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THE RELATIONS BETWEEN INSPECTION TIME AND INTELLIGENCE OF CHILDREN

Liu Zhengkui, Shi Jiannong, Cheng li
(Key Lab ¢ Menial Hedlth, ChineseAcademy Sdence, Lab o Learring and Cogrition; Ceital Normd Unuversity, Bejing 100101, China)

Abstract

Studied the relationship between intelligence test paformance and 3 visual inspection time measures including classical line
inspection time, digital inspection time and component of Chinese charader inspedion time. 84 children, including 7 year olds,
9 year olds and 11 year olds, attended the test for 3 kinds of inspedtion time, all subjects also compleed the Cattell’ s culture
free test. Results indicated that inspedion time in various tasks all showed trends of deareasing with increasing of ages. Hower
er, there were different speed of processing and change of development in the different tasks: the digital inspection time was
longest in all tasks and the component of Chinese character insped ion tine was the shortest. From 7 year olds to 11 year olds,
the line inspection time decreased slowly, while digital inspedtion time decreased quickly. No differences had been found be-
tween the sexes in different inspection time tasks. Experiments had showed that although inspection time of children is moderately
orrelated with intelligence test scores, the strength of the correlation between inspedtion time of children and intelligence test
scores is attenuated rela ively afier controlling age fador. Correlation beaween inspection time of children and intelligence test
scores is influenced by different inspection time tasks: digital inspection time task is sensitive to age variance, while line inspee-
tion time task is sensitive to within— group variance. Experments also displayed correlation between faster inspection time
groups, slower inspection time groups and intelligence test scores. Results showed that slower inspection time of children was sig-
nificantly correlated with intelligence test scores, while faster inspedion time of dhildren and intelligence test scores were unrelat
ed afier controlling age factor. This finding suggested that worst perforance ( i e., slower inspection time ) was a better predie-
tor of 1Q than best performance (i e., faster nspection time) .

Key words inspection time, intelligence, intelligent test.



