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OVERVIEW \ ’

In recent years, greater emphasls has been placed upon the assessment
and use of information on adaptive behavior and sociocultural background
in decisions about students with specjal needs. A variety of forces have’
combined to establish adaptiye behayior, and to a lesser extent, socio-
cultural background, as critical variables in decisions abotit special ed-
ucation classification and programming. These issues exist in a broader
context of concern about the appropriateness of conventional measures of
ability and achievement for culturally different students, and the impli-
cations of classifying larger pefcentages of minority students as mildly
handicapped, especially mildly mentally retarded.

9 Current practices!in lowa coricerning-the assessment and use of infor-
: mation on a¥aptive behavior and sociocultural background leave much té be
desired. This status of affairs is not unique to . lowa. There is ample N
o’ evidence to squest that these areas are not assessed adequately or con-
sidered carefully in decisions by assessment personnel throughout the
United States. Related té these concerns are discdssions about the ¢ri-
. teria used in lowa for classification of students as mentally disabled.
Classification criteria used for mental disdbilities and the conception
of mental disabilities are closely related to thé assessment and use‘of
. , information on adaptive behavior and sociocultural ‘background.

A -

" The purpose of the lowa Assessment Project was to collect ‘informa-
tion on recently developed procedures for assessing adaptive behavior and
sociocultural background, and to examine the approprnatenessysf these
measures for students in flowa. These data also have implicationms for the
criteria that are established in lowa to classify students as mentally
disabled.

. ¥ .
< “Yhe lowa -Assessment Project was initiated as the result of discus-
sions in 1978 among persons in the Division of Special Education, lowa
, Department “§f- Public Instruction and the Department of Psychology, lowa
State University. “Also involved in these discussions duripg the early
} stages were the Supervisors of School Psychological Services‘'and' the Di-
rectors .Special Education from the 15 Area Education Agenciess Salient
concerns exbressed in these discussions centered on: 1) The adequacy of
current pracgtices concerning+assessment and use of information on adaptive
behavior and/sociocyltural backdround 2) The appropyiateness of the clas-

- . skfication cr|ter|a used in lowa, in the &rea of mental disabilities. (The

Fedgral Office for, Civil Rights had.expressed questions about the criteria »
*used in lowa in mantal disabilities classifi‘catioh); and 3) The fact that

at, least one schoql district in lowa hag been cited by the Office for |

Civil Rights for dverrepresentatlon of mlnor|ty students in programs for

the mildly retarded One of the issues in thescitation had to do wuth

the adequacy of aSsesSment and use of adaptive behavior information. '

-
-

Purposes and Summa[x .

i, '
. Three purposes for the lowa Assessment Project were established*as

.
]
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_a result of these discussions. The first purpose w;% to estimate the av-

erage ability level of school age children inglowa using an individual

intelligence test commonly used during the preplacement evaluation of §-
students who wer€ referred for possible special education programming.

The results of the study suggested that both black and white students

obtain scores significantly above the,rgépective national population .
averages. This finding is similar to previously published resubts con-
cerning the mean ability level of students in lowa. THe second purpose

was to investigate the usefulness of a recently published adaptive be- -
havior scale, the Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC).* The! )
‘norms for this scale are hased upon samples of children from only one |
state, California. In general, the norms for the ABIC appear to be ap- v
plicable to both black and white students in lowa. Other questions con-

cerning the use of the ABIC in lowa are discussed later in this report.

The third question had to do with the assessment of sociocul tural back;

ground using a newly published scale, the SOMPA Sociocultural Measures.

The Sociocultural Measures also are used in a rather complex procedure

to adjust conventional intelligence test scores. Again, the norms for

these scales and the procedure for adjustfng conventional intel]igence

test scores are based upon samples of children in California. In gen-

eral, the resdlts from the lowa Assessment Project suggest that the so-

ciocultural measures are appropriate both for black and white students =

in the state of lowa. However, tthe procedure to adjust convéntional in-

telligence test scores, based upon California data, does not work very

well for students in lowa. .

Information concerning selection of the sample, collection of the
data, analysis of_data, and results related to each of the three ques- , §!
tions is ptresented in subsequent sections of this report. Policy impli-
cations of these results are discussed in the final section.

r'3 -

BACKGRO&;D

p
Concept of Mild Mental Retardatior~

Perhaps the most fundamental issue providing the dLeraIl context for -
the lowa Assessment Project has to, do with the meanin f mild mental re-
tardation, or_using lowa terminology, the meaning andﬂigplications of min- ,
imdt or mild mental disdbility. Much of the confusion and sometimes trf‘
heated debate surrounding the jssue of overrepresentation of minorities

. in special education programs for the mildly retarded involves implicit

"assumptions aboyt the nature of mental retardation. The mi s cofmunica-
tion that often results in-discussions involving civil rights advocates
and minority representatives on one hand, and psychologists and special
educators ori the other, arises from failure to agree upon the meaning of
the diagnostic construct of mild mental FEtarda;ion. .

The traditional pre-1960 ‘conception of megtal retardation sugges ted
or implied that it was a disability due to a biological anomaly that
v -
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caused comprehensive incompetence and was permanent. 'Research in the

1930's, 40's, and 50's suggested that these implicit assumptions were

largely correct for the more severely retarded, but were incorrect for the .

vast majority of the mildly retarde In fact, it has been known for ¢ ..

many years that the miidly retarded ggnerally are situationally incompe-
s tent, usually in the public school sett\ng, they do not exhibit any iden-
" tifidble biological anomaly, and most of them function wi‘thin broad nor-
mal limi#s as adults, that is, most of them function independently and
are, SeLf supporting as adults. During the 1950's, "this led to a debate
over the concept of pseudo- feeblemindedness, a terﬁ attached to persons
who functioned within normal limits as adults, but had earlcer been
judged as mildly retarded. The term pseudo-feeblemindedness implied ,
that the original diagnosis of mental retardation was incorrect or that -
the person functioned earlier within the mentally retarded range due to
some atypical.etiology (Benton, 1956). Careful study of-these cases re-
vealed that most were competently diagnosed, and no evidence of atypical
etiology could be identified. The solution to the paradox, developed in -
about 1960, was to change the implicit assumptions related to the diag- -
nostcc.itonstruct of rmld mental retardation.

The American Association on Mental Deficiency (AAMD) Manual on Term-
inology and TTassification released in 1961 (Heber, 1961) attempted to.
resolve these issues. The 1961 AAMD Manual presented a two-dimensional
conception of mental retardation in which intelligence was the principal
dimension and adaptive behavior was the subordinate dimension. The most
important feature of the 1961 AAMD Manual was the conception of mental
retardatggg as a diagnosis referring only to the individual's current
status with no implicit assumptions about etiology or prognosis. The
earlier dilemma of mental retardation being permanent, comprehensive,
and biological was ‘therefore avoided by focusing on-current status, not
specifying etiology and not specifying prognosis. Moreover, the concep-
tion of adaptive behavior provided i% the 1961 AAMD Manual emphasized
different activities and competencies depending on the age of the indi-
vidual. For our present discussion, the most important feature of the
1961 conception of adaptive behavior was the emphasis on’the criterion
of classroom performance for school age children. In fact, the 1961
AAMD Manual suggested rather clearly that various indices of academic
achievement were sufficient for assessing.adaptive behavior among school

i age children. One other important feature of the 19671 AAMD Manual was
- " the use of the.statistical criterion of -1 standard deviation below the
rmean on an individual intelligence test define the borderline level of
mental retardation. Persons functioning in the range of -1 standard
deviation to -2 standard deviation below .the mean, or an 1Q score of
approximately 70 to 85, could be classifiged as- borderline mentally re-
tarded. . ‘
F 4 .

Eb Subtle chaMges were made in the 1970's revisions of the AAMD Manual
(Grossman, 1973, 1977). Thé basic conception of mental retardation was
not changed, i.e.l mental retardation comtinued. to be defined in, terms
of the current fumctioning of the individual with no assumptions made

about etioLng or prognosis. The subtle, but highly significant, changes .




A |‘ ’ . N ~

b&n—‘*\
wun
—y

'
“

occurred with respect to the relationship of the two dimensions of mental
retardation, with the criteria used to define the highest level of mental
retardation, and the broadened conceptior of adaptive behavior. In the
1970's revisions, the adaptive behavior and intelligence dimensions were
equal in importance. In contrast to the 1961 revision, adaptive behavior
was no longer a subordinate dimenston. Further emphasis on adaptive be-
havior occurred through a hroadened conception-of adaptive behavior for
school age children. The 1970's revision suggested that although the
school setting and the academic social role were important criteria of
adaptive behavior for school age children, in isolation they were insuf-
ficient. In dddition to school functioning, adaptive behavior for ¢chool
age children was to focus upon the child'$s competencies in:coping with
. the practical everyday demands of living oytside of the scheol and the
application of academic kinds of skills to situations outside of the
school. Finally, in the 1970's revisions of the’ AAMD Manyal, the border-
line level of mental retardation was deleted through changing the basic
criterion from -1 standard deviation to -2 standard deviations below the
mean. This change in criteria markedly influenced the numbers of persons
< who might be eligible for a classification of mild or borderline mental
retardatlon

Research, Litigation, and Legislation in the 1970's

Research published in the 1970's on the classification of children
as mildly retarded was highly influential on changes in the AAMD Manual.
Perhaps the key study was Mercer's (1973) work on the process whereby
persons come to be regarded as mentally retarded. 'Although Mercer's re-
Sults came as no surprise to school psychologists and ‘special educators,
Civil Rights Advocates and minority professionals interpreted her findings
as indicating biased educational practices. Mercer pointed out that the
communjty, agency most likely fo diagnose a child as mentally retarded was
the public school. Moreover, the persons classified as mentally retarded
by the public school were more likely to be mildly retarded, and children
from minority groups were overrepresented in this classification. "In
addition, Mercer noted that the vast majority of children classified as
mildly retarded were from economically disadvantaged environments regard-
’ less of racial or ethnic status: This question of whether the overrepre-
sentation of minorities occurs due to conditions of economic dlsadvantagg
or due to minority cultural characteristics was not resolved in Marcer's
study, although her conclusion was that it was more .due to cultural dif- -
- ferences than the effects of poverty. The overrepresentation issue jdem-
tified by Mercer in the early 1970's has become a critical concern within
special education generally. The various reports from the President's =~ °
Committee on Mental Retardation during the 1970's also reflected this . «

concern. In the middle and later 1970's the Federal Officesfor Civil~
Rights investigated the degree of overrepresentation and placed pressute -
upon school districts toé reduce this overrepresentation,

Litigation in the 19]0'5 also was |mportant as an expression of con-
cern about overrepresentation of minorities ih programs for the mildly
“retarded. - The most important cases, Diama, 1970; Guadalupe, 1972; and

