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COMPARISON OF THE SYSTEM OF. MDLTICULTURAL PLURALISTIC 
ASSESSMENT AND THE HAHNEMANN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BEHAVIOR 

SCALE WITH S~ECIAL EDUCATION STUDENTS 

Abstract of the Dissertation 

The purpose of ·this. study was to determine if the System of 
Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) information 
which included the Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children 
(ABIC) and the Estimated Learning Potential (ELP) was 
redundant of information. on the teacher-scored Hahnemann 
Elementary School Behavior Scale (HESB) and the Wechsler 
Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised (WISC-R} subtest 
scores for male and female Black, White, and Chicano Learning 
·Handicapped (LH) and Resource Specialist Program (RSP) fourth. 
grade-ag.e students.. LH students in the Sacramento City 
Unified School District system were considered more 
academica-lly handicapped than RSP students. If these various 
tests were found to be redundant, valuable time and money 
could be saved and the requirement-s of PL 94-142 could be 
met. 

Method. Thirty Black, 30 White and 30 Chicano LH and RSP 
-students were drawn from a _parent population of 250 fourth 
grade-age special education students assessed during the 
1978--1979 school year. Of the 90 students selected for this 
study·, 25 males and 5 females were selected for each ethnic 
group. LH/RSP membership was unequal for the groups. For 
the Blacks there were 23 LH and 7 RSP; for Whites there were 
26 LH and 4· RSP; while the Chicanos were equally divided with 
15 in each classification. Permis·sion for testing was 
obtained from each parent involved in the study; subsequent 
to the ·receipt of permission, the ·teacher of each student 
completed the HESB and each parent was interviewed on the 
SOMPA. Those students not already assessed with the WISC-R 
were also tested with this instrument. 

Results. The results of this study showed that ·there was a 
significant relationship between the HESB and SOMPA ABIC for 
White and Chicano students. The correlations between the 
SOMPA ELP verbal scores and SOMPA ABIC showed that only for 
the Black population was there a significant relationship 
(r = .51, p { .002). 

Correlations of the· WISC-R verbal, performance. and full-scale 
scores and the SOMPA ABIC for the Blacks were significant 
(r = .62, .50§ .63 respectively). Chicanos showed 
correlations between the WISC-R performance and SOMPA ABIC 
(r = • 34.) • 



No significant differences were found among the means of the 
three ethnic groups or between the sexes on the a) SOMPA ABIC 
b) SOMPA ABIC subtests, and c) the SOMPA ELP subtest-s. The 
HESB distinguished between the Chicano group and the other 
ethnic groups, however, and all these tests showed significant 
differences between the LH and RSP students. 

There were also no significant differences in the number of 
Blacks, Whites and Chicanos- predicted for special education 
by the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP, and WISC-R. 

Conclusions. The HESB, some ABIC subtest scores, and the ELP 
performance scores were sensitive to the LH/RSP classification. 
The HESB distinguished between the ethnic groups and showed 
the Chicanos to have more academically successful behavior. 
Neither the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP or WISC-R discriminated on 
the basis of ethnic membership. 
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Introduction 

CHAPTER I 

THE PROBLEM, HYPOTHESES, AND 

DEFINITION OF TERMS 

Recent legislation and growing public concern about 

educational testing practices have resulted in close 

scrutiny of assessment procedures for placing students in 

special education classes (Oakland, 1973). Concerned 

parents have questioned the amount of t.ime spent on 

asses.sment procedures when the test scores have resulted 

in misplacement of their children (Oakland, 1979). The 

problem of misclassifica.tion has centered around assess­

ment instruments which ha·ve discriminated agains·t minority 

st.udents by not taking into account their cultural back­

ground (Mercer, 1979). This study will deal with the 

issue of nondiscriminatory testing procedures which are 

both. time conserving and sensitive to the cultural back­

ground of the child. 

Few issues are as troublesome to concerned profes­

sionals as the identification of assessment procedures 

which offer ass·urance of not discriminating on the basis 

of race or culture (Jensen, 1970). Statistics document 

the highly disproportionate number of Blacks, Chicanos, 

and other minority children in special education classes. 

This selection has been attributed to assessment proce­

dures whi.ch_, based upon traditional testing instruments., 

1 



have misrepresented th.e abilities of minor.ity group 

children (Sterhouse, 1967). 

2 

Focus upon nondiscriminatory assessment has recently 

occurred with .the implementation of PL 94-142 (Education 

for all Handicapped Children Act of 1975) , .specifically 

that portion of the law which st·ates: 

P-rocedures to ensure that testing- and 
evaluation materials and procedur-es utilized 
for the purpose of evaluation and placement 
of handicapped children will be selected and 
administered so as not to be racially or 
cult·ural1y discrimina-tory. Such material or 
procedures sh-all .be provided and adminis­
tered in the child's native language or mode· 
of communication unless i-t is clearly not 
feasible to do so, and no single procedure 
shall be the sole criterion for determining 
an appropriate educational program for the 
child ... 

No longer will districts be -allowed to place children in 

special education classes with the use of only one testing 

instrument. 

Black and other minor'i.ty children have been over­

represented in classes for the mentally retarded while 

under-represen-ted in classes for the physically handi­

capped (Oakland, 1973) • This under--representa-tion has 

been att.ributed to curren.t assessment practices which 

utilize tests that have classified many minority children 

as mentally handicapped because they came from 

disadvantaged backgrounds-, and not because they were 

handicapped (MacMillan & Meyers, 1977). 
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PL 94-142 does not mandate the use of s.pecif.ic test 

instruments. It was left to the discretion of the school 

dist,ricts to implement the law (Semmel & Heinmiller, 

1977). A key question for the districts appeared to be 

whether test scores meant the same thing in terms of their 

prediction of academic performance for those who were 

disadvantaged as they did for those who wer~ not (Linn, 

1976). For pract·ical reasons, tests have been preferred 

over other tools of assessment as they are less cumbe·rsome 

and time consuming (Brinson, 1976) • They can also be more 

objective and consistent than subjective measures such as 

anecdotal records or charting of behavior, and therefore 

potentially more •fair•. Thorndike (1971) suggested that 

"·fairness• was nothing more than simple validity. This 

meant that a test selected appropriate people ·regardless 

of culture (Darlington, 1971). 

Tests, especially IQ tests, have been under study 

for many yea-rs. Publishers and authors of these tests 

h d h il e Profes-ave argue t e merits of thes·e te.s·ts wh e som 

sionals in the field have questioned their usefulness (Gay 

& Abraham, 1973: Williams, 1974-) • It. has been suggested 

that such tests should be abandoned because they reflect 

middle class values and contain material irrelevant to 

minorities. However~ there is no conclusive evidence that 

IQ t d . . . . m~nor~tl"es even though these ests 1scr1m1nate aga1nst • ~ 

students have been less successful on these tests than 

White students (Ornstein, 1977) • 



1 
I 
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Mercer (1975) contended that IO tests measured what 

a child has learned about the dominant Anglo culture and 

were a good measure of the child's current functioning 

level in relation to the culture of public schools. If 

this opinion is true, then the proper use of IO tests can 

provide important da.ta for school personnel. Used alone, 

however, IO tests can be misleading as they do not a-ssess 

all areas of the child's abi~ity (Dunn, 1968). It is 

important that other instruments be used to supplement the 

IQ score to insure that any decisions regarding placement 

of a student include all reLevant information as to 

his/her level of functioning. For this reason, the use of 

the adaptive behavior s·cales ·has been supported and 

encouraged (Oakland, 1973). Adaptive scales are more 

accurate and culturally fair than IQ tests in their 

evaluations. They do not rely upon •learned knowledge• 

for specific answers, rather they rely upon developmental 

milestones all children pass through to reach maturity 

(DeAvila & Havaasy, 1.974). In using adaptive measur-es a 

child is assessed on a variety of experiences rather than 

on a single criterion. Mercer (1976) felt that adaptive 

measurement was critical to asses.s fully a child and 

his/her ability to function in a school setting. She 

incorporated this concept in her System of Multicultural 

P'luralistic Assessment (SOMPAJ with ·the Adaptive Behavior 

Inventory for Children (ABIC). The ABIC provided a method 
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of assessing a child in his/her home environment by inter­

viewing. the child's parent. 

One objective of PL 9·4-142 is to .eliminate the use 

of the single criterion such as a single IO score for 

placing children in special education clas·ses. Handi­

capped children can no longer be identified solely by 

means of tests of intelligence, al thoug.h this does not 

mean that IO is not to be used (MacMillan &. Meyers, 

1977). One approach has .been to use existing IO ·test data 

together with interviews with parents and teachers. 

Mercer (1976) utilized this process in the System of 

Multicultural Pluralis.tic Assessment (SOMPA). 

Incorporated within the SOMPA was an Estimated Learning 

Potential (ELP) compon~nt which utilized IO test scores in 

conjunction with the child's ethnic, social, and economic 

background. Th.is was intended to more accurately reflect 

a child's academic potential (Mercer, 197~). The SOMPA 

also included a parent interview. This measure was :called 

the Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (AB-IC) and 

was intended .to me.asure the child's a-dapti-ve behavior as 

perceived by parent. 

Another alternative has been to use .a behavior 

scale, such as the Hahnemann Elementary .School Behavior 

Scale (HESB), coupled with existing test data. A behavior 

scale such as the HESB filled out by the classroom teacher 

affords a quick, approximately 10 minute, first-hand 
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observation of the student in the academic environment­

Any of these approaches will meet the ultimate goal of a 

testing program under PL 94-142, i.e., nondiscriminatory 

education and the proper placement of all handicapped 

ch-ildren -in programs to m-eet their educational need·s-. 

Stat·ement of the P-robl.em 

On October 1, 1977, PL 94-142 became effective. 

Children placed into special education under this law were 

to be assessed with culturally and linquisically 

.appropriate tools. Since no assessment instruments have 

been specified· by .law, questions arose as to which 

assessment instruments would best meet the inte-nt o.f the 

law and, inde.ed, be culturally fair. It was incumbent 

upon school districts to find assessment tools which 

prov.ided the necess-ary information on the minority child 

and which also assessed on a culturally fair bas-is. It 

was also important that those tools selected provide 

information which was use.ful to classroom teachers. 

Many proposals have been made as to how this 

assessment can best be done economically but very little 

empirica1 evidence existed to support the various 

approaches. Does information which teachers provide. on 

existing scales such as the time saving HESS provide 

information as mea-ningful as tha.t obtained from the more 

ex.tensive interview-ing required by the SOMPA? 

Specifically, do the teache-rs • ratings of students 
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behavior correlate with adaptive behavior measures on the 

SOMPA? Do the SOMPA ELP scores in which .the child •·s 

ethnic background and experiences are accounted for and 

the scores of the HESB or the SOMPA ABIC provide the same 

information? 

T·o. further validate and specifically determine the 

relationship between behavioral measures such as the HESS 

and S"OMPA ABIC, studies should be conducted to find the 

test performance differences between the ethnic groups. 

Relationships be-tween intelligence scores measured by the 

.SOMPA ELP scores and the .Wechsler· Intelligence Scale for 

Children-Revised (WISC-R) and adaptive measures such as 

the SOMPA ABIC should also be determined ·to find if there 

are differences in scores among Black, ·white and Chicano 

students. 

Purpose of the Study 

This study investigated the correlation between the 

a·bridged version of ·the system of Multicultural Plural­

istic Assessment (SOMPA), the Wechsler Intelligence Scale· 

for Children - Revised (WISC-R) verbal and performance and 

full-scale scores and the Hahnemann Elementary School 

Behavior Scale (HESB). The purpose of this study was to 

determine if information from the abridged version of the 

SOMPA was. redundant of information on the HESB and 

pr·ovided the same information had the WISC-R been used 

alone. rf the information is redundant then a low cost 



alternative could be u·sed without discriminatory 

implications. 

