, Goddard's in 1911, mine in 1912, eBd the Yerkes®
Point Scale in 1913, None of these removed this defect in any materiel degree.
The only Binet revisions that did so were Termon's in 1916, and mine in 1922.
At this point let me quote Sutherlend's summery given in Vold's paper. It
gives the medien percentage found feeble-minded among institution delinquents,
for & number of studies during successive periods.

Feriocd Medisn Percent
1910-1914 —=mcmmmmmmmmm e 51
1915=1918 ~—cmememmmmemm 28
1920-1984 wemmmemrcce——————— 21
1925-1988 —mmmmmemmem e 20

This shows distinctly that immediately after the first adequate
mentzl test scele appeared the high percentage of delingquents found feeble-
minded promptly diszppesred. A few yezrs later, when the older sezles had been
pretty well discarded for the new this median percent remains gbout the same.
And this has been in the main true of later results up to date, where the same
mentel ege or I.,Qe. dividing line between feeble-minded and normal had been

sed.
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This brings us to the important conclusion that the large
difference in mentel test results reported from different surveys of delinquents
in institutions, mmd of which Vold mnkes so much, no longer exists« But the
percentage of delinquents found feeble-minded is still several times as lorge
2s found among school children, At this point Vold objects to cpplying the
same mental test standards to odults as to childrens. He says, "The cssumption
thet cvercge cdult intelligence is cround 1.Q. L.00 25 measured by these tests
scems to me exceedingly questionable znd not supported by good information.™
He then goes to the Army test rosults to show thet dults score lower I.Q.'s
then do children on the same tests, His case, thercfore, stands or falls,
with what the ..rmy tcsts con prove on this point.

Vold zccepts the assumption, first, that the Army draft represent-
ed 2 feir cross~section of the genersl population, s regurds intelligence,
end second, that the crmy mentel test results have the same reliabilisy as have
our leter Binet test sceless I discgree emphaticelly with both these cssump-~
tions.

There were threc cclls for registretions during the war,
Recruits from the first two only got into service since the third Registrction
wss mede only two months before the Armistice, The first two yielded 10,679,814
registrentse. “There were five ways of entering the service,

le By commissioning as en officer 230,287
2¢ By appointment as o field clerk 3,294 (opproximate)
3¢ By voluntary enlistment
before registration 562,760
4, By voluntary enlistment
efter registration 948,545
£
s By drafting, or drawing by lot 2,548,930

The fifth wes called the droft, and the Army test results used
tc show the frequency of different grodes of intelligence in the Army were
limited to the drafte I shell attempt to show, first, that this draft could
not possible have been anywhere near a fair sample of the Army or general
populztion &s regerds intelligence, and, second, thot the unrelisbility of the
mentel tests used, together with the former, more than accounts for the high
frequency of feeble-mindedness shown in the Army test results,

The number entering military service by voluntary enlist-
ment ond the draft by the nbove five mothods wos 4,411,753, Sixty-six percent
of these were drafted, cnd thirty-four percent entered by voluntery enlistment
before and cfter registrations It is staoted thet nearly all of the voluntery
enlistments become officers, It is extremely unlikely that eny feeble-minded
were among these 1,744,886 voluntary enlistments. 562,760 enlisted becfore
cny were drafted. Again, 65 percent of oll registronts were excluded by
deferment ond exemptions A study of the classes that were thus excluded cen
hardly le=d to the conclusion that the remzining men left to be drafted
represented » fair cross-scction of the general populctions The excluded
comprised the following classcs;:

l. All engaged in Municipal, County, State and
Federal government ) '



2e All in the U, S, Mail Service
3+ All ministers and Divinity students

4, All regarded as essential in industry and
farming

5 All who had dependents requiring their
support

6. Certain aliens claiming exemption, and
elien enemies

7« Men with certain physicsl defects and
disease

8¢ Men with certain nervous and mental discrders
9. Mental defectives

I believe it is fair to assume that there was a negligible
number, if any at &ll, of feeble-minded in the first five classes. The
remaining classes comprised only 16 percent of all exclusions., The sixth
cless alone, the aliens, comprised 13 percent, and this is the most likely of
the remaining classes not to include feeble-minded. The total number of
mental defectives rejected was only 24,514, and these together with the

2n of draft age already in institutions for the feeble-minded comprised
less than two tenths of one percent of the registrants.