R .
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‘Larry "P., 1972, 1974, 1979 were based upod class action suits related to
the overrepresentation of minorities in special class programs for the
mildly retarded. There were a number of implicit issues in these court
cases which generally were not addressed by the courts. The implicit
issue:siﬁcluded: 1) conception-of mild mental retardation, 2) the mean-
ing of intelligence test results, 3) the role of.JQ tests'in the place-
ment pfocess;, 4) the appropriateness and comprehensiveness of the assess-
ment procedures used in the preplacement evaluations, 5) the effective-
ness of special education programs, and so on. Further discussion of
these issués is available in Reschly (1978, 1979, 1981). -Nevertheless,

- the focus of, the cqurt decisions was on the appropriateness of the as-
sessment process used in classifying minority students as mildly retarded.
Two major concerns were expressed in the various court decrees. First,
there was the concern about biases in intelligence tests and the fact .
that intelligence tests did«o% take into account differences among per- '
sons in sociocultural backgrodpd. Second, there was the concern that the . «
child's competencies outside [of the school environment, or what might be
called adaptive behavior, was not assessed and “considered in the detision
making process. Various court decrees and opinions established require-
ments th&fithe instruments or’measures used during the preplacement eval-

{  uation m@f be nondiscriminatory and that a wide variety of information
be considered before a child is classified as mildly retarded. Many of
the aspects of the various court decisions were included in Federal Leg- .
islation and accompanyingRules andiRegulations. The PL 94-142 Rules gnd
Regulations, particularly the Protection in Evaluation Procedures provis-
ions, are nearly identical to one or more court decrees. ‘
s Research, litigation, and legislation in the 1970's established
clear challenges to special educators and related services .personnel who
. were involved with classification.and educational programming. The chal~"~
> lenges arise from the implicit conception of mental retardation apparent
in the court decisions as well as research by Mercer. |In addition, greater
emphasis hgs been placed upon assessment of adaptive behavior outside of
school and upon the consideration of sociocul tural background in the in-
_terpretation of conventional assessment dévices., Finally, the criteria
for classifying persons as mentally retarded were.challenged in a number
of court cases as well as by the Federal Office for Civil Rights. States
such as lowa which use less stringent criteria have been and undoubtedly
will continue to be required to justify' their classification criteria.

-

¥

lowa Students}' Characteristics and Classification Criteria

The. term used in lowa to refez to mental retardation is mental dis-
abilities. The criteria for classification of students as having a mental
disability are in many ways similar to the 1961 AAMD Manual on Terminology
and Classification. .The lewa Department of PublTc fnstruction Rules and
Regulations for Special Education describes mental disabilities as an im-
pairment- involving»sabaverage intelligence which is associated with prob-
lems in adaptive behavior. The various levels suggested in the lowa Rules
.and Regulations include what the AAMD Manual called .bdrderline -mental re-
tardation. The lowa system allows classification of a student as mentally

.
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disabled when intellectual functioning is in the range of 70 to 85. Such
., students would not meet the criteria established in the 1970's revisions
|pf the AAMD Manual on Terminology and Classification. '

Earlier ~in this réport a comment -was made about the quality of as-
sessment practices in lowa in the area of adaptive behavior. It should .

"be noted that any commentaries on the '‘quality of: assessment in this area 4
must begin with specifications of a conception of adaptive behavior. |If i
adaptive behavior is conceptuallzed for school age children as academic

- performance, then it is_highly likely that the quality of assessment prac-
tices in this state have been adequate, and even exemplary in many cases.
However, if adaptive behavior for school age children is conceptuad ized
as performance in school and performance in various social roles and so- \
cial settings outside of school, then the quality of assessment practices
to date has not been very high. It probably should be added that the
quality o? assessment practlces in other places has not been very good
either. ~Because of the unique features of the lowa classification system;
the use of a higher 1Q cut-off score and the use of an earlier AAMD con-
ception of mental retardation, school districts in the state may be ‘par-
ticularly vulnerable to citations from the Federal Office for Civil Rights
as well as other kinds of criticism.. The adequacy of “various aspects of
the preplacement evaluation |nclud|ng the assessment of adaptlve behavior
and the quality of special education programming are likely to receive

_ . more attention since the state is out of step with the semi-official, AARD

classification system. ¢

M Al

Although. the situation in lowa is inconsistent with the 1970‘5 re-
vision of the AAMD Manual, it is apparent from two recent, studies that
maky other states also use classification criteria in mental retardaklon
that are .inconsistent wnth the AAMD*system. Two studies have been cbn-
ducted recently ‘on state guidelines for classification of students as
mentally retarded (Huberty, Koller, and Tenbrink, 1980; Patrick and
Reschly, .1981). Both studies suggested wide variations in terminology,
in the conception’ and use of adaptive behavior as part of the classifi-
cation process,-and in the IQ criteria used to establish the highest
levedt of mental fetardatiOn Clearly, lowa is not the only state using
a higher 1Q cut-off and other classification criteria that are incon- »
“sistent wnt@ the 1970's revision of the AAMD Manual. Perhaps the most
Jinteresting finding in the Patrick and Reschly study was the IQ cut-off
score was negatlvely related to the prevalence of mental retardation.
States varied in 1Q cut-off score from 69 to 85. However, states with
relatively higher cut-off scores had a lower prevalence of mental retar-
dation, and states with relatively lower. cut-of f scores, for example, 69
or 70, tended to have a higher prevalence. These results suggest that
mental retardation prevalence is determined by factors other than the
classification criteria established by State Departments of Education. ’
Other factors found to be particularly important as correlates of mental
retardation prevalence were median education level in the state, per
capita income, and .rate of illiteracy. These results may reduce the em-
phasis on classnflcat!on ¢riteria and the assessment process generally in
discussions of the appropriateness of mental retardation classtflcatIOn

{
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Classification critefia for mildly-handicapping conditions are not
- absolute. Classification criteria for these 8réas are by and 'lardge based
upon normative judgments. about the child's degree of need in relation to. -
grade and age level expectations and in relation to the performance or
behaviors of offi€F students. -These classification criteria are best un-
derstood from the reference point of what Mercer (1975)\reggrds as a so-
cial system model. The social system model, in contrast to~a medical
modql,,is based upon degree of deviance in the individual's behavior from
expectations within a particular social setting or-for a particylar social
role. . ) :
. .\
[ 4
Information on the characteristics of towa students suggest that
different criteria for defining mentlal disabilities may be appropriate
in this state. The notion of social settings and social roles, and 'dev-
iance from expectations, suggests consideration of the average level of
performance of students in lowa schools. Studies conducted in the 1950's
and 1960's on ability level of lowa school age students suggest that ex-
pectations in lowa are likely to be considerably higher than in other
states. These higher expectations for academic performance arise from
the higher level of performance of lowa students on various measures of
ability and achievement.

-

Stroud and Showalter (1959) peported@esults from a study of a large
randomly selected sample of G5th grade students in lowa. The Lorge-Thorn-
dike Verbal Ability Test, a group administered standardized intelligence
test, was administered. The average score of lowa 5th grade students on
this test was 109, or about 2/3rds of a standard deviation above the pop-
ulation mean. .Differences were apparent at all points in the distribu-
tion, not just in average score. More lowa students obtained high Scores
.and fewkr lowa students obtained low scoresy Similar results were re-
ported by Hieronymus armd Stroud (1969) based upon a study of a large
sample of 4th, 7th, and 10th grade students in Jowa. , In this study, sev-
eral different group ability tests were used. Again, the average scores
across various tests and across various grade levels were significantly
above the national population average. Although there were slight, vari-
ations among the tests and across the grade levels, lowa students typi-
tally obtained scores in the range of 110 to 115. From these studies,
the evidence would'suggest that lowa school age children perform at_a

" level significantM above the national population average. Group achieve-
ment test results for lowa students also are consistent with the general-
"ization of higber ability and achievement among students in lowa. lowa
students typically obtain scores that are significantly above national
averages. The superior/ty of lowa school age students on ability and
achievement testd js particularly apparent at the early and middle grade
levels. The size of the difference between lowa Z§Udents and national

population ayerages is not quite as large at the’éecondary grade levels.

One explanation that has been advanced to explaim this phenomenon is the

greater holding power of lowa schools, i.e., the lower drop out rate. in

lowa schools (Hieronymus & Stroud, 1969).
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the System of Multiculiural Pluralistic Assessment

» . <

Two of the questions in the lowa Assessment Project were related to
the use of instramefdts from the System of Multicultural Pl%istic As-

(SOMPA) {Mercer, 1979). SOMPA represents Mercer "s@efforts to

carry ut three policy recommendatlons from the’ R;versrde ies These +
" pol jfy recommeqdathns werg 1) to lower the |Q cut-off %score for defin-

- .dng.mentat ?etardatlon to the traditional cfflerton of minus two standard . "
deviations below the mean; 2) to assess, adaptive behavior in social set-- )
tlngs outside of the school emvironmeng: and 3) to elimindte the biases
in conventional tests of intelligence! SOMPA is now marketed by the Psy-

-chological Corporation, and is advertised w.dely ih professipnal JOurnaIs ’
" as providing: nondlscrlmlnatory assessment procedures. < R
‘ There are three major innovations in SOMPA, First, the various )

megasures “in SOMPA are clearly organuz;ﬁ around three dlfferent models of

assessment. The models of assessment, Medical, Social System, ®nd Plu-

ralistic, serve to clarify the-purposes of the assessment process through
identification of appropriate measures, assumptions, and underlying values.

A second innovation in SOMPA is the development of nefv measures such as~ . .

_ the Health History Inventory, the Adaptive Behavior/Inventory for Child-

" ren, and the Sotiocultural Measures. These new measures along with tra-
ditional measures such as, the Bender Gestalt and the WISC-R are des}gned
to provide a comprehensive assessment of the child. Finally, Mercer
claims that SOMPA accomplishes andiscriminatory assessment because dif-
fergnces among sociocultural groups do not exist on samg measures, (ABIC

nd Heal h History Inventory), or the dlffereﬂtes are removed- wufﬂ plu-
ralistfc norms (WISC-R). The rationale for thesN‘procedures -as well as
"a description of the staﬁﬂsrdlzatlon of the instruments issprovided by
Mercer (1979). v

LY 3 hY

~ . &
It is impertant to recod“ﬁze certain underlying assumptions which,
'though not explicit |n the SOMPA Technlcal Manual, are very much apparent . \
X Ln Mercer s writings. Mercer appears'to be a strong advocate of Social

Deyiance theory which, stated simply, suggests that the formal labeling oo égr
process creates deviant behavior rather than deviant behavior creating . ‘
the ¥abel (Becker, 1963; Gove, 1980). Mercer's conception of mental re- | .

tardation appears to be consistent with traditional, pre- 1960 conceptions

of mengal retardatigg. An explicit purpose of SOMPA is to distinguish

between ''true'' and PSeudo retardation. ''True' mental retardation is g§

viewed ‘as being relate%ﬁ?o a biological anomaly, ag_permanent, and as
. comprehensive, i.e., person is incompetent in most if not all social
settings’ and social roles. However, as noted earlier, the AAMD concep-
tion of mental retardation for the past twenty years has emphasized cur-
rent status with né implications for etiology or prognosis, Mental re- .Y
tardation_is seen from a Sacial System perspective where, according td
Mercer, formal classification (labeling) should be avgided If at all pos-
sible. Mercer assumes that special education classificatuon has negative
effects in part due to 'the ﬁabellng phenomenon as well as ‘the implicit
assumption that special education programming for the mildly retarded . 5
is.largely ineffective.