Significance of the Study 

8 

Answers to the above questions would seem to have a 

direct impac·t on the selection of students for special 

education. Findings from t ·his study would suggest that 

teachers' observations might provide a basis for selection 

of students which do not rely completely upon time 

consuming assessment provided by the psychologist and/or 

the parent. If this method of assessment proved viable., 

many hours .of professional time could be saved and 

utilized for diagnostic-prescriptive purposes. Parents 

could spend the time now required in long interviews more 

profitably by observing their children in classrooms 

and/or helpin·g the teachers as volunteer aides. This 

procedure would also help the teachers by enabling them to 

concentrate their observations on those behaviors found to 

be: most relevant to academic succes.s. 

Rationale 

Since the Sacramento City Unified School District 

(SCUSD) presently uses the Wechsler Intelligence Scale. for 

Children-Revised {WISC-R) in conjunction with other 

academi-c assessment tools for placement of children in 

special education classes, it would be useful to compare 

the results obtained from this test with those obtained 

from the SOMPA and the· HESB. The SOMPA, which includes 
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the WISC-R as a part of the- assessment process, h-as been 

suggested by the State Department of Educati-on as the t -est 

to assess culturally different children for .special 

education. 

The SOMPA incorporates a medical model, a social 

model, and a pluralistic model. These three models 

require. five hours for comple-tion. The medical model 

incorporates six tests: Physical dexterity tasks, Bender 

Gestalt, health history inventories, weight/height, vision 

and ·hearing. The health history inventory requires a 30 

minute parent interview to complete. 

The social system model addresses the issue of 

social deviance. The two -SOMPA instruments that measure 

the social system behav-ior are the ABIC -and the WISC-R. 

The ABIC estimates a child's role performance in six 

areas. A parent is asked to evaluate the child's 

compe-tence in:- the family role, the community role, peer 

group role, student role, earner/ consumer r.ol e, and .self 

maintenance role. The ABIC assessment requires_ 60 minutes 

to complete with the parent while the WISC-R requires an 

additional 75 minutes. 

The pluralistic model estimates the learning 

potential of the student by comparing individuals against 

individuals from the same sociocultural environments. 

Comparisons made among individuals from simil-ar 
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experiential backgrounds on tests such as the WISC-R allow 

for asse·ssment of the potential for learning. In order to 

make comparisons, a student must be located in his/her 

particular •sociocultural space". The sociocultural 

scales measure: socioeconomic status: degree of Ang.lo 

cultural assimilation; and degree of integration into 

Anglo social systems. Once this location is determined by 

the sociocultural scales, a normal distribution of WISC~R 

scores is found for that sociocultural g.roup by multiple 

regression procedures. This distribution sets the 

continuum for comparing WISC-R scores. The student's 

relative standing in this pr-edicted sociocultural 

distribution of WISC-R scores provid~s an index of 

Estimated Learning Potential (ELP). 

Because of the time required to administer the 

complete SOMPA and the limited professional staf·f of SCUSD 

available for assessment of children in special education, 

an abridged version of the SOMPA was used in this study. 

This abridged version included the SOMPA ABIC and SOMPA 

ELP i.e it included the social system and pluralistic 

models (incorporating the WISC-R). The ABIC and ELP were 

chosen as they are the two sections of the SOMPA which 

most directly address that section of P.L 94-142 concerning 

non-discriminatory testing requirements. 

This study analyzed data obtained from LH and RSP 

teachers of 30 Black, 30 White and 30 Chicano students in 

l 
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the fourth g,rade Learning Handicapped · (LH) and Resource 

Specialist Program (RSP) classes of the SCUSD. Fourth 

grade age children were chosen ·because of the relatively 

large number .referred for special education (Swerdlik, 

1978) and" because those of fourth grade a·ge were chiefly 

referred for academic and behavioral reasons rather than 

for emotional needs (Richardson, 1976). RSP st.udents were 

considered to need only part-time remedial help, while LH 

stud·ents required a full-time program· in which more than 

50% of their time was spent in a self-co.ntained special 

education classroom. 

The scuso does not use medical information directly 

in its pl-acement of children for the LH or RSP classes. 

If the child's medical problems are extensive, he is 

placed into special classes for his particular handicap 

such as: BlindJ Deaf/Hard of Hearing: etc. Thus., the 

medical model was not administered. The students in this 

study, because they were drawn from the LH and RSP classes 

exclusively in which physically handicapped children are 

not included,. did" not have data on these tasks and 

scal·es. 

The HESB, which can be complet.ed in approximately 

ten minutes by the classroom teacher, does not require the 

presence of a psyc·hologist or a parent. It deals with 

observable behaviors. The HESB bas several advantages: 

a) it requires little time to comp~ete: and, b) no parent 



12 

conference is needed for the scale to be completed. In 

the interest of time and additional relevan.t in·formation, 

the HESB affords the classroom teacher and the school 

psychologist a useful means· of assessing the student's 

behavior which most closely correlates with academic 

achievement .(Spivack & Swift, 1972). 

Theoretical Bas·e of the Study 

The public schools as they are organized today are a 

response to the needs of our- society to meet the 

requirements of all pupils within the educational 

setting. In order to meet these requirements, testing was 

initiated. The originator of this testing movement was 

Alfred Binet (Mercer, 1974). Binet's original 

•intelligence• test was designed to identify those 

children who would not succeed academically and were in 

need of special classes at schools ·for the retarded 

(Richardson, 1976). When the idea of intelligence testing 

was adopted in the United States, its main goal was to 

predict w.hich children would be successful in the public 

schools and w-hich should be institutionalized (Mercer, 

1974). 

Success or failure of a student within a school 

setting was often dependent upon the scores achieved on an 

IQ test. Often the child's background was not considered, 

although it has been known s.i nee Binet' s time that social 

status and cultural background influence IQ test results 
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{Eells, Davis, Havighurst, Herrick & Tyler, 1951). It has 

been a point of debate whether IQ tests alone did not 

measure the •total• abilities a child possesses. In order 

to fully assess a child,. he/she must be seen from not only 

an intellectual point of view but also a social and 

cultural point ·of view. This procedure is especially 

important for minority group children (Mercer, 1976; 

Oakland, 1976}. 

Developed after the Binet IQ test were three 

approaches to· assessment. These approaches assess·ed 

children from different perspectives., including the 

traditional IQ measure. Each was viewed in relationship 

to its theoretical basis for development. 

SOMPA. The SOMPA was an outgrowth of a study done 

bet-ween 1963-1965 to locate mentally retarded persons in 

the Riverside, California area. Men.tal retardation .was 

originally seen as a pathology within a medical model. It 

was found that a medical model was inadequate to explain 

the problems in identifying the mentally retarded, how­

ever, and a social system model was developed to explain 

the discrepancies among those identified a·s mentally 

retarded and those considered normal (Mercer, 1971). 

It was discovered that: 

1. Public Schools did most of the ·labeling 

of mental retardation. 

2. Public Schools relied mainly upon IO 

tests in making their diagnosis. 



"3. Children were labeled as retarded chiefly 

in the elementary grades. 

4. Teachers were the primary referral sou~ce 

for children and these children were 

tested by psychologists. 

5. Black and Chicanos were more likely to be 

scored or labeled retarded than were 

Whites. 

6. School age children, Black or Spanish 

surn·ame and of lower socioeconomic class, 

were over-repres·ented in classes for the 

retarded. 

7. Children who were White and from higher 

economic status were underlabeled .• 

8. Children from lower socioeconomic status 

were more lfkely to be •situationally 

retarded• i.-e •. retarded in school from 

8:30 - 3:00, but· regarded· in the home and 

community as normal. 

9. Lay persons tended to label only the 

physically and mentally retarded not the 

learning handicapped child as mentally 

retarded. 
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Based on information obtained in the aforementioned 

study Mercer developed the SOMPA to meet the following 

criteria: 



1. A person is retarded if he/she fails both 

intellectually and ada-ptively. 

2. An IQ test cannot be the sole criterion 

for identification of retarded children. 

3. The measure of adaptive behavior must: 

a. ·cove.r a wide range of· social role 

performances: 

b. Be reliable enough to measure 

children of all cultures: 

c. Have been normed on a representative 

sample of the general population: 

d. Be representative of the norms of the 

social system. 

4. The method must distinguish between ·the 

socioculturally modal ·person who is sub­

normal in adaptive behavior and subnormal 

in IO test performance from the socio­

culturally nonmodal person who demon­

strates t ·he same low ability. It must 

also have pluralistic norms so that a 

child could be compared with others from 

similar socioeconomic backgrounds. 

s. A child must be seen from. an adaptive as 

well as an intellectual level to 

dete~mine his/her potential. Children 

who -ar-e low functioning intellectually 
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but normal adap.tively must be seen in 

light of both measurements, ·not just 

intellectually. 
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Ha·hnemann Elementary School Be·havior Scale (HESB). 

The HESB was developed by Spivack & Swift (1969b) to aid 

teachers· and school personnel in ev.a·luating student behav­

iors in the context of a need for a more articulate under­

standing of the organization of a typical classroom 

behaviors.. It was assumed that problem behavior indicated 

that the child was not meeting the demands of school. It 

was further assumed that the at·titudes and motivations 

regarding learning are important to educators {Spivack & 

Swift, 19·72). 

The scale served as a means to identify certain 

behaviors that help or hinder achievement. In addition, 

it served to measure change in behavior as a function of 

remediation, it aided in proper placement, and helped in 

developing alternative ·teaching approaches. Items were 

chosen which covered a wide range of behaviors and 

included both adaptive and malada.ptive behaviors. 

The developers of the HESB concentrated on avoiding 

ambiguity and on including those factors contributing to 

academic success. The .f-actors considered to correlate 

most highly with academic achievement were independent 

learning, intellectual self-sufficiency, originality and 

reflectiveness (Spivack & Swift, 1972). 
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Spivack and -Swift (1969a) reported that a child who 

underachieves is lacking in adaption to the demands of the 

classroom environment, and emphasized t ·hat the child must 

be seen in total. To do this various behaviors were 

observed, and twelve class-room behavio-rs were tapped as 

be.ing present in both regular and special education 

classes. These included: classroom_ disturbance, 

impatience, disrespect/defiance, external blame, achieve­

ment anxiety, external reliance, comprehension, attention/ 

withdrawal, irrelevant-responsiveness, creative­

initiative, need for clos-ene-ss· with the teacher, and need 

for achievement recognition. The HESB measured these 

behaviors and- included a p.rofile showing the child's 

strengths . and wea-knesse·s behaviorally. While this scale 

is not widely used for identifying .special education 

students, it could prove beneficial to assess children 

from a teacher's expectation level. It would be helpful 

to know whether teacher judgement of a child's performance 

c.orrelates with extensive testing procedures. If such a 

correlation could be found valuable time could be saved 

when assessing child~en for special education classes. 

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised 

(WISC-R). The WISC-R was developed to measure a child's 

ability to cope with the world around him (Petrosko, 

1975). Wechsler (1974a) believed that in-telligence could 
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be measured objectively and that a meaningful and useful 

index of person's mental capacity could be determined. 

Wechsler (1974a) consider-ed intelligence to be 

global, a mul ti-_faceted entity r-ather than a ·uniquely 

defined trait. The WISC-R avoids singling out one ability 

as being most critical and it avoids equating general 

intelligence with intellec-tual ability. The WISC-R 

attempts to probe intelligence in as many ways as pos­

sible. Non-intellectual factors such as drive, at-titude, 

and sensitivity to surroundings operate at all levels and 

affect capabilities. Since the WISC-R is individually 

administered, the examiner shoul-d be aware of these 

factors. 

Wechsler (1974-b) believed that a verbal and perfor­

mance subdivision_ is nece.ssary to measu-re intelligence. 

Component tests, six verbal and six per-formance, are 

weighed based on the theory that intelligence measures are 

best regarded as assortive and not hierarchical. This 

concept does not suggest that all measures utilized in the 

WISC-R are effective. Wechsler suggested that each is 

necessary for a fuller appraisal of intelligence. 

The existing research concerning -criteria in the 

assessment of children so that it is non-biased suggested 

that: a) sociocultural backgroundr adaptive behavior, 

observable behavior, in addition to intellectual potential 

were critical in proper placement of children into special 
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education classesJ b} intellectual potential should not be 

the sole criteria for placement; c) minority students must 

not be seen as sepa·rate populations, but as one group in 

order for non-~iscriminatory testing to occur; d) parents 

and teachers who live and work with minority stud·ents 

considered for special education were an integral part in 

the assessment process. 