If, in a word, we assumed that only normal men were in Class 1,
commissioned as officers, Class 24 appointments 2s field eclerks, Class 4,
voluntary enlistments after registration, and all deferments and exemptions,
except those exempted as feeble~-minded, we would have the following numbers
of normal men among the 10,679,814 rcgistrants who did not get into the draft
of 2,548,930 men,

Class 1. 230,287
Class 2. 3,294? (Includes some duplicates)
Class 4. 948,545
Deferment & Exemption 6,948,758 = left after subtracting
24,512 fecble-minded
Total 8,130,884

This leaves 2,548,930 men for the draft, to which the army test
recults were limited. Assuming that there was the same percentage of fecble-
minded, that is, with M.As not over 11 years or I.Qe. «69 with 16 as the
meximum divisor among the registrants as I found emong school children, gives
566,030 feeble-minded that went into the draft, excepting the 24,512 exempted
feeble-minded which leaves 541,516, This number 541,516, makes 21 percent
of the draft fceble-minded, The mein sample of the army test result gave only
17.6 percent feeble-minded, that is, not over M.A. 11 yrs,
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We heve errived at this figure by meking some sssumptions that
may be questioned to some degrce. But we have so far considered only the
effeet of the selective service draft on the freguency of feeble~mindedness
in the draft that resulted. There were other factors that increased the
cpparent number of feeble-minded in the draft over the true number. Let us
turn now to the Army tests, and how the results were secured on the men
examined, Thc datso from which an attempt is made to determine the frequency
of diffcrent grodes of intelligence in the Army is based on groups speciolly
seleeted for this purpose. They were limited te the white draft proper,

They included 93,965 men given group tests, Alpha or Beta, plus the individual
Yerkes Point Scale or the Pintnecr-Peterson Ferformence Scale, =nd 653 men
given both group tests and thoe Stanford Binct. No good rcaeson appears for
denying thet the first and larger group wos a2 fair sample of the draft, although
it constituted only two pecrcent of the whole draft, meking a considerable
error o distinet possibility. The sample of 653 men given the Stanford-Binet
as well e the group tests is questlonable. These were obtained by sending
instruetions to the virious camps "esking thet unselected groups of the white
drcft be given both cxemin:tion Alphe =nd cxeminction Beta (Group tests), &nd,
when possible, the Stanford Binct." The momnner of getting unselected groups
is not steted, ond wes ovidently left to ¢ dozen or more differant peoples
1,047 men were thus sclected and given the group tests, but only 653, or 62%,
were given the Stonford-Binet. The reguler proeedure on zll other occusions
ves to give the individuzl Stonford-Binet test to those who did poorly on the
group testse There is some suggestion thet this may have occcurred here to
some extunt, moking the 653 no longer an unselected group. In this group the
percentage roted below o mental sge of eleven years is 6,3 purcent higher
then in the lerger group thet were given only grovp tests,

But more important than the cuestion as to whethur the men
tested were e fair simple of the draft, which itself was highly selected as
we heve seen, is the qucstion of the naturc of the tests used znd how mental
ege scores were derived from the raw scores, 1 shell attempt to show (1)
thot there is & very coneiderable chenps that large errors were niade in
converting the raw scores on the group tests into mental sges, and (2) thot
the pumber of tests used wns so amall that they must heve beon very unreliable,
resulting in meny men getting mentel =ze scorcs much beolow their true intel-
ligcnces