S !
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The assumptions about labellng and the ineffectiyeness of spechal .
education, particularly self- -contained special classes for the Fildly :)
.retarded, are difficult to evaluate. Courts, undoubtedly influenced by
Mercér, Seem to have accepted these assupption3 in several cases. In
view of these assumptions, it seems Soff at surprising that the empha-
sis so often has been on the assessment process used prior to placement
rather than the effects or outcomes of classification and placement If
5,//the labels and programs are as bad as alleged, and these criticisms are

probably overdrawn, it seems inappropriate tqQ classify and place gny oL
child regardless of race or social status. On the other hand, if the

- programs.are effective in enhancing important academic and socual compe-
tencies, then the classification (label) risks would seen justifiable
for the individual, and fairness from the perspecfive of compos:tlon of
groups weuld be irrelevant. In either case, assessment instruments and
procedures used during the preplacement\eva1uat|on are not the most im-
portant influence on faurnes; nd usefulness of classification or Prey
grams either for7individuals or grgues. Nevertheless, the principal
concern in Mercdr's work, several court cases, and recent Federal legis-
lation, has beey the assessment instruments and procedores

-

Adaptivd Behaviot Inventory for Children. The Adaptive Be%avior -
Inventory fof Children (ABIC) was develpped by Mercer and her assocuates
to provide a comprehensive measure of the child's functioning in various
- ¥ social roles and social'settinés. There are 242 items on the “ABIC which
; “are organized around six domains of behavior. A composite score is com=- .
s puted Wthh is the ayerage of the child's scores on the six subscales.
The ABIC domains and sample items are provided in Table 1.

-l

Most of the ABIC items were sélected on the basis of intensive in-
terviews with mothers of children between the ages of 5 and 11. An item
- pool of 480 questions was reduced to 24 questions on the basis of a .
* questlonnaldgrstudy\ These 252 itedkNe¥ adminstered to a standardiza-

tion sample. Ten items were deleted Vg ting in 242 items in,the final
pubtished version. Most items are age graded. The ABYC is admubrstered

.o » as @ structured interview with fa basaland cei*ling procedure used, to ' '
|dent|fy the sample of items that are most appropriate for each child.
The primary caretaker of the child, typically the mother, is the preferred
respondent. For eacht itém the mother chooses among three possible re-» -
sponses. .o~ . - o

/

_ The norms f%r the ABIC are based upon a very carefully selected ran-
dom %¥ample of school age children in California betwegn the ages of 5 and

" . 11. - The sample was stratified on the basis of ethnic-racial group
(white, black, and Hispanic), size of community, gender, and age. Stan-

dard scores with the mean of 50 and a standard deviation of 15 are pro- . &
- vided for each domain. The averade of these standard scores is used as
a composite or global index of adaptive behavior. |In addition, three
~ other scores are provided. The Veracity scale attempts to detect a fake ~

good response .set. The No Opportunity and Not Allowed responses are seen
as an indication of the amount of restriction placed on the child. Fin-
ally, the Don't Know responses dte viewed as an indigation of the amount

-
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. Table 1.

J’/_ . SAMPLE ITEMS FROM THE ABIC

1

Domain . ‘ , ¢ ltem . ' ) s M
Family = . ’ . 147, When cannot have what he/she wants
Yo, . immediately, how.often does he/she get

' angry and fuss about it?

0. most of the time o , N
1 sometimes, or .

{ 2 almost never

Community 142,  When visi\elatives or friends out- ) ‘
.o side the neighborhood, does . usually - -

. ' . . 0 go with an older person o .
; ‘ . 1 go with children his/her own age, or
. . = 2 go alone? ’ N

%
Reer Relations 144, How often does _ meet and play with
wis/her friends at a special place like
‘ a vacant lot, a park, the street, the

- . ‘ school bus stop, or a courtyard?

1 sometimes
0 seldom or never, or
2 often )

™

Y
- &%

Non Academic/School 132. How often does take his/her(school
supplies and books to school* without
‘ . - being reminded?

1 . occasionally
0 seldom, or ’
2 regularly -

Earner/Consumer 140. Does maké correct change for a dollar

2 without help
1 only with help, or
v 0 not at all?

‘Self-Maintenance. . 143, Does order food at a restaurant Fooa

2 without help !
1 with some help, or
0 does someone order for him/her

-

-
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of knowledge the respondent 1Bs abouyt the Chlld s activities. |If criti- .

cat values are exceeded onthe three ancillary Séales, interpretation of
the other" scores is not recommended
.~'

p In many ways the ABIC is “the best 6? ‘the current adaptivé behavior®
instrumerits in terms of providing-information useful in classification/
placement decisions. |t is t only instruigent presently available that
'was designed from the beginning stages of item selection to final stan-
dardization for use with normal, -borderline, and mildly retarded children.
The face-validity of the items in thé“varlous domains appears to be ex-
ceMent. The type of derived scores are approprlate for use in classifi-
catlon/placement decisions. . .

4

g . . .

v

A number of limitations in use of the ABIC exists at the present
First, there is the problem concernlng the gener gzability of the Cal* .
lfornua ABIC notms to other locations such as lowa . 4 Second, it is im-
,portant 19 emphasuze that the ABIC dors not’grov4dew|nformatlon on “the
child's academic performance. The one domain on the ABIC which.might
appear to provide this sort of information, nonacademic school#Noes not
provide information on how well the child is doing in varieus academic "
roles. # The information provided on. Athis scale has to do with the par-
.ents' perception of the kinds of activities in which the child engages
in the classroom or other settings, or roles that might be related to
classroom perfprmance. A third.problem with the ABIC has to do with
the emphasis upon activities- rather than competence. A large majority
of the ABIC items ask how often a child does something with Ffesponses

AAREARICILS
provided such as frequently, always, or rfaver.. This item format may
provide information on the frequency “of varud@g activities, but provide

little or no |nformat|on on howwell the jld performs Flnally, there
have been no studies to dateé provndlng supdrtive jnformation on the
validity of the ABIC with relationyto ‘various external criteria. In con-

trast to traditional measures of soclel competence, the ABIC subscale and
cogposite stores are largely unrelated to measures of cognitive compe-
tedce (Oakland, 1980; Mercer, 1979; Kazimour & Reschly, 1981).

SOMPA Sociocultural Measures.. The Sociocultural Measures (SCM) are
used to determine the degree of s|m|lar|ty between the culture of the
school and the culture of the child's home. The SCM are more sophisti-
cated than traditional measures of focioeconomic status. The SCM are
based on 22 questions (24 items) wRich are organized into 9 factors and
4 Sociocultural Modalities. ., The modalities, factors, and type of infor-
mation gathered with the SCM are |llustrated in Table 2. The SCM are ad-
ministered to the primary caretaker of the child jn an interview that
also |ncludes the ABIC and the Health History Inventory .« N

The items on the SCM were developed from a review of research con-
cerning factors related to measured |ntell|gen The correlations of .
the factors and modalities vary withip and between ethnic groups. 'The.
multiplé correlations .between the SCM#¥nd the WISC-R Full-Scale IQ-score
vary from .37 to .42 depending ‘on group (white black, or Hispanic)
(Mercer, 1979, Table hh) Generally the two modalltues with the highest

[ -/ — T - E—
- . - .
)
H
. . )




3 ,
s . 13
v o .
2, ! Tab]e 2' . =
” . SOMPA’SOCIOCULTURKL MEASURES
Modality ) “Factor(s) y ) Type of Information
. “ ¢
1) Family Size ' ’ 1) Family Size Number of persons in
i , the housethd
2) Family Structure 2) Parent-Child ] Biologiéal relation-
! Relationship ship of ¢hdild to
primary'caretakers
. N
. 3) Marizal Status Genider of-head of
’ - hausehold, marital
. status of mother or
mother substitute
3) Sociggtonomit L) Occupation ' Duncan Index of Occu-
Status , pation
4 5) Source of . Primary support for
Income . family -
¢
L) Urban 6) Sense of Agree-Disagree state-.
Accultg;atjon Efficacy ments on what deter-- |
: . mines success, value ‘
S ’ of planning, and de-
- . lay of gratification -
7) Anglicization® Educational level of
‘ - parents, geograhpic
' e . location where parents
‘ were raised, and rat-
ing of respondent's
‘ use of English -
. ) .
K\i_ 9) \Urbanization Population of place )
. whc?re parentswre .
: raised
? .
4
. ‘ <
—_ - —— —— e . e .‘
, ‘ |
¢ ° LY . . :,‘ 4
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correlations for all groups are Socioeconomic Status and Urban Accultura-
tion. The cofrelations for ghe Fahily Structure and Family Size modali+
ties generally are considerably lower"and more variable across the groups.

-

- Mercer (1979) argued that to correct the biases in 1Q tests, plu-
ralistic norms should be used when three characteristic¢s of a population
arg idkntified. These characteristics are: 1) Significant differences
among groups on measures of intelligence, 2) Significant differences among
graups in sociocultural characteristics, and 3).Sociocd?tural characteris-
tics agcount for a significant amount of the variation in measured intel-
ligence within and between groups. These criteria were met using the SCM
and thes«WISC-R in the three.samples in the SOMPA standardization sample
and, as will be reported .later, for samples of blyck,and white students

in lowa. ) . . .
3 ‘ I

-

-~

SOMPA Estimated Learning Potential. ,The SOMPA Estimated Learning
Potential (ELP) is the procedure developed by Mercer to correct the al-
leged biases in intelligence tests. Mercer contends that conventional
scores, on instruments such as the 1n3£-8 reflect numerous sources of cul-
tural‘@ias when used with childrep who are,culturally different. Marcer
suggests that these conventional scores, which spe renames as School
Functioning Lével (SFL), should be modified in view of the sociocultural
differences’ In SOMPA:the Sociocuttural Measures are used to aSsess
these differences. .

.