No conclusive evidence has been presented which 

indicates that the IQ test alone can assess a child's 

potential in all areas. His social functioning as well as 

his school behavior are an integral part of his academic 

success or failure (Spivack & Swift, 1972). A method of 

assessing all related areas would be beneficial in deter­

mining the proper academic setting for meeting the 

student's needs. 

Hypotheses 

The hypotheses to be investigated in the present 

research are: 

n1 • There will be a positive correlation between 

the teacher scored HESB and .t ·he ·psychologist scored SOMPA 

ABIC. 

a2 • There will be a positive correlation between 

the ELP verbal, performance and. full-scale scores and a) 

the HESB; b) -the SOMPA ABlC. 

H3 • There will be a positive correlation between 

the WISC-R verbal, performance and full-scale and a) the 

HESR; b-) ·SOMPA ABIC. 
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H4. There will be significan.t differences among 

the means of the Blacks, Whites and Chicanos on a) SOMPA 

ABIC7 b) SOMPA AB.IC subtest scores; c) :SOMPA ELP verbal, 

performance and .full:-scale scores1 and d) the HESB. 

Hs • There will be dif·ferences among the number of 

Blacks, Whites and Chicanos predicted for ·special 

education by the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP or WISC-R. 

Definition of terms 

For the purpose of this study t ·he following 

definition of terms will be used.: 

Minority children~ Groups of children who share 

certain racial and ethn-ic similar 1 ties which are different 

from the dominant group. In this study minorities will 

include Blacks and Chicanos (Oakland, 1976). Parents who 

identified their child as •chicano• when specifying their 

ethnic background on t ·heir school enrollment form 

represented that g_roup in this study. The Chicanos 

included in this stu~y are those students whose first 

language is English and who may or may not have Spanish as 

a second language. Children with a· primary language other 

than Eng·lish are not eligib:le for LH or RSP placement in -
scuso •. 

The SOMPA-abridqed version: ·The abridged ver·sion of 

the. SOMPA included the administration of the Adaptive 

Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC) and the E.stima·ted 

Learning Potential (EL~). The SOMPA ABIC, including the 

administration of the sub.tests and the computation of a 
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total score, requires an hour interview with the child's 

parent regarding his/her adaptive behavior- in the home. 

For_ the purposes of this study, the ABIC will refer to the 

total score unless otherwise stat-ed. The SOMPA ELP 

includes a-n interview of about 10 minutes with parents of 

the student regarding the parent's own socioeconomic 

background. Also incorporated in the ELP is the 

administration of the WISC-R requiring an additional 75 

minutes. 

Hahnemann Elementary Behavior Scale (HESB): A 

teacher completed behavior scale which r-equires ten 

minutes to complete. This instrument involved -recording 

on a numerical s.cale the frequency of occurence of a 

particular observable behavior • 

. Learning Handicapped (LH) stud-ents: LH students are 

a subset of special education children. The-y function at 

or below the 3rd per-centile based on chronological age in 

two or more academic areas as assessed by specific 

standardized- tests. Included in this criteria for LH 

placement is an -exceptional placement. Exceptional 

placement -calls for a •staff judgment• which occurs when 

the entire assessment team and parents feel the s.tudent • s 

needs can best be met by LH placement. LH students 

require special education assi-stance in a self-contained 

clas-sroom for more than ha-lf .of their school day. 
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Resource Special'i :s:t · Prog:ra.m · (RSP) · s·tude'nts :· These 

students are also a subset of· special education but require 

less academic assistance, They are functioning at two or 

more levels below the grade level expected for their 

chrono~ogical age but they are not at the 3rd percentile 

necessary for LH placement. These achievement lags may be 

demonstrated in two academic areas and must be as:sociated 

with a learning handicap as measured by standardized tests. 

These students required only part-time special education 

assistance for up to 50% of ·their day. 

Summary. The problems to be studied were the correlation 

between a) the teacher-scored HESB and the· SOMPA ABIC7 b) the 

ELP verbal, performance and full-scale results and the 

HESB. and SOMBA ABIC7 and c) the WISC-R verbal, performance and 

·full-scale results and the HESB and SOMPA ABIC, In 

addition, a validation study was conducted to determine 

whether there was a difference among the means of the 

three ethnic groups on the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ABIC subtests: 

ELP verbal, performance and full-scale scores: and the 

:HESB. A final hypothesis was offered concerning the 

differences among the number of Blacks, Whites and 

Chicanos who were identified for special classes by ·the 

SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP or ·wiSC-R. The importance of 

accounting for cultural differences when assessing 
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students was discussed. "The general hypothes-es tested in 

the present study were identified and definitions of 

terminology was also provided. A review of the literature 

relevant to the present investigation will be presented in 

the following chapter. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

A review of the research and related literature 

relevant to the non-discriminatroy assessment practices 

when evaluating minority children for special education 

clas.ses is· presented in the following pages. Material. 

reviewed will. be organized in five sections: a) identifi­

cation and labeling minority children for special educa­

·tion1 b) the use of IQ tests to measur.e intellectual 

potential in the evaluation processJ c) the use of 

adaptive scales for special class placementJ d) a-n alter­

native to the use of a single assessment tool for place­

ment of students in special education: The System of 

Mul ticultura-1 Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPAl; and e-) t ·he 

use of teacher observation scales in the assessment 

procedure. 

!dentification of Seecial Education Minority Students 

The importance of accurately identifying minority 

students for special education and properly labeling their 

abilities occupies a major role in special education 

today. PL 94-142 addressed this issue specifically in the 

section of the law devoted to non-discriminatory testing. 

The effects of labeling upon minority students can best be 

demonstrated by reviewing the history of labeling and the 

place it occupies in special education today. 

24 
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History of labeling. Assessmen.t, labeling ,. · and 

placement of students has long been of concern to 

educators. The most salient controversy has been over 

labeling students to exclude them f.rom regular programs 

and to put them into classes for special education 

(Childs, 1976·). The concern about labels and stigma in 

special education has been advanced by minority groups, 

particularly Blacks and Mexican-Americans, who pointed to 

the disproportionately larqe numbers of their members in 

special education classes (Jones, 1972). 

In la4-0·, mandatory school laws went into effect. 

Prior to this, schools were chiefly church sponsored, and 

for school children who could not achieve, various forms 

of. special schools arose. These special schools for de-af, 

blind and moderately handicapped were residential in 

nature. These institutions were established to separate 

the "different• from the •normal• (Dunn, 1968). 

By mid 19th century, special day programs were 

publicly funded to provide genera-l education for handi­

c·apped children, and, by 1911, about 100 large cities had 

such classes (Dunn, 1968). Thes·e classes were a res.ult of 

parent pressure and teacher requests to find alternative 

placement for problem students. Those students who were 

placed at the teacher's request were cla-ssifi-ed as 

retarded, behavior disordered or specific learning 

dis~bled ~ As a result, students were either a part of the 
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regular program or completely excluded by p·lacing them 

into special self-contained day schools (Richardson, 1976). 

With the compulsory education laws of the middle 

19th century and because of pressure to serve students 

with a broader range of individual diff~rences, schools 

became more sophisticat-ed and imaginative. In order to 

sort and classify, children were viewed in ·terms of their 

age, socioeconomic s·tatus, skin pigmentation and ability 

(Dunn, 1968~ Mercer, 1976; Richardson, 1976). 

This exclusion from r-egular .educational programs 

served to relieve teachers of those students whom they did 

not want. to teach (Dunn, 1968}... .From 1874--1947, exclusion 

was accomplished through various specific sanctions 

against integrating racial minority children with White 

children. This segrega-tion was accomplished by health and 

character sanctions mandated by la-w, which appeared to be 

based in part upon excluding undesirable •foreign" 

cultures from segregated schools (Mercer, 1976). In 1947 

segregation statutes were repealed from the Education 

Codes·. By his tor leal accident, special education classes 

for the retarded were mandated the same year. As a 

result, segregation wa-s accomplished through .the us-e of 

the special education class. Educators saw that they 

could segregate students and at the same time receive 

additional money .for it. When· suspens-ion as a means of 

excluding non-achieving or misbehaving students was 
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eliminated in 1964, special education became the dumping 

ground for these students as well (Oakland, 1977). This 

practice of using special education classes as a means of 

excluding •undesirablesn continued until the - parents of 

these students~ who had been placed in special classes~ 

filed lawsuits against the education system. The family 

members contended t -hat their children had been discrim­

inated against and that their children did nat need thes~ 

special classes (Melcher, 1976). These suits became, in 

essence, a trial_ of the concept of labeling children for 

special class funding (Dunn, 1968: Mercer, 1976). 

In 1968, the case of Arreola v. Board of Education 

was filed -on behalf of eleven Mexican-American children. 

The parents of these children believed their children were 

not mentally retarded and that special classes did not 

teach t -heir children.. These parents further contended 

that there had been no due process, that IQ testing d.id 

not take into account cultural differences, and that the 

curriculum was not meaningful. The parents were awarded 

judgment (Mercer, 1977). 

In 1970 the case of Diana v. Board of Educat.ion came 

to trial in Northern California. The court found that 

seven of the ni.ne children in an Educable Mentally 

Retarded (EMR) classroom were inappropriately labeled due 

to the use of discriminatory IQ tests. The court decreed 

that testing must be done in the native language of the 
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child, as was ordered in the case of the Mexican-American 

children. For the Black child, testing was que-stioned due 

to value content and norming procedures (Oakland, 1973). 

As a result of the Diana case, the State Department 

of Education conducted a study entitled, '"The Mexican­

American Research Project.• This project involved testing 

47 EMR Chicano students from two geographical areas. 

These EMR students were retested with the Spanish version 

of the WISC-R. Thirty-seven of the 47 were found to have 

IQ's of 75 or above on the Spanish WISC-R. As a conse­

quence, Resolution 262 passed the California Legislature 

requiring re-evaluation of all EMR students. Following 

this re-evaluation, there were 3,381 fewer Spanish­

surnamed students in ·EMR clas·ses, 2,769 fewer Blacks· and. 

1,822 fewer Whites (Laesa, 1974J Oakland, 1974). 

In 1972, Larry P. v. Wilson Riles brought the plight 

of Black children, who had been mislabeled as EMR, to the 

forefront. These parents claimed that Blacks, placed into 

special classes on the basis of an IO test, were inappro­

priately classified. The plaintiffs contended that 

existing 10 ·tests were not relevant to the Black popula­

tion because they reflected White middle class values and 

were not normed on the Black population. This case, still 

pending at this time, bas caused major concern about 

la.beling a student on the .basis of a single IQ score. 
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These lawsuits served. to point out the inherent 

problems in the labeling process. When there was no 

clear-cut means for identifying special education stu­

dents, confusion resulted. -Educators lacked a single, 

rational scientific basis for distinctions made by label­

ing (Mass, 1973). Thus the questions arose-: Why l.abel 

and for what purpose? Are the problems of labeling worth­

it? 

Labeling: purposes and problems. Labeling became 

an end in its~lf in special education when a •labeled• 

child served as a means for obtaining additional monies. 

Those labeled_ were forced to play the role for which they 

were labeled and people's responses to them tended to be 

governed by the conception that label held for them (Swan, 

1977). The use of labels such as •culturally deprived• or 

•socially disadvantaged• led to assumption~ about children 

that consequently reduced the effective-ne-ss of the 

original label. Individuals tended to perceive themselves 

as they were labeled. Thus, if labeled •retarded," the 

child behaved in a •retarded• way (Goffman, 1963). 