The conversion of raw scores on the group tests into mental
ages involved a highly technical procedure, & review of which is out of place
here, Suffice it to say that it took over 250 ordinery sized pages to tell
how it was done, by attempting to overcome numercus difficulties, resulting
finally in the highly theoretical construction of three "conversion tables"
and a special formula by means of which raw score could be converted into
mental ages. Cne of the difficulties that we mey mention for illustration
arose from the fact the raw scores on these different scales gave quite
different distributions on the same men, indicating that they evidently were
not measuring intelligence equally well. For instance, with one scale the
scores bunched heevily at the lower end, because it failed to discriminate
between different levels of intelligence at this point. Those unfamiliar with
mental test technique perhaps should be reminded thot mental tests do not
yield mental ages until after they heve been given to children of different
ages and age norms are established. An earlier form of the Army tests had
been given to & number of school children, but apparently these results were
not used. The conversion of the group test raw scores into mental s-es had
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then to be done by comparing the mental szges earned on the individuel tests,
which hed 2ge norms with the raw scores garned on the group tests by the sanme
men, &nd in this way equating the two mezssures on the two kinds of testse
Since we have no viay of knowing how much error resulted from this procedure
we can do no more on this point than toc protest to the assumption that there
wzsn't any error at «ll, :

The questioniof-the nuwnber znd nature of the tests used 1= much
more importent. Meost people who hear of the Army test results, including many
who quote them in support of this or thet point, believe that they are on a
par with an individual exeminsetion with a sczle of the Binet types The unreli-
ability of a group test score as compared with the result of an individual
examination has been proven time and ageine. The following are some of the
reasons for unrelizbility of th: group test. Insbility ef +the exeminer to
(1) control the subject as to motivation, (2) to insure attention, (3) to meke
sure that the subject understonds directions, (4) to vary the tests actually
given as to difficulty requirced by the abilities found in the subject. The
lest is relatcd to the most importent of 211, the smell number of tests that
ccn be used in a group test scele. Present dey Binet sczles contain over a
hundred sepercte tests arranged in ordcr of difficultye. In the examination
of any individual the pert of the scale that is =zetually uscd is determined
by the requirements of that porticular individusl. You connot goct the correct
mentel age of < person by using only tests thet are zdapted for a mentel =zge
several yeazrs lover or higher then thet of the person examined. In the group
test this is whet is attempted for =1l the dull and bright in the group. There
were only cight tests in the Army group test battery, Alphe. The semc was true
o1 the Beta Battery, which was used on non-English spceking mens. I have not
buin eble to determine from the deto 2t what point in mentel age the group test
seo¥e wos dlscorded ond an individucl test score substituted, There wes
evidently no very fixed rule sbout it, meking it more difficult still to say
how many were classed, s2y below mantal age eleven, on a group test "score alone.

P e T ! " 5 e RO e e

CEEE S, . c 1 PR A W Coml e E S

When we turn to the individual exominations we find the same
foult of small number of tests useds The individusol tests used were the
Stenford-Binet, the Yerkes-Bridges Point Scale, and the Pintner-Paterson
Performence Tests. But ench was used in much abbrevicted forme The Yerkes-
Bridges Scele hed twenty tests, but wes abbreviated to nine. The Stanford-
Binet had six tests per ege-group, but were abbrevicted to two tests per cge
groupe To give an individuazl Binet test cxaminetion unabbreviated takes
from cne to two hourse The abbreviated individuzl test cxominations in the
Army were made in twelve to fifteen minutes.