‘The concept of pfuralistf% norms or the idea of taking into account
sociocultural background in iﬂte;preting intelligence test results is not
entirely new. On a logical basis, many have argued for years that intel-
ligence test results mean a different thing if the child is from a non-
middle class environment. This generafization would hold regardless of
race or ethnic group. Much of this discussion, however, appears to be
predicted on the notion that “intelligence test results reflect innnate
ability. Recent thinking in this area has recognized increasingly that
intelTigence test results are not measures of innate ability for any per-
son regardless of rdce, ethnicity, or social class. . 2 ,

’ . .

The ELP procedure “used~ih SOMPA. appears to be fairly complex.’ It
rests upon a simple idea. The idea is that children shoukd be compared
with other children who are similar in cultural background and, presumably,
‘opportunities to learn the competencies required on the test. The steps in
devglopisg an ELP score for an indiyidual child are the following:

. p -
1) The WISC-R is administered using standard procedures.. The Verbal,
Performance, and Full Scale.-1Q scores are obta+an. As noted earlier
these scores are called School Functioning Level (SFL).
. : i i
2) The scores on the four modalhties from the' SOMPA Sociocultural Mea-
sures are obtained.

I4
3) A multiple regression ‘equation is used to determine a predicted intel-
ligence test score for the‘child. -The equation derived for black //
: L 4 /
S G : :
. N \

S ) Irg . o "
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students in the SOMPA Standardization is provided below as an éxample.

A}

. Predicted _ .
> Verbal 1Q = 79,13 - .5h§.SZ.+.2hF.S?.+.38$ES+.]7Uk .
L) The predicted €core for an individual black child would be based on .

tBe equation above and the feyy’scores from the Sociocultural Mea-

. Zures. For examplé, if the child's score on the Sociocultural Mea-
\ sures were: Family Size (FSZ) = 40; Family Structure (FST) = 10; -

Socioéconomic Status (SES) =*3; and Urban Acculturation (UA) = L0,

Lz the predicted WISC-R Verbal 10 would be 84. °

Predicted Verbal IQ = 79.13-(.sh)(lo)+.2h(lo)+(.38)(3)+(fl7)(ho)

Shgiff the predicted score is greater than 100, the ELP score is the same
\‘ as the conventional WISC-R |Q score. .

- A . . . . . L
6) - If the prgqlcted intejligence score is less thah 100, in the example
above it was 847 then’tHe ELP ‘score is derived according to the fol-
lowing formyla. . . ! £
_ Obtained 1Q - Predicted *10
ELP = 100 ]5-( Stestimate )

s

7

y Note. The SEestimate for black students in the SOMPA Standardizat}QQ\é__—/, .
sample was 12.82. ’ : ’ - . . -
For example, if thegchild conventional WISC-R Verbal 10 score was 75, .
the ECP would-be - o i '
75 - 84
. \IOO+IS(W)OF89«
If the copventional WISC-R Vgrbal Score was 90, the ELP would be .

. 100 + 15 ( 2$518%5 Y or 107

* .

~

It should be noted that the child's ELP score is always equal, to or
greater than the conventional score. The formula that is used in step six
to determine the ELP score is a general formula which can be used to trans-
form any set of scores from one score scale to another. This particular

~ formula insures that the mean 1Q score for any group is equal to 100 with,
a Standard ‘deviation of about 15. The ELP procedure gnsures that differ-
ences in mean ¥Q scores among various groups: are greatly reduced and, de-
pedding on the group, eliminated. :
The ELP does provide a systematic way to take sociocultural” factors
into account in the interpretation of intelligence test scores. There
re several problems with this procedure, including basic questions of
reliability and validity. One problem addressed in this study had to do
with the generatzability of the California norms for the sociocul tural
measures and the accuracy of the regression equations published in the
SOMPA Manual fqr other populations. . .
Summary on SOMPA. Despite the recent publication date for SOMPA, To.
considerable debate and surprisingly widespread use of this procedure
has already occurred. Some of the problems with SOMPA, including Mercer's
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assumptions about mental retardgtjon and special education, have been dis-
cussed in this 'section. The overall question concerging SOMPA has to do -
with whether it will enhange educational opportunities for children. SOMPA
in its present form is principally a method which provides the possibility
of a more refined classification system. The information provided is not
of an educational programming hature. Nearly all of the information in
SOMPA has to do with the child'$ background, developmental history,.non-
school activithes. |In other words, the information is not related to spe-
cific educational skills or abilities. The overall qﬁestion which needs
to be addressed is the educational relevance of the information provided

through use of S?MPA.] . .

-

—_—

) METHODOLOGY

Between October, 1978 and March, 1979 various preliminary actjvities g
in preparation for the lowa Assessment Project were completed. These p
included the development of various forms, e.g., parent permission, the s
development of instruments for redbrding and summarizing dé{a and so on.
The sample+fas~selected through use of information from the lowa Departy -
ment-of Public Jnstruction.. An gﬁaorsement of theProject from Dr.
Benton, State Superintendent, was obtained and sent to superintendents
of school districts selected in the sample. Bullding principals were
contacted to obtain permission to select chiddren in specificﬂclassrdoms.
Two training sessions were held for AEA personnel in order to insure that
people would be available to administer and 'score the SOMPA instruments.:

»~
- ¥

Sample Selection . -

Y

Due to limitations in resources it was decided to sglect a random
sample of 200 third grade students, 100 white and 100 black. The orig- -
inal intent was to select a third sample of Hispanic children, but for a
variety of reasons, the third,sample portion 6f the study wds got com-
pleted. The reason for tﬁéjzhoice of third grade students was that these ot N
students are near the middle of the SOMPA age range of five to eleven.- ’
The implicit assumption made in the selection of third grade students was.
that if the SOMPA norms were applicable to this age greup, then it is
Highly likely that the norms would be applicable to other students close
in age. ‘ .

A very strong emphasis was placed uppn obtaining a random sample
that would be representative of students in lowa. The strategy adopted
was to seleqt students from each Area _Education Agency in proportion to -
the number of students in the Areg Education Agency in relation to the
total student population’ in lowa? In Table 3 the percentage of students

~in each Area Education Age is provided along with the number of stu-

dents selected from that AEA.for the.lowa Assessment Project. White
students were selected from all Area Education Agencies. ‘Selection of
black students was restricted to those Area Education Agencies with two
percent or more of the total black student poqylgtion in the state.

]

-
» N . -
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Table 3°

WHITE SAMPLE

) Per ggnnﬁ NO.P 7 Per Centa No.b
AEA b 7.4 7 __ AEA 9 10.9 10
AEA 2 . 4.7 7e AEA 10 1.6 1"
AEA 3 2.8~ 3 ' " AEAIT 19.8. 19
AEA 4 2.2 2 AEA 12 6.0 ; 6
AEA 5 5.6 6 AEA 13 6.4 7
AEA 6 3.7 4 N AEA 14 2.5 2,
AEA 7 7.k 7 ~AEA 15 5.1 5
|~ AEA 16 3.8 4
©
) .
' BLACK SAMPLE - 5
' Per CentC NQ.d Per ?edtc Nq.d‘
AEA 1 S 0 g AEA 10 9 10
AEA 2 q 0 .. , AEA 11 37 *37¢
AEA 3 0 0 “AEA 12 3 3
AEA 4 0 0 AEA 13 1
AEA 5 3, y AEA 1h A
AEA 6 ; 0 AEA 15 1 0
AEA 7 92l ) AEA 16 4 \ 5
AEA 9 19 20 ,
+
4. The percent of the total lowa student population in the AEA e
b. The number of white students selected in the AEA.
c. The percent of the total lowa black student population in the AEA”
d. The number of bliack students selected in the AEA.
e,

Includes two students from self-contained special education classes.




Two Students for each sample were selected from self-contained special
education.classes. At the time the study was conducted approximately
two percent of all school age children in lowa were ip self-contained
special education classes, anfl would therefore not™ appear on regylar
classroom enrollment rosters.: . “y

The sam;]idﬁ\ﬁjrategy used insured that all white third . grade stu-
dents in the state of lowa had an equal’ chance of being selected to par-
ticipate in‘'the study. Due to very low percentages and very low numbers
of black students in several of the AEA's, the black sample was selected
from those AEA's which.had two percent or more of the black student en-
rollment in the state. ~The AEA's excluded, AEA's 1,°2, 3, 4, 6, 13, 14,
and 15, all had very low percentage3 and very low numbers .of black stu-
dents.. In some instances, it was entirely possible that there would not
have been a¥single black third grade student in a particular AEA. For
example,.this very well may»ha@e been the case in AEA 3 where there ap-
parently were only six black students over the elementary grade tevels
of kindergarten through sixth grade. Exclusion of the AEA's that had
less than 2:percent of the total black student populatién resulted in
eliminatimg only 5 pe¥eent of the total black student population in lowa
from possible selection in the sample. Thus, the black-sample was se- .
lected from school districts and AEA's which had 95 percént of the total
black enrollment in the state. ‘ g )

. Jhe strategy. used to select specific children was as follows. A

printout from the Basic Educational Data Survey of the lowa Department

of Public Instruction which -had information regarding all third grade
_classrooms in the state was.used. For each AEA, the appropriate number
of third grade classrooms was selected randomly. The genderagf the child
to be selected from that classroom was, thén determined randomly. The
final instruction then was to seled¢t a child of a certain gender accord-
ing to a random procedure. This instruction typically was in the form

4

of, “'select the third male counting from the top of the list," or gselect

the tenth female tounting from the bottomof the list."

The Supervisor of School Psychological Services in each AEA assumed
responsibility for coordinating sample selection and data collection
activities. The sample selection procedure, including the name of the
school- district, the elementary classroom, ahd the procedure for select-
ing ‘a specific child in the classyoom; was provided to the Supervisor'6f

_School Psychological Services by the project coordinatQrs, . The super-
visors then comtacted district superintendents and building principals
for permission to collect data on specific children. Once permission was
obtained the child was selected according to the ‘difections provided, by
the project coordinators. As soon as a specific ehild was identified,
the parents were contacted, often first by phone and then always by let-
ter. Parent's permission for i:})ﬁsfon of each child in the study was
ob@ned in writing. DA c : .

Once parent permission was obtained, data were collected through ad-
miniijratién of inglx}dual assessment procedures at the s;hool, through

¢
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the child's teacher completing a brief survey on achievement, through
searching the child's school records, ahd through a home interview. The
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WiIsC-R) was adminis-
tered to each child, in both samples. "The WiSC-R was administered, usu-
ally by fully certified school ‘psychologists employed‘by the AEA or, in .
a few instances, by graduate students from lowa State University who had. .
completed a practicum in the administration, scoring, and interprg ation
of the WISL-R. Home interviews in which the SOMPA, ABIC, and SGM data

. were obtained were conducted by AEA persosmel, sometimes social, wotkers,
sometimes school psychologists, and occasionally by the Supervisor of b
School Rsychologiqa? Services. In all cases, the persons whd conducted
the home interview were.trained in the administration of these instru-
ments either at the training session held for the lowa Assegsment RrojeEE
in February, 1979, or through training provided.hy the Supervisors of e s
School Psychological Services or Social Work Sefvices in the AEA's.