Labels were meant to be a means to facilitate 

communication about individuals or categories of indi­

viduals1 however, labeling -often led to differen-tial 

tr-eatment and kept students, especially minorities , from 

educational opportunities. Thus, the purposes of labeling 

we-re over-shadowed by the problems this process created. 
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Burke {197S} pointed out that labeling a child, 

especially a Black child, perpetuated society• ·s belief 

that Blacks were less able to achieve high ~oals than the 

rest ·of society. Many {Jones, 1972; Kolstoe, 1972; Begab 

& Richardson., 1975; Henderson, 1975) believed that 

labeling harmed a child's self-concept, that labeling 

segregated the races and that it impeded the child's 

development. The disproportionate numbers of Bla.cks and 

Chicanos found in special classes for the retarded 

circumstantially suppor·ted this belief (Mercer, 1972b; 

Richardson, 1976; Oakland, 1977). The labels, thus insti­

tutionalized, became social devices through which people 

oriented themselves. A whole series of behaviors and 

beliefs operated under the term 11 label ". (Henderson, -1975). 

Three-.fourths of the children labeled as le-arning 

handicapped ·or behaviorally disordered came from disadvan­

taged homes (Dunn, 1968). If labels were to be meaning­

ful, they should also help remedy a need. However, 

labeling tended to become an exclusionary process, ra·ther 

than a remedial one (Gallagher, 1972). Less than 10% of 

the children placed in special education clas.ses were 

returned to the regul-ar program. By 1963 approximately 

90% of the handicapped children were separated from their 

peers by receiving help in a self-contained class (Childs, 

1976). Mercer (1974} argued that labeling procedures 

v iolated the right of children to be ass·essed as multi-
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dimensional persons, their right to be fully educated, 

their right to be. free of sti9111atizing labels, and their 

right to cultural ide·ntity and r-espect. 

P·roblems and Effects of the Labeling Process 

Serious quest.ions about screening, evaluation and 

placement procedures for children ~abeled as needing 

special education have arisen (Wein·traub & Abeson, 1974). 

Criteria for placement in special educati.on had been 

unclear and as a result, many children were chronically 

categorized as handicapped; once labeled handicapped they 

were always considered to be handicapped (Gallagher, 

1·974). Thus, unless children,. specifica~ly minority 

children, were evaluated with appropriate assessment 

tools, taking int·o account a child's background or 

culture, there was a danger of continued misclassification 

for much of that child's school career (Mercer, 1975). 

Children labeled by public school educators 

outnumbered those labeled by people in other institu­

tions. This labeling resulted from· critical decisions 

made by teache.rs, princ-ipals, and psychologists at 

different phases in the evaluation process. Usually the 

child selected for evaluation had been selected by ·means 

of a screening device or system. Yet, in reviewing the 

screening procedures of various schools, children 

identified •at risk• had been selected on the basis of 

fragmenta.r.y and selective test findings (·'Keogh, 1973). 
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The -r.esult was a disproportionate number of lower soc-io­

economic Black and Chicano students being placed in 

special education classes (Mercer, 1972b). 

Concerned -educatprs questioned the use of labeling. 

On the one hand, labeling served to classify and diagnose 

conditions which could be treated. It also provided 

direction for fur -ther research to gain more inform-ation 

about the cause~ prevention, and treatment of these 

conditions~ Labeling also helped- obtain additional funds 

through legislation. Excessive use of la-beling, on t -he 

other hand, could be a means of protecting and placat-ing 

professionals by giving a problem- a name, such as minimal 

brain dysfunction which can become an end in itself. This 

use of labeling then eliminated the need to provide 

remedial help for these children (Gallagher,. 1976). 

Labels also served to keep minority group children from 

opportunities by focusing the problem on individuals, 

thereby ignoring the larger, more complex socia-l issues 

(Loasa, 1973; Oakland, 1974). 

While the battle over labeling criteria and effects 

continued, the minority student was faced with the reality 

of the labeling i-ssue, especially in special education. 

Special education has not been known for its responsive-

ness to culturally different students (Semmel & 

Heinmeller, 1977; Kaufman, 1979). Teachers have been 

known to refer students £or special education classes 

j' 

I' 
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based solely on their c.ultural difference-s, without taking 

into account their academic achievement (Bernal, 1977). 

Black psychologists were quick to point out that the White 

middle class set the standards by which all children are 

measur-ed. If a Black child di-d not conform to these 

standards, the child was seen as handicapped (Jackson, 

1975) • One of the consequences of being a Black in the 

American society was tha-t Blacks were forced to wear 

inferior labels (Ladner, 1975}. 

Chicano students ·have suffered the same fate.. They 

hav-e traditionally been over-.r.epresented in the mentally 

retarded classes and under-represented in the gifted 

classes (Meeker, 1973: Mercer, 1975") • This segregation 

was caused in part by the presence of a second language 

and a wide variance in the socioeconomic status of the 

Chicano population (Laosa, 1973; Oakland, 1973t Mercer, 

1976) • -The inappropriate u-se of materials and tests has 

resulted in children being mislabeled, and labeling by 

schools has had a long reaching effect. Individ~ally, in 

many cases, th.is label followed the -child the rest of 

his/her ·school career. Collectiv-ely, labeling has 

resulted in legal challenges to t -he labeling process- and 

caused a state legislative response. 
PL 94-142, the Bill 

d this issue 
of Rights f.or Handicapped Children, addr-esse 

h non-discrim­
at the Federal level, specifically in t e 

As a result of this 
inatory testing section of the law. 

law, the Office of Education issued a directive setting 

___ __j 
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forth the requirements which assured that children were 

not misclassified or unnecessarily labeled as being 

handicapped because of inappropriate ·selection, 

administration, or interpretation o·f -assessment materials 

(MacMil-lan and Meyers, 1977). 

Summary o~ the labeling controversy. Labeling prac­

tices for minority group children have been influenced by 

many sources. Parental concern, judicial action and leg­

islation have challenged these practices. While la-beling 

served to place children in special classes whe·re they 

might receive special help, too often these classes became 

dumping grounds for students the educational system did 

not want included in the regular program. In many 

instances, childr-en, once labeled, were thereafter 

segregated from the mainstream· of education and, as a 

result, were never educated to their full potential. 

Assessment procedures utilized in labeling children, 

especially minority group children, have thus come under 

sharp criticism and attack. This study will include an 

investigation of the validity of certain assessment 

procedures currently prac.ticed as well as a study of the 

use of a teacher assessment device for placement of 

Special Education students. 

The Use of the IQ Te§t to Assess the Cultural Minority 

The use of the IO test as the major assessment tool 
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for placing children in special education has been sup­

ported and criticized since the testing· movement 

o·rigin·ated. Much of this argument has centered around the 

assessment of minority group children. 

History of the testing controversy. The origins of 

current practices.and procedures regarding assessment of 

abilities bega-n· with Binet in 1905. Binet was -asked by 

the French Government to develop a test to identify those 

children who would not succeed academically in the regula-r 

school (Mercer, l972a). Binet was interested in measuring 

those abilities which were most critical in daily school 

functioning (Mercer, 1974). If the children were unsuc­

cessful on the Bine·t measure, they were pl_aced in special 

schools for the retarded ·(Cronbach & Suppes, 1969). 

Because of the success of the original Binet test in 

identifying children .who could -not achieve in the regular 

schools, interest in testing grew. At the beginning of 

world War 1, the Ame-r ica·n Psychological Association formed 

committees to deve.lop a test ·for measuring mental abili­

ti.es. In May· of 1917·, one such committee assembled to 

de-velop an examination designed to segregate mil.i tary 

recruits in terms of their potential as officers. This 

group of seven psychologists decided that to serve the 

interests of the military, psychological tests offered the 

most practical method of evaluation (Laosa, 1973). within 

weeks, this group., including Cattell, Ye.rk.es, a-nd Te·rman, 

developed the Army Alpha Test. This test. successf·ully 



identified men who made satisfactory officers (Mercer, 

1972a; Childs, 1976). As a result of this success, 

civilian tes.tin.g was reconunended. 
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Because schools afforded access to. a large number of 

people, Terman felt that teachers should utilize tests to 

measure students' mental ability (Cronbach & Suppes, 

1969) • Ind.ividually administered intelligence tes-ts were 

an important innovation in developing and legitimizing the 

idea of individual differences. The notion of individual 

differences gave intelligence testing credibility as an 

instrument of social .reform (Marks, 1977). Terman's 

individual IO test, the Sta-nford-Binet (:S-B), published in 

1916 was wi-dely used: and immediately after the w-ar, . a 

group test was published. Within 30 months after first 

publication, some 4,000,000 children had been tested with 

the use of a group IQ test (Cronbach & Suppes, 1969). 

Tests were practical and seemed objective so they 

fit society's needs at the time. Many states in the years 

between 1916-1918 used group IO scores to identify men­

tally retarded people. Those found to be retar-ded on 

t "hese group tests were sterilized. Over 27, .000 people, 

mostly foreign born, were sterilized - 12,180 in 

California (Marks, 1977) • While the group· IO test was 

popular in dete·rmining the intellectual a-bilities of a 

large group of people, it was the individually admin­

ist·ered IQ test which r-eceived the most att-ention 

(Richardson, 1976). 
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From 1945-1953 controversy waged as to the useful­

ness of individual IQ tests. Eells, et al. (1951), 

maintained that these tests underestimated the abilities 

of working cla-ss children. Their stud-ies showed that 

lower class children consistently scored lower on th-eir 

test-s than di-d middle or upper class children.._ Questions 

as to the fairness of these tests ~rose. The controversy 

continued into the 19-60 •s whe-n Federally funded programs, 

such as Head Start, were mandated. When IQ tests were 

used for determining the children to be involved in these 

programs, discrepancies arose (Williams, 1974). These 

discrepancies in results were blamed by many on the 

cultural 'bias of the tests used (Henderson, 1975; 

Hillia-rd, 1977) • 

Supporters of testing wanted the tests to be used to 

open doors for talented poor children and adults (Cronbach 

& Suppes, 1969) but Mercer (1974), Oakland (1977), Chan 

and Rueda (1979) have reported the low numbers of minority 

children in the gifted program and the excessive numbers 

in special classes for low a-chievers. Discrepancies such 

as these were a target of PL 94-142 and its provision 

concerning non-discriminatory testing procedures in 

evaluating and placing- minority children. This provision 

reflected an attempt to incorporate court rulings from 

lawsuits per-taining to the labeling of ethnic minority 

children into school practice (MacMillan & Meyers, 1977) • 

rn such litigation~ the courts consistently ruled that 
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individual tests of intelligence discriminated against 

minority children. These cou-rt cases dealt with t ·he 

question of what constituted discriminatory testing when 

IQ tests were utilized. 

Early challenges to mental testing. Intelligence 

tests have cau·sed the greatest furor, since it was the IQ 

tes.t which led to inaccurate classification and placement 

of minority students in classes for the retarded (Gerken, 

1978). It was not difficult to find fault with tests and, 

regardless of the reason, IQ ·tests became an educational 

issue (Williams, 1974; Ebel, 1975; Mercer, 1975). 

Historically, tests of intelligence or measures of 

academic aptitude have been a basis for screeni.ng, selec­

tion and pl-acement of students into special classes. 

Standard IQ tests have a strong relationship to school 

achievement (Keogh & Becker, 1973). While the level of 

intellectual functioning· is assumed to be a major factor 

in special class placement,. it is recognized that IQ tests 

do not identify all the children who need these classes 

(Rubin, Krus, & Balow., 1973). Nevertheless, IQ tes-ts are 

the major factor considered when children are placed 

(Oakland, 1974; River, Mitchell, & Williams, 1975). 

Ability tests have .been attacked by some o·bservers 

for _suppressing individuality (We-sman, 1968"). Williams 

(1974) contended that IQ tests were a reflection of the 

White middle class and reflected. the values of Whites. 

Therefore they were unfair to minorities because they were 

I. 
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misinterpreted and ~isused. Tests of ability have also 

-been challenged because they measure rigid and static 

characteristics (Rivers, Mitchell & Williams, 1975) • 

. An important theme of the 1920's, still in vogue at 

present, is to determine whether pupils who differ should 

be sorted into different kinds of education with the use 

of an IO test (Cronbac-h,_ 1975). In · early studies -of data 

from the Army Alpha tests, Brigham conclud.ed that 

immigrants were •morons•, unable to do more than pe.rform 

common labor tasks (Cronbach, 1975) 

From 1945-1953, sociologists contended that tests 

underestimated the ability of studen-ts from low socio­

economic· classes (Cronbach, 1975). ·Eells et al. (1951) 

conducted studies which conclu-ded that low socioeconom'ic 

children scored consistently lower on IQ tests than did 

children from a more enriched background. 