Now how does this affect reliability, and the number of normal
persons who are likely tc score below normel? To answer this question, let
us remember that people, either normals or feeble-minded, differ very widely
one from the other in the particular tests that are eesy or difficult for them.
If only a smsll number of tests are used some individuals will get much too
low a mental age score, simply because the particular tests used happen to be
tests that zre especially difficult for those individuals, With more tests
uscd the chances for a correct mental age are correspondingly inecreczsed,
Suppose now we consider a hundred persons who with an adequate number of tests
would all score with a mentel age of eleven, and thst we called all below
mental age eleven feeble-minded, With an inadecuate number of tests about
half of them would score below eleven and would now be classed as feeble-minded,
while most of the others would score sbove mental age eleven, This is what
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we mean by unreliability of a test result due to a small number of tests uscd
or insdequacy of sampling of the function tzsted., And this is what indisput-
ably happened in the Army testing. To bBe surs this would happen with the
actuzlly feeble-minded as well as with the nermsl, so that meny truly feeble-
minded near the borderline would score as normal, But it could not happen as
often with the feeble-minded zs with the normsl simply because there are not
as meny truly fesble-minded as there are noermel. In this way the spparent
number of feeble-minded in the draft wes increased because of unrslisble test
geelese Thet increase could easily heve added another several percent to the
numbwr classed as fecble-minded. And with this zddition to the twenty-one
percent, caused by the eliminetion of *wo thirds of the normels from the draft,
the Army tost rosults aqre more then explained, They apree substantially with
cexpeebation based on the fregquency of feetle-mindedness found omong school
children. The following table bringzs together the essential data for compari-
son. It assumss for convenience thoat all edults with a mental age not over
eleven yeers, end all children whoss final mental ege will not exceed this at
age sixteen erc fucble-minded. The first line gives 5,3 pereent of public
scheol children found feeble-minded, frem e survey of twenty-six Minnesota
towns., The 1746 is the percentage with a mentzl zge not over elsven cs found
in the mein sample of the Army droft that were given group tosts and abtbreviated
individuzl test scalcse. The 23,2 is the percentage in the Army draft fourd
not to exceed mental cge eleven in a speciel group given the abbreviated
Stanford-Binet tests, All the other figures in the ftable give the percentage
found foeble-minded by cur individual test excminetions in Minnesota institu-
tions, ©s reported in the Bienniums of 1926 to 1934. These figures arc for
the now rdmissions during each biennium, except the first figure, 42 percent,
for the Frison which is the rosult of the initial survey of the whole institu~
ticn population. There is sise o slight difference in the basis of clessifica-
tion for the institutions on the one hand =nd the publie schools znd Army data
on the other, The dete from the institutions is hased on en I,Q. below L7535,
when 15 is used gs o maximum divisor, This corresponds te a mental z2ge of
11.1 years instead of just 11 years. The discreponcy is quite too small fo
affzet comperisonss

Refs ERef. TreSch, Home Sch, Aver-« Bien-

Schools Army Aymy Prison Women Men Boys Girls are nium

93,965 653
5.3 17,8 £3.9

4z 36 25 24 26 31 t24-126

.23 21 21 21 13 25  126-129

36 33 21 18 b 27 TRE-130

34 o4 18 23 B3 27 r30-1322

32 38 14 i4 26 23 132-134

Average 38 &0 20 20 25

The exsminations in the public schools and in the institutions
were all made with the same and unabbreviated Binet scale using eight tests
per age group and teking from ome to iwe hours for an exeminations, The Army
exeminetions were made with the Alpha or Bete group tests and ome of three
different individusl test scales taking from twelve to fifteen minutes per
exsmination.
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My contention has been .,that feeble-mindedness is from four to
eight times es frequent emong inmntes*of corrective and penal imstitutions
then it is in the gencral population, in accordance with these results from
mental test surveys in the public schools and institutiomss I have shown
that when the facts and circumstances gbout the Army test results are tzken
into account they are in agreement with these findings., Vold by accepting
the Army results at their face value, as though they were bascd on & fair
sample of the general population, and =5 though they were obteined with tests
end procedurcs on a par with other tests with whieh they are compzred, hes
concluded that feeble-mindedmess is no more frequent emong delinguents in
institutions than in the general population. To aorrive at thie conclusion
it has been necessary for him to meintain that adults score so much lower on
mental tests thom school children do that the apporent fregquency of feeble-
mindedness smong adults is incressed four to eight times the frequency found
among school children. OQur results in the different institutions slone
disprove that contention. At the time of examination the age of the inmates
of the Treining School for Boys, and of the Home School for Girls averages
near 16, At the Reformetory for Men, the average age is around 22. At the
Reformctory for Women it is between 30 end 35, and et the Statc Prison it
is betwsen 35 and 40. The results de show a higher freguency of feeble-
mindedness among the last two and oldest groups. This moy be the effect of
age, or duc to the fact that they are more truly criminal, or to the fact
that they do not cooperate as well in a mentel examination as the younger
cases de in the other institutions. But one would hardly contend that in
the other institutions, where the cversge age is around sixteen, age could
have alrecdy been a handicap in the exeminations, Psychology hezs plenty of
evidence to prove thet mental deterioration as measurcd by mentcl tests does
not begin beforc twentye.

Second Report of the Provost Marshal Generzl on the
Cperations of the Selcctive Service System. Psychological
Exemining in the Unitcd States Army. Memoirs of the National
Academy of Sciences. Vol. XVa