Nearly all of the data were collecfed between March and June of
1979. Some of.the remaining cases were completed during the 1979-80
¥chool year. The final ®ase was submitted to the project coordinators
in August of 1980. '

- If parent .permission could not be obtained for a child selected inf-
tially, an alternate random sampling procedure was provided by the project
coordinators. We do not have precise data on the percentage of students
whose parents provided permission, or the number of alternate students |
that had to be selected. tn surveying informally the Supervisors of School

" Psychological Services, it appears that a very high'percentage of the
initial sampte of parents of white students provided permission, something
‘in thé neighborhood, of 80 or 90 percent. The percent of parents of the’
initial sample of blgck students who provided permission was not quite as
‘high, but somewhere in the range of 65 to 75 percent.

When a)]l data had been collected in the AEA, the completed protoc&ls-
were sent to the project coordinators at lowa State University for data
coding and,analysis:

. ¢RESULTS AND DISCUSS | ON

o -

i

Results from the .project and coﬁ%ariSOns of lowa data with other
"samples are presented in this sectionl, The presentation is organized’
" around the three majar questions con fdered, i.e., Meah ability levels
in lowa; Generalizability of ABIC noffis to lowa; and Generalizability

of Ehe SOMPA%Estimated Learning Poten;i?W procedure to lowa.
s R
, Ability Level in lowa "y H
¢

in Table &, meaﬁs and standard deQiétions for the samples of white

and black.students are presented. Résults also are included from two ™ .

other samples, the SOMPA sfandardization sample (Mercer, 1979, p. 129)
and the WISC-R standardization sample (Kaufman & Doppelt, 1976, p. 167). N

1
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" Table 4
' WISC-R MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR /
< e IOWA, CALIFORNIA, AND NATIONAL SAMPLES '
, WHITE BLACK
WISC-R 1A CA  National IA. - CA “National
Scale v N=100  N=604 N=1870 N=100 N=456  N=305
¢ > N
M Verbah * Mean 108.34  102.0 * 102.0] 94.63 88.7 87.8
s.D. 15.03 .. 14.7 - 137 13.5 -
Performance Meam 109.99 103.8 ?2102.15 95,727 90.0 . 87.16
S.D. 15.6-  13.8 - /] 12.18 12.8 -
_ Full Scale Mean 110,04 , 103.1  102.26 9k.66 88.4 _ 86:43
$.0. - 15. 154 14,1 - 12.16  12.5 ~ -

Notes: CA means fdr\White and black children a}e frém Mercer, 1979. p.

‘ 129. National means for white and black children-are from & .
. \\\\< Kaufman and Doppelt, 1976, p. 167. ’

. . ‘ Y .

.
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The WISC-R means for the lowa sample of white students were siqgnif-
icantly higher than the SOMPA sample and the national standardization
sample. The lowa sample was 8 to 10 ppints higher than the population
mean of 100, or one-half to two-thirds of 3, standard deviation above

' the population mean. The differencés amond the three samples of white
students were stightly smaller, abou to 8 points ar bne-half of a
standard deviation. . T:?

Similar results were obtained for the lowa sample of black students.

Again the means were significantly above the national population mean of
86 to 88 (depending on the WISC-R sédle), and above the SOMPA standardi-
zation sample means of 88 to 90. However, the differences between black

]

//

and white students withdn the respective samples were about the same. In .

. lowa, C@lifornia, and nationally, samples of white students obtained
WISC-R scores that were 13 to 15 points higher. Also, contrary to wide-
spread beliefs, black students obtained nearly equal scores on the Verbal
and Performance [Q Scales. . -

A tentative inference from this study is that the mean ability (aca-
demiC” aptitude) level among lowa school age children is significantly
above the mational populatitn average. This result appears to hold true
both for white and blacksstudents in terms of comparisons to respective
national population averages for each. This inference, of course, is
based upon study of a relatively small sample of children seL;cted from
only one grade level. However, several other lines of evidenye are con-
sistent with the conclusion of higher ability and achievement among lowa
students.

-
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As noted earlier, .previous studies involving group ability tests
administered to very large samples of lowa students yvielded similar re-
sults. These studies were conducted with a variety of group tests and
large samples of students from séveral grade- levels (Stroud & Showalter,
1959; Hieronymus & Stroud, 1969). - Similar differences between the lowa
and the national populations are found on at least one achievement “test,
the Jowa Tests of Basic Skills, where lowa third grade -students tybically‘~ \
obtain scores that are one-half to one stahdard deviation above natiomal
population averageg. Other lines of evidence are consistent with the P
inference of higher achievement and ability in fowa. For example, lowa
draftees have very low rates of rejection due to &ow scores on the mili-
tary classification tests (cited in Heber, 1970), and the illiteracy .rate
is lower in lowa than any other, state. However, various indices of s0-
cioeconomit status in ‘lowa such' as occupation, pet capita income, and
" median education level are not appreciably different from national aver-
ages. " . .
q P _ L

Usefulness of the Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children

k

A second question addressed 'was the generalizability of the

Adaptive Behaviar Inventory for Childreh (ABIC) norms to a sample of fowa
students.’ For reasons discussed earlier, the need to assess adaptive be- -
havior during the preplacement evaluation of students referred for spe-

cial education services has increased as a result of litigation and leg-
islation. Few choices exist now concerning selection of instruments. The
ABIC is one instrument which is designed for mildly handicapped and normal
‘children, However, all standardization data for the ABIC are based bn
samples of children from California. A

%

The ABIC.means\and standard deviations for the Galifornia and lowa
samples of white and\.black students are presented in Table 5. Statisti-
g3l tests were conducted for the six ABIC Subscales, the ABIC Average
Score, and for the three ABIC validity scales.

The ABIC means for the lowa samples of black and white students also
were compared through t-tests (data not shown). All comparisons were
non-significant except_?or the ABIC Validity Scale of No Opportunity/Not
Allowed (NO/NA). On this scale, which Mercer views as an index of the
limits placed on the child's social role opportunities, lowa white stu-
dents obtained significartly higher scores (t = 4.28, p < .001), suggest-
ing more limitations in white families on childrens' opportunities to
engage in various social-roles, . g

The answer to the central question of the "generalizability of ABIC
norms to white students in fowa is fairly obvious from inspecting Table
5. The norms are surprisingly applicable to at least these samples of
lowa students. The ABIC average scores for lowa and Eé{;i:rnia samples
of white students are virtually identical. Significant iations are
apparent on only two,of the substales, Community and Self-Maintenance.
In comparison to California data, lowa white students had lower scores
on Community and higher scores on Self-Maintenance.

.
re
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‘ Table 5
ANAUYSIS OF ABIC DATA FOR CALIFORNIA .
AND 1OWA SAMPLES
White S . Black .
ABIC + ’ L. totest : © t-test
Scale . Sample fA CA + 1AvsCA " 1A . CA - lAvsCA
Fami ly O R, S T B A
e so., 1 w3 sk % U ke k2 218
Commun{ty X ‘ by b ' 50,2, ga%F 43.8 53.2 _ nk
5.0. 159 4.8 300 157 15 27!
Peer - X 53.4  51.2 53.3  52.1 -
5.0, 139 b5 M 13,6 k3 0T
Non-Academic * X 49.5 50.3 47.6  51.8 . %
Schoo' o Diass Ts7 O qelo »152 THR
- 3 P “a
Earner/ X 49.9 501 4 43 © 50.8  52.7 53
Consumer S.D. l%.l 15.4 141 4.6 7
— < 54
Self- X 53.5° 49.5 s 51.7 52.9 _ \
Maintenance S.D. 13.3 14.8 2.52 13.4 14.8 0.74
ABIC . X, 49.7 49.9 49.5 52.7.  _. ,a*
Average S.D. 12.h 132 013 124 132 228
Veracity X 0.69 ---- . 0.84 ---- . ____
' . S.D. 0.87 ---- 2 1.03  ~---
No b;hortunity X 8.4 14.5 -5 9h** L. 4 7.2 70&#
Not Allowed s.0. .} 7.2 9,8 ) 5.7 9.8 '
Don't Know X s 1.9 1.9 2.2
5.D. 16 3.0 120 26 3.0 .09
% p <..05 :
ok g < .01 . .

-

Note: The Standard deviations on No Opportunity/Nof Allowed and Don't
Know for the California Samples were estimated- from data pre- *
sented by Mercer (1979, p. 109). The Califorhia data are from
Mercer (1979, p. 105-113). '

! %
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Comparisons of lowa and California sampkes of black students éug-

‘gested slight differences on several scales. Black students in Cali-’

»

E]

(3

fornia obtained higher scores on all the AB!C scales. The differences
on the Family, Community, Non-Academic School and ABIC 'average were Sta-
tistically significant. It should be noted that most of the mean dif-
ferences were rather small, generally in the range of 3 to L points.
Differencés of this magnltude, although statistically significant, are
unlikely to markedly influence use of the knstrumen} in classification .

decisions. . . !
s

il

Additional analyses of the approprf%teness of specific items on the .
ABIC for lowa students were seen as unnecessary, and have not been con- ’
" ducted.  The’ Feasoning was that 1T the summary scores which would be used
in evaluating ch&ldren are nearly the same, then additional analyses are
not needed. Moreover, on the A§IC Valndlty Index of No Opportunity/Not s
Allowed, lowa white and black students obtained lower scores suggesting
that lowa students have ample opportunities to engage in the activities
reflected in the ABIC items. ' The item analyses would be expensiye, time
c0n5um|qq‘ and unlikely to yield any marked differences.

If we make theireaSOnablyetenable assumption that these rqsults are

~accurate for third graders in lowa, and gemeralizable to the other age .

levels from 5 to 11, then at least one question concerning the use of" the
ABIC in lowa is settled. The ABIC norms are-accurate for children in
fowa. Other questIOns concerfiing th¥¥gonteption of adaptive behavior
which underlies the ABIC, and the effects of the ABIC .on class:f.catlon
decisions, are discussed in a later section. ‘ )

- . R

Generallzablluty of SOMPA ELP Procedure *

s
.

The thlrd quest;on |nvest|gated in the project was the generaliza~”
bility of the SOMPA Estimated Learnung Potential (ELP) procedure to . -
samples of white and black students in lowa. As noted earlier, the ELP
procedure involves using multiple regression analyses\to determine th
relationship of sociocultural data to measure intelligence. leferqugh
regre55|od'equat|0ns are. use%?dependlng on the sociocultural group e
soc:ocu!tura) data for the individual are put into the multiple regrewt ] £
sion equation for the appropriate group, e.g,, white or black. If the
resulting predicted score is 100 or higher, the ELP is seen as the .ob-
tained WISC- -R score. If the predicted score is less than 100, the ob-
tained WISC-R score is compared to the preﬂ/cted score and an,ELP .score
is computed according to the procedures described earlier. The ELP is .
always equal to or higher than the c0nveqti9nal WI§§§R ségres.