Within the last decade, Blacks, Chicanos, and other 

.minorities have sever-ely cr i t ·icf-zed the use of the IQ_ test 

to assess for special class placement (Oakland, 1973). 

Support for this view came from the Black Psychologists 

Association, La Raza an-d, somewhat later, the Nat-ional 

Education Association. While actions by these -groups were 

instrumental in promoting changes, most school dist-ricts 

continued to disregard their concerns. Court cases were a 

result (Oakland, 1973-). Some court challenges centered 

around ·the use of the IO test as the sole cr i te·r ion for 

placement into special classes. The discussion of spe-

j 
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c-ific IO tests and the-ir role in spe.cial class placement 

became a target for changes. 

Questions of cultural fairness and validity~ major 

problems in IQ testing. In 1968, at a meeting of the 

American Psychological Association, the Black Psycholo­

gists Association presented a manifesto whi.ch asked fo.r a 

moratorium on testing with students having disadvantaged 

backgrounds ( Cl e·ary, Humphreys, Kend·r i ck, & Wesman, 

1975). Their case centered around issues raised by Jensen 

and others that IQ tests showed that cultural minorities 

were inferior (Gay & Abraham, 1973; Jackson, 1975).. The 

Black Psychologists Association maintained that tests used 

for identifying Black children were not culturally fair or 

valid with the Blac·k population (Jackson, 1975) • However, 

Ornst·ein (1977) disagreed with this contention. He 

believed that IQ tests were important because they 

measured ability and innate capacity, regardless of 

culture. 

Cleary (1966) contended that a test was fair if it 

predicted specific outcomes measured by the test. Whether 

the IO was equally fair for predicting academic 

achievement for .minority students, or whether these tes·ts 

underpredicted or overpredicted for certain minority 

groups was the question. A test was considered 

discriminatory if it classified a child as handicapped 

·when he/she was not, or if test results denied special 

class placement to a child who had need for such 
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treatment. Mercer (19-76) detailed an analysis ·ot 

systematic cultural bias which occurred in diagnostic 

procedures. This bias resulted in distributions of IQ 

scores for Black·s being one standard deviation .lowe-r than 

Whites. 

Another essential concept in the evaluation of a 

test is "its validity. Content v-alid-ity is ·relevant when 

the tester wants to know how well a subject knows par­

ticular information. ·T.his concept is particula-rly import­

ant for achievement tests. Construct validity measures 

the degree to which a person possesses a trait or 

quality. Criterion related validity meas.ures the extent 

to which test scores are related to a socially important 

criterion. The problem of establishing these three types 

of validity is difficult on any particular test 

{Darlington, 1971). 

It was asserted by some that IO tests did not have 

good predictive validity wit·h non-dominant ethnic groups. 

(DeAvila & aavas·sy., 1974; Bernal, 1977). Mercer (19:76) 

traditional assumptions about IQ tests 
~emonstrated that 

h
. h d general trait we.re not applicable foE" 

w 1c diagnose a 
i it differences in scores 

minorities. While majority-m =nor Y 

might. be due to factors inherent in the person, the fact 

i 111 increase their scor-es by 
that minorities may substant a 

i 
and utilizing different testin9 

employing ethnic exam ners 
~ ked (Jackson, 1975J Bernal, 

procedures cannot be over~oo 

1977). 

- - . ·- - - - - ·- -- -- ··--- ·-
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Studies have shown that the ethnic background of the 

evaluator is important. Black students have been shown to 

perf-orm poorly due to adverse effects of having a White 

test examiner (Watson, 1972)~ Kaufman (1979) and Sandoval 

(1979), however, found that the ethnic membership of the 

examiner was no-t a critical factor in increasi.ng test 

scores; what was critical was proper testing procedures. 

Even tests designed specifically for use with one cu-ltural 

group wer-e inadequate in measuring all facets of ability. 

Bernal (1977) found that Chicanos are victims of test 

abuse in that the tests used have not included_ Chicanos in 

the test development, and. language background is not con-­

sidered. As a result, cultural fairness -of a. test has 

many aspects, one of which is culture-fair selection. 

There are many definitions of culture-fair selec­

tion. Each definition implied a particular set of value 

judgmenta (Peterson & Novack, 1976). The concept of test 

bias is similar to the concept of test validity in that 

there is no one measure, no one procedure that in and of 

its-elf allows one to label a test as either biased or 

valid (Sandoval, 1979). After examining available facts, 

individuals may ar,rive at different judgments about bias. 

Cleary, et al. (1975), defined a test a·s biased for 

members of a minority group if the criterion score 

predicted from the common regression line is consistently 

too high or too low- for minority members. Thorndike 

(1971) proposed that qualifying scores on tests should be 



43 

se-t at levels that will select the same proportion of 

minority members that would be selected on a test which 

otherwise has good validity. Cole (1973) argued that all 

applicants who were capable of being success-ful, shou-ld· be 

selected, regardless of their minority membership. 

Given these definitions, it is difficult to find any 

test which was fair to all groups. Documentation showed 

that IO tests consistently discriminated against minority 

groups (Mercer, 1972b; Jackson, 19-75; Williams, 1975; 

Swerdlik, 1978). Darlington (1971) felt that the term 

•cultural fairn-ess• was impossible to define and suggested 

that the concept of cultural optimality be employed. 

Regardless of the point of view, there did not appear to 

be ~ single alternative to the definition of selection 

fairness (Hunter, Rauschenberger & Schmidt, 1978). 

IQ tests. The instruments used for measuring the 

intelligence of students have varied greatly (Darcy, 

1963). IQ tests were used in many schools as the basis, 

sometimes the s-ole basis, for as:signing students to 

special classes (Eells, Davis, Hauighurst, Herrick & 

Tyler, 1951). It has been shown in numerous stu-dies that 

minority group children suffer unnecessary labeling with 

the use of intellectual assessment tools (Mercer, 1976; 

Rincon, 1976; and Swerdlik~ 1978). 

The questionable use of ver-bal IO tests with 

Mexican-American children was- shown by a study where 

res-ults of non-verbal IQ correlated higher with grade 
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point average than did verb-al IO test results.. Scores on 

tests given to Chicano children depended upon the bilin­

gualism of the examiner, ethnic membership, and style of 

. the test administration (Gerken, 197a). Although 

bilingualism and its effect upon achievement have been 

widely studied, it has been difficult to isolate the 

bilingual influence from other factors. Studies of 

Spanish-English bilinguals in the u.s. over the past ten 

years have shown that bilinguals receive significantly 

lower scores: on verbal IO tests. In one study Chicanos 

scored lower on ver-bal tests even when the .directions were 

given in Spanish (Darcy, 1963). A study in Austin, Texas, 

contradicted this finding. Oakland (1979J found that 

Chicanos measured by the use of an IO test were found to 

have higher potential than were those Chicanos measured by 

other assessment ins.truments. 

Critics -of IO tests pointed out that these tests 

were unfair to minorities and invade their privacy of 

person (Merc.er, 1972b: Begab & Richardson, 1975). This 

view is supported by various legal case precedents. 

Sandoval (.1979), on the other hand, found in a- study of 

Blac·ks, Whites and Chicanos that the IQ test did not 

discriminate against minority groups. He maintained that 

the IQ test was an adequate reflection of a child's 

functioning ability. 

Cleary (1966·) had observed that IQ tests correlated 

with socially relevant criteria. The question was, did 
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the IQ for -the minority student measure the same thing as 

it did for the majority student1 She determined that a 

test was equa-lly valid for two different groups if the 

correlation between the test score and the criterion (for 

example, grades in school) were comparable for the two 

groups and the standard error -of measurement were approx-

imately the same. 

Even if non-Anglo children had a lower average score 

on the test, some- psychologists such as Kaufman (1979) and 

Sandoval (1979) argued that the lower scores did not mean 

the test was unfair or biased for non-Anglo children. 

Both argued that tests w-ere the most objective means of 

asses-sing students. 

In assessing students for special programs in the 

SCUSD, three IQ tests are used most frequently. The 

validity of these instruments will be discussed in the 

following section. 

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children-Revised 

(WISC-R). The WISC-R is a widely used individually 

administered IQ test- con.sisting of six verbal subscales 

and six performance subscales. It yields a verbal, 

performance, and full scale IQ score. Five of each -of the 

verbal and performance subtests are regularly given; one 

subtest ·from each category is used only when the tester 

feels that one of the regularly administered subtests has 

not been administered in a valid manner (Wechsler, 

1974a}. The WISC-R has received increasing acceptance for 

,' i 
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evaluating the general intelligence of children (Vance, 

Gaynor, & Coleman, 1976). The WISC~R measures "general" 

intelligence·, but Wechsler po-inted out that this was not 

equated with intellectual ability {Bures, 1978). 

Kaufman (1979) reported that factor analyses of .the 

WISC-R yielded robust verbal comprehension and perceptual 

organization factors. The verbal factors were heavily 

loaded on the five regularly administered s-ubtests. 

Performance items, with the exception of coding, were 

heavily loaded on the sub-test scales. Kaufman's (1979) 

study concluded that the .factor analysis of the WISC-R 

supported the validity of Wechsler's verbal and per­

formance constructs.. This conclusion meant that the 

factor analytic data suggested that the WISC-R measur-ed 

the abilities it purported to measure for children from 

different ethnic cultures as well as for Whites (Darcy, 

1963: Reschly, 1977; and Kaufman, 1979). 

Not all critics agreed with the Kaufman (1979) 

study, or with Vance, et, al. (1976), concerning the 

fairness of the WISC-R. swerdlik (1978) reported the 

scores for Chicano and Black children were consistently 

lower than scores for Whites. Sattler (1974) felt that 

there remained a gap between theories of intelligence and 

the ways in which intelligence was measured. Tittle 

(19.75) felt that the WISC-R' s lack of· criterion related 

predictive validity ·data was a major flaw in the test 

development. The work of Mercer (1972a; 1974) showed the 
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need to examine present practices in tests used with 

minority popula-tions. She did not criticize the use o_f 

tests themselves, but the use made of the results. It can 

be per.suasively argued that the danger of identifying a 

child with a test that is not valid could be a serious 

problem (Tittle_, 1975). 

Stanford-Binet (S-B) • All intelligence te.sts are 

direct descendents of the S-B (Anastasi, 1970). It was 

originally published in 1905 and has since had numerous 

revisions, the latest being 1960, and the test was 

renormed in 1972 (Sattler, 1974) • The- S-B contains 129 

test items for ages three to Superior Adult III. The test 

requires skilled administration and interpretation. It is 

chiefly verbal ln nature (Buros, 1978). Sattler (1974) 

classified the S-B as including_ the following tasks: 

language including vocabulary-; abstra.ct words; rhymes and 

definitions; auditory and visual memory; conceptual 

thinking and abstrac.t re.asoning-; logical reasoning; 

numerical reasoning; visual motor; and -social intelligence 

including social judgment and social maturity~ 

The reliability of the S-B has been found to be .66 

for the total test. Most subtests showed test-retest 

reliabilities of over .90 (Terman & Merrill, 1970). 

Validity of the S-B was determined by correlating scores 

on the s-s with school achievement. These correlations 

with grades were between .40 and • 75. Although the -relia­

bility and validity of the S-B has been found to be good, 
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the scores have -been criticized for a) placing too heavy 

an emphasis on verbal and rote .memory: b) providing one 

score (IQ} to repre.sent the complex nature of -cogn-itive 

functions: c) failing to measure cr-eative abili-ties; and 

d) being unsuitable for testing adults (Sattler, 1974). 

For these reasons the S-B is rarely used for special 

education placement in scuso-. 

Leiter. The Leiter scale was designed to cover a 

wide range of functions similar to those on verba-l scales 

(Anastasi, 1970). Among the tas-ks included in the test 

are: matching colors, shades of gray, forms, or pictures; 

copying, a block design: completing picturesJ recognizing 

age differences~ spatial relations, footprirtts, and 

similarities; memorizing a series; · and classifying 

animals. Each subtest is administered individually and in 

pantomime with no time limit. The test can be 

administered to people ranging in age from 2 - 18. The 

Leiter was reported to be a culture-free measure of 

intelli-gence (Leiter, 1948) • However, Talor (1978) 

reported it was no more culture fair than ·the 1938 S-B. 