The California regression equations‘and ngrms will be appropriate SN
for other samples if:. 1) The means and distriﬁutIOns of the sociocul-

tural measures are comparable; 2) The relationships among the sociocul- .

tural measures and the WISC~R scales are about the same; and 3) The means
on the WISC-R scales for the samples are about the same. ~ .

Disgribe§70ns of Sociocultural Measures. Data are presented in

4 _ | . \
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Table 6:'on tHE means and standard deviations of the SOMPA §£ciocultural
modalities and factors. . - ) -
Comparisons df lawa white and black students produced significant
differences on all of the dociocultural variables except for the Family
Size Modality, and the Parent~Child Relationship and Compunity Participation
Factors. Thgse differences indicate that lowa wigte students are more )
likely to be living with both biological parents In intact families;
their families are more likely to be supported by income from jobs rather
than public funds; and the jobs held are of higher status. White parents ?
also indicated a greater perception of control over the environment;
_have a higher educational level; are more likely to use standard English;
and are more likely to have been reared in & geographic Tocation outside -
of the South. ‘On one factor, Urbanization, the parents of black students
obtained a significantly higher mean indicating that parents of white
students in lowa are more likely to have been reared in small towns or
rura) areas. . ro

s

Comparisons of lowa samgles with California samples yielded only one
difference for white students, but. several differences for black students.
lowa and California samples of white students were virtually the same on
all sociocultural modalities and factors except for the Urbanization
factor. On this factor lowa families were significantly lower suggest-
ing that .lowa parents are more likely to have been reared in’small towns
‘and rural areas. Jhe results for black students were considerably more
variable. In comparison to California, lowa black students obtained
higher scores on some modalities and factors, e.g., Urban Acculturation
and Anglicization, and lower scores on Family Structure and Marital
Status. However, these variations between the California and lowa
samples of black students are unlikely to produce large differences in
the ELP distributions.- The differences are inconsistent such that higher
scores on one measure.would likely compensate, for lower scores on another
measure. >

Relationship é;\chiocultural Measures to WISC-R Scales. in°Table 7
the correlations, among the Sociocultyrdl Modglities and WISC-R scales are
presented. Generally, the correlations\ for the lowa samples are in the
same direction and magnitude as those fo e California samples. For
all groups, the Socioeconomic Status and Urban Acculturation modalities
have*the highest relationship with the WISC-R scales. *The most important
statistic is the Multiple R which reflects the overal relationship of
the four sociocultural modalities with the WISC#R scalef. Generally,
this relationship was about the same or slightly stronger for the lowa |
samples. - ) <.

The three criteria suggested by Mercer to determine the need for
pluralistic norms were met in the results presented ‘thus far. M&an
scores on the WISC-R were different for white and black sfudents. .

White and’ black students differed on sociocultural warigi!es, and
sociocultural variables were significantly related to M§SC-R scor
Mercer's procedures .for developing p1uralistgc norms, based on Ca nia
samples, are examined in the next section. Lo
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Table 6

ANALYSIS OF SOMPA SOCIOCULTURAL MEASURES (SCH)

{. ¢
SCM
Modal ity Factor

FAMILY )
SIZE

STRUCTURE

Parent-Child .
Relationship S.D.

‘Marital X
Status S.D.
SOCI0ECONOMIC X
STATUS S.D.
Source of X
Income S.D.
Occuypat ion X
’ S.D.
X

URBAN
ACCULTURATION  S.D.

Sense of ’ 7(-/

Efficacy

Community X
Participation S.D.

Anglici-, X
cJzation S.D.

X
5.0D.
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“zation
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t-test-
1AvsCA
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Table 7

t

CORRELATIONS OF. SCM AND WISC-R SCALES FOR
[OWAAND CALIFORNIA SAMPLES

VIQ, P1Q, and FSIQ denote WISC-R Verbal, WISC-R Performance,
~and WISC-R Full-Scale, respectively
CA and {A denote California and lowa

The regression formulas for California are based on Mercer

(1979, p. 131).

- WISC-R Scale Family ) . Urban Multiple -
“Size St ructure | ‘§ES‘ . ‘Accul. R < .
CA IA | cA. 1A | CA 1A | CA 1A | CA IA . © o
V-1Q White| -.11 -.18{ .16 .13 .o .43 | .32 .34| .5 .48
Black | -.19 -.22| .11 -.03| .20 .37 .26 .29 .32 .M _
. " P-TQ White | -.08 -.ZT| 100 :02] .28 (311 .17 .19{-.30 .39 e
. Black | -.16 -. 6| .12 .01 | .26 .20| .27 .26 .34 .27 ..
FS-1Q White | -.11 -.22| .15 .09| .39 .42 .29 .31 .42 .48
_Black | -.20 -.17| .13 .00| .25 .35| .30 .31| .37 .38
n 4 @ ¥
. Table 8 \b '
MULTIPLE REGRESSION EQUATIONS BASED ON [OWA
AND CALIFORNIA SAMPLES
White Samples e
ELP-VIQ-CA = 74.40 - .42 FSZ + .37 FST + 1.56 SES + .19 UA R = .45
ELP-VIQ-1A = 87.6 - 1.10 FSZ + .02 FST + 2.03 SES + .18 VA~ R = .48
ELP-PIQ-CA =-90.08 - .36 FSZ + .23 FST + 1.15 SES + .05 UA . R = .30
ELP-PIQ-IA =107.91 - 1.49 FSZ - ,22 FST + 1.87 SES + .D2 UA R=.39
ELP-FSIQ-=CA= 79.77 - .42 FSZ + .32 FST + 1.50 3ES + .14 UA R = ,b42
ELP-FSIA-IA= 95.83 - 1.4]1 FSZ - .11 FST + 2.17 SES + .13 UA R = .48
Black Samples R L ‘
ELP-VIQ-CA = 79.13 - .54 FSZ + .24 FST 4 .38 SES + .17 UA R = .32
ELP-VIQ-IA = 90.43 - .L4O FSZ = .27 FST + 1.21 $ES .+ .06 UA R =4I
ELP-PI1Q-CA = 78.32 - .33 FSZ +..18 F§J + .58%SES + .17 UA R = .34
ELP-PIQ-1A = 85.29 + .08 FSZ - .11 FST + .25 SES + .17 UA R = .27
ELP-FSIQ-CA= 76.83 - .46 FSZ + .22 FST + .49-SES + .19 UA R = .37
ELP-FSIQ-iA= 87.06 - .18 FSZ + .18 FST + .88 SES + .11 UA R = .38
Notes. ELP denotes Estimafed Learning Potential -
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Comparison of lowa and California'Multiple Regression Equations.

o The multiple regression equéticns,for both samples-in lowa and Cal-
fornia -are presented in Table 8, Although there are some obvious dif-
ferences in the weights associated with various factors, the ELP distri-
butions would not necessarily be different (see next section). For ”
example, in the lowa formula fot white students more .is subtracted for

Family Size and more is added for Socioeconomic Status. Perhaps the most
important difference is the intercept or constant which is considerably
higher-for the™~owa samples. The higher intercept is largely due to the
higher mean scores of both ‘lowa samples in compar.ison to the respec®ve
California samples.

Comparison of ELP Scores Using lowa and California Samples

In Table 9 data are presented on mean WISC-R scores using standard
. norms and sets of pluralistic norms based on California and lowa samples.
As can be seen through comparing column A with column B and C, the ELP ;
score is always equal to or higher than the conventional score. For most
white students in lowa, the ELP and conventional scores are nearly the
same, which also was the case in the Californja standardization sample.
Since nearly all white students @fe predicted to obtain scores at.the
population mean or higher, TREYELP procedure has little effect except
for a few cases. Note that the average-amount of change using either
the California or lowa formula was less than 2 points. However, signifi-
cant changes in individual casesg of up to 17 points were produced using
an ELP procedure based on data for white students in lowa.

. . T s ,

The California ELP procédures}élearly were less accurate for black
students iph lowa. The lowa formula produced an ELP mean of 100 which is.
what the .ELP procedure is designed.to accomplish (see column B). How-
ever, application of the California formula for black students to the
lowa sample of black students changed the mean of 106 to 107. In other
words, the California formula corrects by too much when applied to the \
lowa sample bf black students. The most likely reason the California p
formulashas this effect is the relatively higher WISC-R mean Scores among
blacks in lowa. In a sense, there is less to adjust in the lowa sampie.

.

e

»

The averagé amount®f change for black students produced by the lowa
ELP formyla was 4 to 6 points. In contrast, the California ELP formula
produced changes of 10 to 12 points on the average. In comparison to
white students, a much greater pércentage of black students had higher
ELP than, conventional scores, and the average amount of ghange was con-
siderably larger. ’ -

The ELP procedure based on California datad .is largely unsuccessful
for lowa students, either black'or white. The correction is rarely -
 needed for white students, nearly all of whom are predictéd to obtain
scores of 100 or higher. THe purpose of pluralistic norms and the ELP
‘procedure is to eliminate differences in average scores on conventional,
and presumably, biased measures of intelligence. Neither the California

$

‘
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or the lowa ELP(formula accomplished this purpose for the semples of white

and black students in lowa. In order to eliminate tRese differences for
the present sample through cgnstruction bf the ELP, a mean of about 110, N
rather than 100, would have to be used in Step 6 of the procedure described
in the Background Section. . . \\¥ .
. a N - -
oo ' * Table 9 _ p
» ) - -
; COMPARISON OF I0OWA SAMPLE ELP SCOR{S US ING
’ . IOWA AND CALIFOBKiA REGRESS ION FORMULAE - .
A 8 C
WISC-R Mean Mean Méan Mean Range Mean Range-
* Scale Sample 1Q ELP-1IA ELP-CA B-A B-A C-A C-A
Verbal White 108.3 108.7 110.1 0.34 0-13 1.81 0-17
Black™ 94.6 100.7 106.1 6.02 0-19 \\l723

0.08 0-08 0.4 0-10
4.23 0-15 40.78  0-25

Performance White 110.0 110.1
Black 95.7 99.9

Full Scale White 110.0 10.2 0.20 0-12 1.2 0-16 "
’ ’BIack 94,7 °Y00.1 5. 44 0-19 12.36 0-28
Notes: In Column A, WISC-R means for the lowa samples are provided using
the standard norms. .
) : In Colynn B, ELP means for the lowa samples are presented using
A\\ the lowa régressIOn formulae.
In Column €, ELP means for the lowa samples are presented using
", . tHE,Californla (SOMPA Standardization) formulae.