Split-half reliabilities on the Leiter of .91 to .94 

are reported- in the manual with samples which wer-e quite 

heterogeneous in age and characteristics. Concurrent 

validity correlations between .56 to .92 were obtained in 

heterogeneous groups on the S-B and WISC-R. The scale 

appeared to- r-equire per-ceptual organization and 

discrimination (Sattler, 1974}~ 
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The scale has been criticized for the following 

reasons: item difficulties may be unevenJ pictures are 

out of dateJ culture fairness of the test has not been 

determined; abilities measured by th~ instrument are not 

clear and there are only a small number of test items at 

each year level. Because the nor.ms underestima-ted the 

child's IQ, Leiter reconunended that five points be added 

to the IQ score. While recognizing that the Leiter has a 

number of limitations, it was considered to be valid as an 

aid in diagnosing handicapped children (Sattler, 1974). 

Jones (1972} also suggested its possible use with children 

who have English as a second language. For these two 

aforementioned reasons, the Leiter has often been used as 

the •non-verbal• IQ test when measuring Chicanos for 

special class placement· in the SCUSD. 

Summary. Intelligence tests have been utilized in 

the assessment of minority children for special classes. 

They have -been criticized for re fleeting White middle 

class values and supported because they r·e.flected: the 

school functioning le.vel .of the .child. 

Critics have challenged the cultur.al fairness, 

reliability and validity of IQ tests used for minorities. 

The Black Psycholog-ist A-ssociation and other groups 

interested in non-discriminatory assessment have called 

f ·or a moratorium on the use of IQ tests, and court cases 

have xesulted from their use. Rather consistently, courts 

have ruled that cultural differences mask true potential 
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when children come from backgrounds which are experi­

entially, linguistically and culturally unique. Assess­

ment of children using IQ scores has been criticized in 

terms of 1:anguage ·problems, poor ·standardization 

techniques, and improper interpr-etations .when used with 

minority students. 

p·roponents ·of IQ testing -concluded that an IO. 

reflec-ted the school functioning level, that it was valid 

with minorities and that .IQ tests are a better and more 

objective measurement of a child's abili-ties than relying 

on subj-ective j ·udgment. IO tests will continue .to be used 

until an alternative method of assessment can be found to 

serve its funct.ion. PL 94-1.42 has made it mandatory that 

an assessment which is non-discriminatory be utilized~ 

This study will include an investigation of the use of the 

IQ test in conjunction with other assessment measures to 

properly place minority students into special education 

classes. 

The Use of Adaptive Scales for Special Class Placement 

Adaptive scales have been in evidence for the past 

20 years. However, it has only been with recent legis­

lation and Federally sanctioned programs that they have 

gained widespread interest. Court cases have ruled in 

favor of alternative methods for assessing minority 

children. In most cases, t ·he adaptive scale has been 

suggested or implemented as a response to these legal 

.concerns. · 
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A need for a-daptive scales. Comprehensive 

evaluation is a critical first step in developing 

appropriate individual plans- for children. Thes-e 

evaluations have included standardized tests, develop­

_mental scales··, and systematic daily observation by -the 

teacher (Diebold, Curtis & DuBose, 1978) -• Using the 10 as 

the sole determiner for placement has resulted in too many 

children, who did not need special education, being 

mislabeled and placed into special education classes. 

Because of this problem, court cases have resulted. 

Testimony from the Larry P. case, begun in June of 

1972, stated the need for culturally specific methods to 

be developed to me as ur e a child' s a.bi 1 i ty regardless of 

race. Government legislation required the use of adaptive 

measures (Richardson, 1976). Oakland (1974) called for 

mor-e input and involvement from parents in the assessment 

process. These suggestions have resulted in the idea that 

non-intellectual factors may be the most important part in 

iden-tifying children for special education (Mercer, 

1974). As a resul-t, the use o-f adapt-ive measures became 

one way of assessing children from the viewpoint of the 

parent. 

Adaptive measures incorporated views of the students 

in a var.i .ety of roles from the perspective of the family, 

including their roles in community functioning, self-help 

skills, consumer sklll-s and- social skills. No role was 

more important than another (Oakland, 1979). Adaptive 
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measures emphasized the impo-rtance of knowing othe-r com­

ponents within a social system such as the expectations of 

the family 1 the community and peers 1 as well as t ·he 

academic functioning level (Mercer, 19-79). Studies con­

ducted by Diebold, Curtis and DuBose (1978) indicated that 

adaptive scales were good predictors of functioning levels 

of both exceptional and normal students. They were useful 

in evaluating all members of soci-ety as they tap common 

activit-ies expected of all people (Oakland, 1979). Since 

it was important that the per son answering the ques-t! ons 

be knowledgeable about the child, limitations were only as 

great as the limitation of the family member answering the 

questions about the child (Goodman, 1979). 

Today there is a renewal -of efforts to develop valid 

assessment techniques, to terminate detrimental labeling 

and to ensure educational placements in the best interest 

of the child. In 1974 Mercer reported that 47% of the 

students placed in EMR classes by the public schools were 

above the EMR cutoff and tha_t 62% ha-d no physical disabil-

ities. The majority of those labeled were school age 

children, while those over 21 were rarely labeled as 

retarded. This finding led to the concept of the 8:30 -

3:00 retarded child (Simkins, 1973). Substantial dispro­

portions of minority children were in EMR classes. Blacks 

were r-epresented in the population by 9%, but were 11% o-f 

the EMR population. Chicanos comprised 9-1 of the total 

population, but 38% of the EMR classes. Whites were 
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present in the community at .a percentag_e of 85\# and yet 

only 51% of the EMR classes were White (Mercer, 1974}. 

As a result of this study, Mercer (1971) 

conceptualized a developmental assessment process which 

included both an IQ score and an adaptive beh·avior scale. 

She classified children as being in one of four categories 

based on .measured IQ and me-asured adaptive beha.vio-rs. The 

clin.ically retarded. were those who were in the lowest 3\ 

of the population in .both IQ and adaptive behavior. The 

su·bnormal were those who were in the lowest 3\ of the 

popula-tion in IQ, but normal in adaptive behaviors. The 

.behaviorally maladjusted were normal in IQ, but in the 

lowest 3% of the population in adaptive behavior# while 

normal students were t ·hos·e who were norma.l in both 

dimensions. The use of ·the 3\ criterion meant a person 

.scored below 70 on a standard IQ· test and also scored the 

lowest 3% on a measure of adaptive behavior (Mercer, 1976). 

Adaptive behavior scale measu·remen·t. The concept of 

adaptive behavior had historical antecedents. As early as 

the Nineteenth Century the idea of retardation included 

factors of adap-tive behavior (Lambert, Wilcox, & Gleason, 

1974). Since the early 1800's specialists in the field of 

mental retardation dealt with a patient's social 

competency, adaptability to the environment and efficiency 

of self-help (Bortner, 197.8) • 

Not until 1959 did the American Association on 

Mental Oefic.iency (MMD) begin to reconsider adaptive 
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behavior. In 1959, there was no single instrument to 

measure the degree to which a pe-rson was able to function 

and maintain himself/herself independently as well as meet 

the requirements of personal and social ·responsibility 

(Lamber~, Wilcox & Gleason, 1974). The Vineland Social 

Maturity Scale, Denver Developmental Screening Test, 

Prog.ress Ass·essment Chart, The Developmental Profile -and 

others have been developed to meet this need. 

The need for an alternative means of assessing 

students for special classes was demonstrated by earlier 

studies. These studies concluded that there were a 

disproportionately large ·number of cultural minorities in 

classes for the retarded; minority students labeled as 

retarded had significantly higher IQ's and fewer physical 

problems than did Whites; and the public school relied 

almost entirely upon an IO score rathe·r than the 

socioeconomic background of the student ·to deter.mine 

·placement (Mercer, 1972b). Mercer (1974) found that 60% 

of the Chicano and 90% of the Black adults who scored 

below 70 on an IQ test were performing adequately in 

occupational, parental and community roles. In e·ffect 

this ·meant tha·t those who achiev-e in nonacademic roles are 

not comprehensively retarded. 

Adaptive behavior is a broad look at a child's 

ability to negot·iate entry into various home-related 

systems (Fig.ueroa, 1979) • The -scores obtained from these 

various ratings may be used to depict a profile which 
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allows for comparisons of individuals with an appropriate 

reference group (Buros, 1978). 

Adaptive scales reflect environmental demands placed 

upon members of society in personal and social functioning 

(McDevitt & Rosen, ·1977). Adaptive behavior scales such 

as the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale can only be defined in 

terms of a particular setting, however, and, since there 

are a variety of settings to which a person must adapt, 

validity of these scales is in terms of the validity of 

criteria applied in a pa-rticular. setting (Bortner, 1978) • 

These scales have been .useful in describing a st.ud.ent' s 

performance in terms of daily living and interpersonal 

behavior. The AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale was designed 

to.provide objective descriptions and evaluations of an 

individual's adaptive behavior. Adaptive behavior was 

defined as the effectiveness of" an individual in coping 

with natural and social demands of his/her envir·onment 

(Nihira, Foster, Shellhaas ·& Leland, 1975} • The- way in 

which a person met the demands of his/her environment was 

information mast .c·ritical for those in charge of t ·raining 

these people. 

In the Spring of 1973 a group of school psycholo­

gists from the University of California, Berkeley, 

undertook a study to update the standardization on the 

AAMD Adaptive .Behavior Seal~. Since the AAMD test is a 

basis for most ada-ptive measur-es utilized by school 

systems, it was felt that it must be updated .(Lambert, 
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Wilcox & Gleason, 1974). Items most directly connected 

with school functioning were included while retaining the 

basic principle that a child must ·be adapti vely and 

inteLlectually retarded in order to be so labeled. Thus 

the IQ score alone will not result in· a • retarded" label 

.(Mercer, 1979) • 

Court cases which have documented the problems of 

the IO test unfairly judging minority students have 

-suggested that adaptive measur-es to determine the child's 

ability to function in a community, social and hom·e 

situation be utili.zed (Mercer, · 1972a). Measurement of 

children in a diversity of roles, and the likelihood they 

can perform well in some roles and badly in others was 

useful information when placing children in educational 

levels (Mercer, 1979). The use of adaptive behavior 

measures had been encouraged by the American Association 

on Mental Deficiency since their definition of mental 

retardation required evidence that a student w-as sub­

normal on measures of intelligence and adaptive behavior 

(Oakland, 1979). Thus, the requirement of adaptive 

measurement has become more evident in recent years. 

Summary. Requirements of PL 94-142 which mandate 

non-discriminatory testing have resulted in the us·e of 

adaptive measures for assessing children for special 

programs. A single assessment instrument is no longer 

acceptable, and adaptive behavior measurements which 

measured how well a child succeeded in a variety of 
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settings was one of the major assessment technique~ used 

to meet the need for information other than intellectual 

functioning to describe children and adults. Adaptive 

behaviors have been almost exclusively measur-ed from the 

perspective of the family. This perspective, however, 

limited the meas:urement Of the Child IS tOtal fUnCtiOning 

abilities to the home. To evaluate the child from both 

the home and academic setting, Mercer developed the System 

of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA). This 

study will investigate· the use of the SOMPA adaptive 

measurement for assessi-ng s·tudents considered for 

placement into s 'pecial classes, in addit.ion to his 

intellectual and behavioral level of functioning. 

An Alternative to the Use of a Single Assessment Tool for 
Placement of Students !nto Specjal Education 

The devel-opment of a multipluralistic s.ystem to 

measure a child's func·tionin.g is a relatively· new 

concept. This system relied upon a number of assessment 

tools to give a more complete picture of the child 1 s total 

functioning level. Aforementioned problems with a single 

assessment tool have been documented, and an alternative 

to. this sole measurement will now be discussed. 

The SOMPA-sanctions for a multicultural pluralistic 

assessment ·tool. In 1971 the California Legislature 

amended the Education Code to provide a legal framework 

for pluralistic assessment.o The following quotat-ion 



contains some of the salient provisions of that bill: 

"The legislature • • • declares • • a that 
pupils should not be assigned to special 
clas.ses • • • for the mentally ·retarded if 
they can be s·erved in regular classes. 
"Before any minor is admitted to a special 
education program for mentally retarded 
minors • • • the minor shall ·be given verbal 
or nonverbal individual intelligence tests in 
the primary home language in which the minor 
is.m?st fluent and has the best speaking 
ab1l1ty and capacity to understand. 

". ~ • No minor shall be placed in a special 
education class for the mentally retarded if 
he scores higher than two standard deviations 
below the norm • • • • No minor may be 
placed in a special education program for the 
mentally retarded unless a complete psyc-ho­
logical examina-tion by a credentialed school 
psychologist investigating such factors as 
developmental history, cultural background, 
and s.chool achievement substantiates the 
retarded intellec.tual development ind-icated 
by the individual test scores. This exam­
ination shall include estimates of adaptive 
behavior • • • such adaptability testing 
shall include but is not l-imited to a visit 
with the consent of the parent or guardian., 
to the minor's home by the school psycho­
logist or a person designated by the chief 
administrator of the district • • • ~· 
(California Legislature, Senate Bill No. 33, 
1971). 
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While the Larry P. v, Wilson Riles case, previously 

mentioned, challenged the use of the IQ test as an 

assessment tool for me-asuring minority children, this 

Edu~ation Code allowed the use of the IQ test~ It 

required, however, that the IO test be administered in the 

child's native language and, in addition, required that a 

meas.urement of adaptive behavior be included which 

accounted for the child's cultural background. Tests 
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measured what a child has learned and because all learning 

takes place in a sociocultural setting, no test is 

culture-free (Thorndike, 1971·; Oakland, 1973; Mercer, 

1974). Thus non-di.scriminat.ory assessment tools must be 

utilized which most accurately measure a child's abilities 

in terms of his sociocultural background, his academic 

potential and his adaptive abilities (Mercer, 1976; 

Oakland, 1977 J Figueroa, 1979) • 

Legal regui·rements for non-discriminatory 

assessment. PL 94-142 called for several innovations in 

the assessment and identification of exceptional children 

(Figueroa, 1979). Court cases, such as Hobson v. Hansen 

in 1967 have investigated the use of IQ tests to segregate 

ch·ildren into spe·cial classes. Rather consistantly since . 

Hobson, courts have ruled that cult·ural di.fferences mask 

true potential when children come from environments that 

are experientially, linguistically, and culturally 

different (Figueroa, 1979). 

The unique point of PL 94.-142 addressed the testing 

issue... Evaluation ma·terials will be selected and 

administered so as not to be raci.ally or culturally 

discriminatory (MacMillan & Meyers, 1977). This statement 

meant that a test used for culturally different children 

must take into account their sociocultural. bac-kground as 

well as their intellectual and academic potential. The 

SOMPA claimed to do this (Mercer, 1976). 
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The SOMPA - advocates and proponents. The SOMPA met 

all the non-discriminatory testing specifications of PL 

94-142 (Figueroa, 1979; Mercer, 1979; Oakland, 1979). 

This assessment device was an attempt to develop a 

comprehensive measure to assess, not only t ·he students-• 

current skills and .behavior, but al-so those aspects of 

thefr sociocultura-l environment that influence these 

skills (Oakland, 1979). Aside from its compliance with PL 

94-142, the SOMPA was a major contribution to non-discrim­

ina.tory assessment. It ·wa$ a system of tests developed to 

assess children from culturally diff-erent backgrounds. 

The SOMPA viewed American culture as dominated by Ang-los. 

The more dis-tinct and homogeneous the ethnic group, the 

gr-ea.ter the. differences between the cultur-es. Thus the -

minority child must be seen within the context of his/her 

own culture (Figueroa, 1979). The authors of the SOMPA 

did this by assessing children with norms appropriate to 

t ·he particular group from which he/she came. (Laosa, 1973). 

The SOMPA subtests were used to assess children 

using three separate models: a medical model; a socio-

cultural model; and a pluralistic model. The definitions, 

assumptions, and characteristics of each of these models 

are clearly stated (Figuero.a, 1979) • The medical ·mod-el 

assessed systems of diseasew It was not culturally 

bound. What made the SOMPA unique in terms of questions 

as.ked was the fact that questions relative to the medical 

history of the child had been normed on normal studen-ts 
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(Figueroa, 1979~ Mercer, 1979). The Social System model 

evolved from the analysis of socia·l deviance. The primary 

focus was on the process by which students succeed or 

become deviant. This model assumed that tests which mea­

sured role perf·ormance ·reflected the norms of the dominant 

group (Gonzales & o·rtiz, 1977). Two SOMPA instruments 

measured social system behavior: the Adaptive Behavior 

Inventory for Children (ABIC) and the WISC-R. In the 

SOMPA, the WISC-R was used as a measure of ability only 

when it can .be assumed the student has t ·he same advantages 

in l~arning, motivation, and test experience as the stu­

dents on whom t ·he WISC-R was normed (Mercer, 1979). 

Mercer (1979) .felt that the WISC-R measured behavior 

appropriate to the school and that the ABIC was a broad 

topographical look at a chi.ld.., s ability to nego·tiate entry 

into home ~elated situations. The ABIC guaged th~ quality 

of the child's behavior from the perspective of t .he home 

(Figueroa, 1979). 

The Pluralistic model was developed to estimate 

learning potential by comparing students £.rom one culture 

with studen.ts f ·r.om that same culture. It assumed that all 

g.roups had the same potential for learning. In order to. 

assess a person, he/she must be located in his/her par­

ticular sociocultural space. The sociocultural scales 

served this purpose (Mercer, 1976)". Sociocultural scales 

determined how much -a minority child's background differ.ed 

from that of the white population. This sca·le located a 



62 

person on the basis -of socioeconomic status, degree of 

Anglo cultural assimilation and the degree of integration 

in-to the Anglo social system. This social system model 

was culture bound' and committed to the conce-p-t of multiple 

norms (Me-rcer, 1976). The critical step, then, was to 

select a variable to be used as the basis for adjusting 

the IQ scores. Mercer used the scores on the socio-

cultural scales for this purpose. 

Because there were -differences in acculturation 

within each group, development of a separate- norm for each 

ethnic groups was not done. Instead separate regression 

equations were used for verbal, -performance, and full­

s-cale IQ' s f ·or each ethn'ic group. The-refore, a child was 

assessed or located on the sociocultural scales, and the 

average WISC-R score for each ethnic group was determined 

by a multiple regression of IQ scores from these various 

sociocultural scales. T.he students' relative standing in 

this sociocultural distribution of WISC-R scores provided 

the Estimated Learning Potential (ELP). Given these 

assumptions, WISC-R sco.res measured learning potential 

only if differences in learning opportunities were taken 

into account. In the SOMPA these corrected scores were 

the ELP; that is, the ELP took into account the child's 

sociocultural background with the use of the sociocultural 

scales, as well as his/her WISC-R score. 

Questions about the basi-s for selection of the items 

for the sociocultural scales have arisen. There was no 
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indication as to why certain items were used. Since this 

information would be beneficia·! in showing a relationship 

between sociocultural scales and other instructional 

v.ar iables it would be important to be included. (Brown, 

1979). The concept of the ELP was· also controversial 

(Brown, 1979; Figueroa, 1979; Goodman, 1979; Oakland, 

1979). Much criticism cen.tered aro.und the concept that 

differen.tial treatment be afforded to non-majority 

students. The concept that the English language and Anglo 

conformity should be perpetuated ran deeply in the 

educational system (Figueroa, 1979; MeEcer, 1979). As a 

result, Mercer's: concept of an ELP depended upon the 

notion that ethnic minorities have equal learning 

potentials !! differences in the opportunity to learn were 

taken into account • . This assumption was di-fficult to 

verify. Many feel that there was no evidence that the 

ELP's were better predictors of academic performance than 

the WISC-R scores (Brown, 1979; Goodman, 1979-; Sandoval, 

197'9) • 

The SOMPA is a lengthy test which requires a good 

deal of psychometric time and skill (Brown, 1979: Oakland, 

1979) • It is estimated that the complete battery may take 

as much as five hours to administer, not including travel 

time, parent contact time, or write-up time (Oakland, 

1979}. Because of the tim·e, cost, and other consid­

erations, questions have arisen as to the practicality of 

the SOMPA in the present educational system. The norms 

reported by B·rown (1979) appear·ed to .be representative of 
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Califo~nia, but the question of generalizing them to the 

rest of the nation has not been determined conclusively. 

s ,tudies done in Texas indicated that California norms 

qualified more Mexican-American children for specia-l 

education than did Texas norms (Oa-kla-nd, 1979). ELP norms 

from Ca-lifornia were reported by .Reschly (1977) to be 

lower than the Arizona ·norms. Thus it would appear that 

local norms are critical when utilizing the SOMPA. 

Using the Austin data, Oakland {1979) found that 

both the ELP and the IQ's coirelated with reading and math 

test scores. The ELP scores cor.related in the high 40 1 s; 

however, actual ~Q's which correlated in the high 70's 

predicted achievement better than ELP'-s. Thus the use of 

the ELP in preference to the IQ to predict school 

achievement was not supported (Oakland, 1979) • 

Mercer 1 s as-sumpti.ons that sociocultural background 

was more basic than developed intellectual skills is a 

questionable basis for making corrected I-0 scores (Brown, 

1979). The SOMPA manual (pp. 15-6-157) indicated that the 

sociocultural scales only accounted for 6' - 28' of the 

variance i .n WISC-R scores. The correlation_, according to 

Brown (1979) , would hav-e a stronger foundation if the 

sociocultural scale accounted for a larger portion of the 

variance. 

Summary. The SOMPA seeks to meet the man-dates of PL 

94-142 by providing a framework for assessing the needs of 

children in a racia-lly and. culturally non-discriminatory 
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manner. No single criterion was used. Instead, a full 

array of measures suggested in the Federal guidelines have 

been included, including a measure of motor abilities, of 

vision, of hearing, of stature, and ·a health history in 

the medical profile; a measure of adaptive behavior in the 

community and school in the social system profile; and a 

measure of estimated learning potential and measures of 

social and cultura-l bac-kg.round in the pluralistic pro-

file. These m·easures were interpreted within an 

integrated set of cognitive models which define the 

purposes for .whi.ch tests are used in each model and the 

appropriate definition of external validity and racial and 

cultural discrimination for each model (Mercer, 1976). 

While the SOMPA meets -the legal requirements of PL 94-142, 

ques-tions as to its reliabilities with different 

populations, its excessive adminis.tra.tion time and i .ts· 

lack of correlation with teacher observations of actual 

performance in the classroom, have caused critics to 

question its use. This study will examine its 

r ·elationship to- teacher ratings. 

The Role of Teacher Observation Scales in Assessment 
Procedures 

Teachers are critical to the education process. 

They ar-e the chief referral sour.ce for children cons-ider-ed 

for special education, yet they have rarely been utilized 

directly in the assessment of children's abilities. A 

closer look at their possible potential as assessors of 

children's potential should be reviewed. 
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0bservational tools. The fact .that obser-va.tions of 

classroom behavior were seldom included in assessment 

procedures can be explained. Medley and Mitzel (1967) 

point-ed out that observations are time con-suming, cost 

money, and that professional skill is required of the 

observer. In addition, results of observational studies 

have been questioned because they do not contribute to the 

understanding of pupil behavior. 