-

Possible implications ST these resufts for assssment practices and
educational programming In lowa are discussed in the following section.

POLICY IMPLICATIONS
The results of this project have implications for State of Io;:“-!~5\\ '

policies concerning mental disabilities classification, assessment pro-

cedures, and educational programming. These data, like any other data, N
do not suggest or dictate specific alternatives or .ghoices. These data

as well as data from other sources should be c0nsldered as decisions

are madé About classification criteria, assessment procedures and edu-

cational programs. )
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Criteria for Mental Disabilittes Classification '
0/ 4

The proceduress and criteria used in lowa to classify children as
mentally disabled have been the sdurce of considerable discussion in
recent years. The lowa classification system for mental disabiljties
is similar to a previous version of the American Association on Mental
Deficiency (AAMD) Manual on Classification and Terminology (Heber, 1961).
For all intents and purposes, the lowa classification criteria are simi-
lar to the 1961 AAMD classification scheme. The unique feature of prac-
tices in lowa, in contrast to other states, is the inclusion of a cate-
gory which now is referred to as minimal mental disabilities which is
very similar to the category of borderline mental retardation specified -,

in the 1961 AAMD Manual.  The basic question has to do with the inctu-—— — —-

. sion of the borderline group, often defined as functiaening on intells-
gence tests in the range'of -1 to -2 standard deviations below the mean,
within the overall classification of mental disability or mental retar- &
dation. Apparently, other agencies such as the Federal Office for Civil
Rights have raised questions about the appropr}atqﬂgss of the borderline”
category in the lowa special education classification system.

: Discussions of this issue often ignore the fact that classification

_criteria.in mental retardation vary considerably from state to state.

Opé of the clearest areas of variation among states is in the criterion
used to define the highest level on intelligence tests that can be used
in ‘classifying a student as mentally retarded. Many states, like lowa,
are using an 10 cut-off score that is inconsistent with the more recent
vérsions of the AAMD Manual (Grossman 1973, 1977): The 1973 and 1977
revisions of the AAMD Manual suggest fhe criterion of 2 stand sdevia- -
tions or more below the mean on ah _inhtelligence test for classifying per-
sons as mentally retarded. Howevésr, only 15 states presently use a cut-
of f score of 69 or 70. Other states either do not specify 1Q cut-off
scores (12 States) or use a score above the AAMD recommendations. The
most commonly used alternative to the AAMD criterion is the cut-o¥f score
of 75 whicht is used by 15 states. Other variations are fairly common,
for example, five states use ‘a cut-off score of 79 or 80, two states use
a cut-off score of 77, one state uses-a cut-off §core of 73, and, of
course, one state (lowa) uses the cut-off score of 85. Although the
state of lowa uses the highest cut-off score in the nation, it should be
noted that wide variations from the current AAMD Classifigation Manual
are common around the United States (Patrick & Reschly, 1981). .,

Although the lowa classification criteria for mental disabilities
are inconsistent with recent, AAMD revisions, there appear to be two just-
ifications -for the higher 1Q cut-off score in lowa. First of all, our
mental retardation prevalence Is not markedly out of line with the na-
tibnal average. It is likely that lowering the 1Q cut-off score in lowa
to the *% standard deviation criterion would'lead to a massive reduction
in the number of chjldren included in special education programs for the &
mentally disabled. No data on this Issue are available from this projecty
but such data should be fairly easy to obtain through a review of the
preplacement evaluation retords for students currently placed in program
for the mentally disabled. .

N
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The most important justification for use of a hfgher I1Q cut-off

score in lowa is the higher average of lowa students on measures of in-

telligence and ability. A major finding of this projéct was that both

white and black students in lowa obtained $cores that are significantly

above the respectjve national population averages for each group. The

mean ability leveb\for white students In lowa is about 110, or approxi-

mately 2/3rds of a'standard deviation above the tional population mean.

As noted earlier, this result is conSistent w other studies of school

age children in lowa. Applying these results to.mental disability clas-

sification criteria leads to recognition of the fact that-a child with

an 1Q of 85 in lowa is approximately 1‘2/}rds standard deviation below

the mean. ‘Iln other words, a child with an 1Q of 85 is functioning at

—about the same tevel in comparison to other students—intowa as-a child .+ 3
with an 1Q of 75 in other states. The IQ cut-off score of 75 which is
about 1 2/3rds standard deviations below the mean (depending on the stan- .
dard deviation for the test) is commonly used as a cjassification cri- )
terion throughout the United States. In the.sense of relative status of
students, the lowa classification criteria are not out of line with clas-
sification criteria used widely in’g;her states.

»

The use of a higher IQ cut-off score in lowa is associated with sev-
eral disadvantages. First, the higher cut-off score has attracted the
attention of compliance review teams from the Office for Civil Rights.
Representatives of the Office for Civil Rights have expressed concern
about the use of the higher”cut-off score in lowa, altough these concerns
have not been directed toward alternatives which might be used to better
serve children who presently are placed in mental disabilities programs.
Another disadvantage of the higher cut-off score in lowa is the seemingly
anomalous situation whéreby a child can move across state lines and change
special education classification. For example, a child might simply move
from Missouri to lowa and change from the classification of learning dis-
ability to mental disability. This probMem is not unique either to lowa
or to the category of mental disabilities. In fact, the criteria used by
states in the three most common mikdly handicapping areas, educable mental
retardation, learning disability, and emdtional disability, vary consid-
erably. However, the change from some other category to mental disability
may be less acceptable to parents because of the relatively greater amount
of stigma associated with the terms mental disability or mental retardation.

In any discussion of classification cri?;ria, consideration of optimal
educational programming for students who are having severe academic dif-
ficulties must be the primary concern. The critical issue is whether
children who are functioning in the range of 70 or 75 to 85 on an Wd%ell
lectual measure are better served in regular educat¥pn programs or in spe- |
cial education programs. It is recognized, of gpurse, that not all stu-
dents who function within this range are ‘referred for, or are determined
to be eligible and in need of special education programs. However, the
critical issue is whether these studeits will be eligible for spedial .

, education programming In the future. Some of the concerns of external
agencies, particularly the Federal Office for CTivil Rights, will be miti-
gated if chlldren who perform in the 70 or 75 to 85 range are placed In

> S
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special education programs which involve a consiﬂerableﬂbmount of pacr-
ticipation within regular education. The use of less restrictive envi-
Fonments such as resource options and special.classés with maximum inte-
gration would in all probability satisfy many of the concerns of the
Federal Office for Civil Rights. However, it must be recognized that
simply changing the classification criteria will not solve the educa-
tional problems presented by students in lowa who ‘function in this bor-
- derline range. . ’

Assessment gﬁ Adaptive Behavior

\ . ERpp—

' . - Y

The ability to cope with the everyday demands of~+ife have been fun-
dé@enfal—t0~conce tions of mental retardation from the very~beginnings of
scientific and edicational work with this population. The term adaptive
behavior has been used for the past two decades to refer to this very es-
sential aspect of mental retardation. It Is important to note that al:
though the term ‘adaptive behavidr ‘is of relatively recent origin, empha-
sis on practical coping skills in discussions of mental retardation has
existed for a couple of centuries. The term which served as a forerunner
for the present concern with adaptive behavior Jas social competence.

A variety of influences have combined over the past decade or so to
establish greater emphdsis on the dimension of adaptive behavior in men-
tal retardation classificati®n. |Implicitly, adaptive behavior, or the -«
emphasis on practical coping skills, has always been fundamental to edu-
cational programming with the mentally retarded. Special class curricula
for the mentally retarded hawe always placed a great deal of emphasis qn
the development of competencies in practical everyday situations. The
increased concern in recent years over adaptive behavior originates, how-
ever, from issues relatyd to clessification of ¢hildren as mentally re-
tarded, not from educafional programming considgrations. .

~ *
T

The basic issue has been with the overrepresentatjon of minority
students in special education programs for the mentally retarded. This
overrepresentation, which some regard as placement bias, has been the
subject of extensive litigation, legislation, and Office for Civil
Rights activities. In each of these arenas, adaptive ‘behavior has been
seen as a partial op7even total solution to the issue of overrepresenta-
tion of minorities in special education programs. Recent court decisions
as well as federal legislation have provided rather sweepin ndates
that adaptive behavior must be assesséd systematically an considered
carefully during the preplacement evaluation: :

The conception or the meaning of adaptive behavior become? critical
to effdrts designed to meet the spirit and intent of recent litdigation
and legislation. The term adaptive behavior was first used in the 1961
revision of the AAMD-CIassificééiOn Manual. In this version, adaptive
behavior was presented as a s rdinate dimension of mental retardation
with intelligenge clearly ipdicated as the principal dimension. The
1961 revision pfovided different criteria for judging adaptive behavior

depending on the age of -t individual For the present disggssion; the
o~




\

< * a4
mast important part of the 1961 conception was the near exclusive reli-
ance on academic dérformance as the criterion for adaptive behavior dur-
ing the school age years. In fact, this particular conception of adap-
tive behavior for school age children suggested rather clearly that
classroom performance and scqres on standardized tests of:-achievement
were the primary considerations in assessing, adaptive behgvior with
school age children.

.During the 1970's, research by Jane Mercer and revisions in the AAMD
Manual led to a broadened conception of adaptive behavior for school age -
children., As noted earlier in this report, Mercer's work in the River- X
side, California public schdols led to greater emphasis on adaptive be-
havior as a classification ‘criterion, and a conception of adaptive be-
havior which placed total* reliance on the assessment of coping skills
outside of the school environment. Both-the 1973 and 1977 revisions of
the AAMD classification system continued the use of different criteria
for judging adaptive behavior depending on the individual's age. How-
ever, the AAMD system in the 1970's placed equal emphasis on adaptive be-
havior and intelligence, and broadened the conception of adaptive behav-
ior for school age children. In the current AAMD system, adaptive be-
havior for school age children still includes academic performance, class-
room adjustment, standardized test results, etc. Therg also is emphasis
on performance outside of the school environment. It is this broadened
conception of adaptive behavior which has not been well implemented in
assessment work in public school settings throughout the United States.

Perhaps the most importaft reason accounting for the low level of

implementation of the recently expanded conception of adaptive behavior .
is the current status of technology for measurement of adaptive behavior.
Adaptive behavior scales useful for the mildly retarded and borderline -

populations with appropriate psychometric characteristics for classifi-

cation decisions simply have not been available to date. A review of

these instruments and the problems associated with the measurement Qf

adaptive behavior is beyond the scope of this report. .The interested

reader is referred to Reschly—1981). A-recently published scale, the //////
Adaptive Inventory for Children (ABIC), is the ‘closest approximation” -
presently available to the kind of instrument that is needed to assess
+the'student's coping skills outside of school. One of the purposes of
this study wWas.to determine the degree to which the Adaptive Behavior
Inventory for Children norms are applicable to school age children in
lowa. ) ’ N
Results presented in a~previous section suggest rather clearly that
the Adapfive Behavior Inventory for Children norms are generally apprép-
riate for students in the state of lowa. Any problems associated with

use of this instrument in lowa are not attributable then to generaliz-
ability of the California norms to lowa students. However, a3 number of
other problems might be anticipated with widespread use of the ABIC with
school age children in lowa. ) ,

The most important problem associated with use of the ABIC has to

hd ]
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do with the conception of adaptive behavior upon whidh it is based.
Mercer's (1979) ¥pnception of adaptive behavior does not include the
academic setting or the student role'performance. This, of course,
might be appropriate for preschool or adult age groups. In view of
the importanc® of the academic setting and the student role for school
age students, the absence of this domain of behavior in the ABIC must
be recognized as a serious limitation. The academic setting and the
student role i§ extremely important for school age children regardless
of sociocultural group. A comprehensive assessment of adaptibe behav-
ior cannot therefore be accomptished through simple or direct applica-
tions of the ABIC. Other sources of information, particularly in rela-
tion to the child's performance in ;he school, must be considered.
. "B

. In addition to limited conception, another major problem has re-
cently been identified with the use of the ABIC. The results of three
. studies comterning the effects of the use of thiABIC on classification
decisions now are available. The first study w# conducted by Fisher
(1978) and elaborated on by Scott (1979) using data from the Corpus
Christi, Texas public schools. In 1978, Fisher reported that a very
high percentage of students currently classified as mildly retarded
would no longer be eligible for this classification if a significantly
subaverage ABIC score was required céncurrent with existing classifica-
tion criteria. This declassification effect identified by Fisher was
not restricted to minority group students. In fact, well over half of
all white students as well as 60 to 70% of black and Hispanic students
were declassified when the requirement was established that the child
obtain an ABIC average store of 2 stangard deviations or more below the
mean. It is important to note that the classiftcation criteria used in
the orlgunal placement of the students in the Corpus Christi, Texas pub-
lic schools were quite stringent, e.g., a 2 standard deviations criter- e
jon-was used on intelligence as well as stringent criteria on academic
achievement. 1n 1979, Scott reported a more comprehensive study of the

students who were declassified. Careful examination of the records of
‘these students suggested that about one-half of them could be placed in

other special education classifications and programs, although this in-

volved bepding the rules to a considerable degree. However, at least .
half of these students were not eligible for any other kind of special

education classification or program. The obvious questions are, what

is the appropriate educational service for these children, and are these
children served best by being declassified? A seqond study was conducted

by Rhonda Talley (1979) in the Pueblo, Colorado public schools. Talley N =
examined all the new referrals in this school district for children be-

tween the ages of 5 and 11 years during a single school year. Of the

over 300 referrals, only 48 obtained WISC-R scores below 70 which was the

1Q criterion for classifyun children as mentally retarded. Other mea-

sures studied in addition tb the WISC-R included the SOMPA, ABIC, and ELP.

Use of fthe ABIC led to the decision that the vast majority of the 48, who

would have been eligible according to traditional criteria, were not

eligible for the classification of mental retardation. The ELP score

also had some effect toward declassifying students, but by far the great- e
est effect was associated with appllication of the ABIC. h ird study

A
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(Reschly, 1981) was conducted with the Pima County Prevalence Study data.

This study involved a large sample of students from four sociocultural

groups: white, black, Hispanic, and Native American Papago. Again, it
-was apparent that direct application of the ABIC would, for all intents

and purposes, elimindte the population of mildly retarded students. To

put it differently, virtually no student regardless of sociocultural

group, obtains low scores both on intellectual measures and the ABIC. r
One case from the lowa Assessment Project further illustrates the possible
effects of using the ABIC on classification decisions. As noted earlier,
two students in each of the samples were selectéd from special education
special ‘class programs. One student with a WISC-R Full Scale score in the
mid 60's had an ABIC composite score that was near the populatlon average.
The educational achievement of this particular.student was far below age
and grade level expectations. Again, application of the ABIC to this par-
ticular classification decision would lead to placement of the student in

a regular education program which presumably, would not meet her needs.

Although the lowa Assessment Project data |nd|cate that the ABIC
norms are usable in lowa, many other questlons concerning the conception,
measurement, and use of adaptive behavior remain to be resolved. Many of
these issues are addressed in a special report developed by the lowa De-
partment of Public Instruction, Division of Special Education (Sargent,
1980). This report presents the findings of a task force on adaptive be-
havior. However, the critical issues with respect to adaptive behavior,
conception, measurement, and use in classification decisions, must be
considered by Area Education Agencies and individual practitioners. Pgr-
haps the most noteworthy feature of the task force report is their empha-
sis on the use of adaptive behavior information in making decisions about
special education program options. This report implicitly suggests that
adaptive,behavior for school age chlldren must consider at least two .
major domains of behavior. These domalns are the school social setting
and the out of school social setting. The kind of classification used
and the preferred special education option should be matched with infor-
mation on the child's coping skills in both settings. The tables that
accompany this section of the report present a scheme whereby information
over these settings mxght be used in claSSIflcatlon and selection of spe-
cial program options,

]

Assessment of Sociocultural Status

v

Recent Federal Rules and Regulations and litigation reflect the long
standing concern in special<education that children should not be iden-
tified as Randicapped due simply to cultural differences in accepted or
expécted patterns of behavior. The Protection in Evaluation Procedures
Provisions of PL 94-142 are fairly explicit on this issue with the re-
quirement that social and cultural background be considered carefully
during the preplacement evaluation. The concern about the sociocultural
differences is important with several of the mildly handicapping condi-
tions including mild mental retardation, learning disabilities, emotional
disabilities, and speech and language disabilitigg Although a concensus
has been reached concerning the importance of recognizing cultural dif-
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*Table 10

CONCEPTION OF ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR FOR SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN

ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR: SCHOQL BASED

Rationale: 1) . Mastery of literacy skills is a key
developmental task for persons between
the ages of 5 and 17.

R 2) The expectation for and emphasis on
educational competencies is common to ¢
— most if not all maJor Sociocultural ® \
groups.. ‘
Assessment: 1} Collection and consideration of a broad

variety of "information including teacher
interview, review of cumulative records,
examination of samples of classroom
work, classroom observation, results of
‘ group standardized achievement tests,
results of |nd|vudual achievement tests,
. diagnostic achievement tests, and other
informal achievement measures.

. st he - -
ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR: OUTSIDE OF SCHOOL
Rationale: 1) Mastery of a variety of non-academic
competencies also is expected, and a
/ key developmental task between the )
ages of 5 and 17. >

2) The expectations for and opportunities
to develop non-academic competencies
, may vary among sociocultural groups.

- - et e
Assessment: 1) Collection of information on social role,
—— . ¥ .
performance outside of school in areas
such as: Peer relations, family rela-
tionships, degree of independence, re--

. sponsibilities #sumed, economic/voca-

tional_activities, etc.
2) Method of collectlng data may include ,
* formal measures, interviews with par- .

ents, interview with student. etc.

’
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. Table N1 . , o,
4 .
‘ A TENTATIVE’ SCHEME FOR USE OF ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR INFORMATION
. IN GLASSIFICATION AND SELECTION OF PROGRAM OPTION ‘
. . v
—3 {REFERRAL
| / - N
] —— - - Q, - / .
Average | Adaptive Behavior .. L
-~ School Based

~

Consider other significantly.-

classificagions ' subaverage
Average lnte!]igenhe
. ' (Academic Aptitude) :
: ¢+
. ~
significantly v
subaverage
. Adaptive Behavior
. Outside of School
-~ e\
? h *
kS ’\
‘ significantly T
Ave#?ge subaverage - ’
"Quasi-retarded" "Comprehensively
H
"Educationally retarded" retarded RN
"Educat fonally Mentally retarded - Classtflcatlon
handicapped" . Mentally disabled
YAcademic aptitude ’
handicap" :
I )
Resource Option Special class Selection of- |
in early and ‘ with integration - = Pprogram Option - -
middle grades ‘ special class ) 1,
- - . ' .
- ‘ .
, — 4U
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ferfnces;‘there have been few if any systematic efforts td assess the
. possible effects of sociocultural statys on learning "and adjustment

. problems. . . * . ¥ "//_ ‘ ‘\~v(

d ~

“The SOMPA Sociocul tural Measures~provfdé/systematic.methods to as-
sess the possibility of cultural differences. In addition, the SOMPA
. sociocultural measures are used to provide an.indication of the degree
of difference between the\school environment and the home environment,
and to fremove biases in conventional measures of intelligence. Elimi-
nation of biases in tests(is, of course, a nearly impdssible task. The
SOMPA Estimated Learning Potential procedure attempts to eliminate-bi-
ases in 1Q tests through adjusting scores .using the information from
the Sociocultural Measures. - ' ' b
Mercer (1979, page-143) suggests the criterion of 15 points differ-
ence between the child's conventional scores and the child's Estimated )
Learning Potential scores to determine whether or not the conventional .
scq;e§ are appropriate indices of the child's intellectual competence.
Use of the ELP procedure in lowa would therefore be. based ongwo .ques-
tions: Are the sociocultural measures and the multiple regression
formulas from California applicable to lowa school age children? and
How many childrefi in lowa have significant differences between their °
~ conventional scores and their Estimated Learning Potential scores.

Ty relationshép of the sociocultural measures tojfonventjonal in- .
. telligence test scores and the means and distributions’of the sociocul-
-tural measures were largely the same for students in lowa and Californpia.
However, the ELP procedure based on california multiple regression form-
ulas was not parficularly accurate for lowa school age children. It ap-.
pears that ,the m reason for the differences in tAE~ELP norms for lowa
and California ¢ch en was the higher mean scores of lowa students on \
the conventional intelligence test. Moreover, in this sample there were _
very few children, either white or black, who would meet the criterion of oo
15 points or more difference between their conventional scores and their ya
ELP -scores. On the basis of these two results, it appears that the SOMPA < .
procedure for assessing sociocultural status is both inaccurate and
largely unnecessary for students in lowa. ‘ '
v ~—"  .This project resulted in the development of State of lowa norms for
~ , twe recently published instruments, the SOMPA Sociotwltural Measures and
the SOMPA Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children.” One'of the major
questions.concerning the use of these instruments in lowa, the generaliz-
ability of cali¥ornia norms, was largely resolved with the results of <
. this study. Many other questions remain concerning these instruments. o
A number of addjtional analyses have béen or will be conducted using the
- data from this study. Some of the questions to be investigated will re-
. late to the reliability and validity of these instruments. Persons in-
s - terested in the results.of these studies should contact the senior author
at’ the Department aof Rsychology, lowa State University, Ames, lowa 50011.

4
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