When observers knew what to look for, how- to record 

this information, and how to score what they recorded, 

significant information_ abou.t behavior was revealed 

(Medley & Mitzel, 1967). This information indicated that 

changes in pupils' behavior ultimately affected the amount 

of learning which occurred in the classroom (Berliner & 

Gage, 1976). When .these behavior pa~terns affecting 

learning were observed, educational programs were affected, 

Techniques of observations. In order for observa­

tions to be useful to the teacher, an observational scale 

must provide an accurat-e record of behaviors and be scored 

properly (Flanders, 1970}. To do -this, certain conditions 

must be satisfied. A representative sample of behaviors 

must be observed. These behaviors must be typical of the 

classroom. An accurate record must be kept which reflects 

differences in behavior (Medley & Mitzel, 1967). Criterion 

must be established which are meaningful to the 

educational setting to which the observations apply 

(Flanders, 1970; Turner, 1975). 
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The observer must witness behavior and record it 

properly. The process of selecting behaviors to be 

recorded must be limited and the behaviors recorded 

immediately after they occur. For these reasons:, training 

of observers was critica-l to the success -Of classr-oom 

observations (Medley & Mitzel, 1967t Turner, 1975). 

Attempts to- measure classroom behavior. The . 

earliest attempts to obtain objective measurement of 

student behavior were initiated by educational super­

visors. A need for these measurements was felt prior to 

world War I when it was proposed t ·hat each time students 

responded, this event would be ascertained. · with the 

measurement of Btudent responses, a standard could be used 

to measure other students. This idea was expanded upon in 

1928, when more traits were added to expand the behavior 

measured. In 1934, a more elaborate system of recording 

observations was developed by Wrightstone. - This system 

involved identifying the student and categorizing his 

behavior (Medley & Mitzel# 1967). Wrightstone's system 

involved a complex scoring pattern that required numerous 

symbols. While this system was complete, it was difficult 

to score-.. Subs-equent methods of recording- behaviors were 

criticized for their difficulty in scoring. During the 

quarter century since the introduction of the fir~t 

observational scale, little change in format was 

accomplished. Improvements centered on the method of 

scoring (Medley & Mitzel, 1967). A look at the 



measurement· of classroom behaviors in a systematic way 

would appear warranted. 
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Early attempts to measure -behavior. Initial studies 

of behavioral measurement were primitive and lacking in 

method. Becker (1973) observed that knowledge of class­

room behaviors was. limi.ted and little resear.ch was 

available to educators... Behavior observation was over­

whelming to teachers as they had little systemat-ic 

guidance. Measurement of behavior was lacking in identif­

ication of those behaviors which led to successful 

achievement by students (Berline-r & Gage, 1976) • These 

early studies, as a result,. lacked. data which was useful 

and uniform. Thus a need to identify those behaviors 

which designated a successful c·lassroom performance was 

necessary. 

I.dentifying clas·sroom behaviors. Most data 

regarding behavior consisted of descriptive accounts~ 

These accounts dealt with certain facts, but were usually 

selective and inconsistent (Medley & Mitzel, 1967; 

Flanders, 1970). To deal with this problem, resear.ch 

centered around finding a means of identifying specific 

behaviors. Flanders (1970) tallied patterns of 

interaction so that a teacher might see an overall pattern 

of behavior for the entire classroom. This scheme was 

unique in that each interaction cell represented a 

.different form of behavior (Turner, 1975). With 

systematic procedures, such as Flander's scheme, the 
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observer was able to- develop a pattern of scoring which 

became •natural• with -continued use (Becker, 1973). This 

ability to feel comfortable with an instrument was 

influential in making teachers more responsive to pupils 

and their individual needs. When teachers felt 

comfortable with an instrument, they became more conscious­

of their own ·behaviors (Flanders, 1970). With this ne-w 

awareness they became more attuned_ to the students• 

behavioral responses (Turner, 1975). To become effective 

as evaluators of beha-vior-, teachers had to be aware of 

their role- in measuring those be.haviors deemed critical 

for schoo-l success. In many cas.es the teacher was called 

upon only when a child was referred for special education 

assistance (Spivack & Swift, 1972) • The teacher then 

became a key person in the dete.ction of public behavior 

(Becker, 1976) • Since teachers were the chi-ef reference 

source for special education, their role in the 

identification of students was critical (Mercer, 1979). 

Teacher input. A clear under-standing of the student 

is -a prerequisite for objective testing and eva-luation 

(Spivack & Swift, 1972). The way a child is perceived by 

his/her teacher will af-fect his/her school functioning 

level throughout his/her educational experienc~ (Deutsch, 

1969). In order for a teacher to accurately measure -a 

student's functioning_ level, it was criti-cal t -hat system­

atic measurement of be-havior occur. Since early detection 

of special education children has become increasingly 
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important, -appropriat-e identification tools were needed to · 

help teachers better judge their students (Keogh, 1973) • 

Promising techniques included behavi-or o:bservation and 

teacher rating scales. These methods focused on what a 

child can do and how- he -goes about doing it (Becker, 1973; 

Keogh, 1973). Studies conducted by Swift and Spivack 

(1969),. and Keogh (1973) demonstrated the effectivenes.s of 

teacher observations in determing how children function in 

classr-oom settings. These observations were recorded on 

carefu-lly devised scales that focused the teachers' 

attention on actual pupil behavior (Pokarno, 1977). 

In order for a rating scale to be useful and valid, 

it must contain specific factors, establish norms, be 

reliable, and relate to achievement and ability (Spivack & 

Swift, 1.972). Common factors r.ela.ting to classroom per­

formance were necessary for defining the success or 

failure of a student {Swift, 1977). In order to determine 

what these factors were, teachers were interviewed regard­

ing those beh-avio-rs which were most influential on class­

room success. The factors considered to correlate most 

h-ighly with academic achievement, such as independent 

learning, intellectual self-sufficiency, and originality, 

were then incorporated into a rating instrument (Swift & 

Spivackr 1969)~ When these factors were included, rating 

scales served as a viable means for the detection of 

problem behaviors whi-ch could then be remediated 

(Figueroa, 1979). 
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Myklebust, Helmes and Bashes (1969) deve~oped an 

instrument for detection of learning problems for third 

and fourth grade children. They reported that the teacher 

as an observer could detect and properly classify children 

with learning problems better than a ps-ychologist. They 

also found that teachers had clearer expectations about 

the child's abil-ities and knew what was expected 

academi-cally at the diff-erent grade levels. It appeared 

that individ-ual behavior analysis done -by teachers was an 

effective means of identi£ying children with exceptional 

needs (Novack, Bonaventura, & Merenda, 1973). The 

accuracy of behavioral prediction based on teacher rating 

scales using these common behaviors has been demonstrated 

to be _superior to teacher ratings of academic success • 

This difference can be explained partially by the fact 

that academic expectancies required for success in school 

vary from year to year, while behavioral skills were 

stable over time (Becker, 1976)-. It was pr-edict-ed that 

behavior analys-es done by teachers may pro.ve more 

e f f -eet i ve than group tes·t i ng (Novack , Bond ventura & 

Merenda, 1973-). 

Achi-evement-related classroom behavior. Successful 

classroom behavior has been found in some studies to 

correlate with academic achievement (Spivack & Swift, 

1969-b). The rela-tionship between cla-ssroom behavior and 

the achievement criteria indicated that when a child 

underachieved, it was evident, not only in his grades and 
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test scores, but al-so in his functioning in the classroom 

(Keogh, 197.3) _.. Careful articulation of- behavior patterns 

could f-acilitate strategies for .increasing the functioning 

level of the student (Bartel, 1973). 

Many behavior rating scales, based on $YS-tematic 

behavior analysis, were published. Among those most 

commonly used were the SRA Rating Scale for pupil adjustment, 

:Personality Record, New York Rating Scale for School Habits, 

_Personal and Social Development Program and the Pupil Adjust­

ment Record. These instruments were designed to rate _pupils 

at various academic levels on temperamental or- school 

adjustment dimensions said to be important. Unfortunately, 

these .scales were not. designed to validate significant dimensions 

of classroom _problems (Spivack & Swift, l969b). The afore­

mentioned scales lacked validity and good scale development. 

According to Flanders (1970), successful behavior rating s·cales 

must reflect the req~irements of the teacher for a successful 

classroom enviroment. The Hahnemann Elementary Behavior Scale 

(HESB) met this teacher requirement and was well normed, 

reliable, and related its scores to achievement and -ability 

(Spivack & Swift, 1972). For these reasons it has been found 

to be a useful tool for assessing -behaviors of both regular 

class students and_ special education students. 

Summa;y. In order for a child's functioning level to 

be measured appropriately, teacher input was critical. It 

is the teacher who daily observed the student and 
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his/her level of performance in the classroom. The 

teacher is the main referral sou-rce for special education, 

yet teacher input in the assessment pr-ocess was seldom 

included .due to expense, time and skill required of the 

observer and the lack of a systematic method of behavio-r 

assessment. 

When instruments became availabl-e which incl.uded 

significant information about .behavior and were easily 

scored and applicable to the class.room si t .uation, teachers 

became involved in their use. Wit~ the use of a behavior 

rating scale included in regular assessment procedures, 

valuable referral time for special education may be 

saved. This stud:y will examine the use of teacher•s 

ratin9s in assessing children for consideration for 

special academic assistance. 

Conclusion of the chapter. This revi-ew of the 

literat-ure pert-aining to the SOMPA components as well as 

teacher observation sca-les, suggests tha.t little re.search 

has been done correlating scores on the SOMPA AB-IC with 

teacher observation scales or with SOMPA ELP data. Little 

evidence has been shown in terms of group differences on 

the various section of the SOMPA, i.e., the WISC-R verbal, 

performancer and full-scale scores and the ELP verbal, 

performance and full-scale scores with SOMPA ABIC scores 

and HESB scores; ABIC subtests and the SOMPA ABIC with 

teacher observations scales such as the HESB. The present 

study will attempt to clarify these r-elationships. 



CHAPTER III 

METHOD OF TilE STUDY 

This -study investigated -correlations between the 

abridged version of the System of Multicultural Pluralis­

ti.c Assessment (SOMPA) , the Wechsler Intelligence Scale 

for Children-Revised (WISR-R) and the Hahnemann Elementary 

School Behavior Scale (HESB). The purpose of the study 

was to determine if the abridged version of the SOMPA 

information was redundant of information on the HESS and 

the WISC-R.. lf so=, a good deal. o.f parent and psychologi.st 

time could be saved and minority students would still be 

evaluated in a non-biased manner. 

The number of Blacks, Whites and Chicanos identified 

as. special education · students through the use of the SOMPA 

AB·Ic and SOMPA ABIC subt-est scores, SOMPA ELP subtes·ts, 

and WISC-R subtests s.cores was also investigated. 

Sacramento City Unified School Di~trict {SCUSO) criteria 

for placement of students in Learning Handicapped (LHJ and 

Resource Specialist Program (RSPJ was used as the 

determining £actor for identification of the students with 

the ·use of. the WISC-R and SOMPA (see Table 1 and Table 2) • 

Since the _population was drawn from the total 

referrals. for special education, ! t was impossible ·to know 

prior to. assessment which students .qualified for full-time 

74 
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Tabl-e I 

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

ELIGIBILITY CRITElliA FOB.. LEARNING HANDlCAPPED (LH) SPECIAL CLASS 

Students shall be eligible for placement by the Educational Assessment 
Services (EAS) in a learning handicapped class when they meet any of the 
following criteria: 

A. The student is found to be at or below the third percentile, based 
on chronological age, in three or more of the areas listed below as 
determiaed by specified standardized testing, and supported by 
observational reports. 

~ REQUIRED 

1) Basic readin& 
2) Reading comprehensioa 
3) Mathematics · 
4) Oral ezpressioo 
5) Listening comprehension 
6) Written expression 

(s.pellingl 

B·. Exceptional Placement 

Wide Range Achievement test (WRAT) 
Peabody Individual Achievement Teat (PlAT) 
WRAT 
As determined by the speech thera-pist 
As determined by the speech t .herapist. 
WRAT 

or 

The BAS may unanimously identify a student a& elisible for placement 
in a learning handicapped special class when found to be at or below 
the· third percentile in one or two of the areas and the. evaluati.on 
data supp:ort· exceptional placement. The EAS shallspecify the 
reasons for such exceptional placement in writing on the placement 
document. The BAS s·ball develop a plan designed to ameliorate the 
learning disabilities identified and shall schedule a review ·of ~he 
individual's progress within three months of implementation of the 
plan. Upon review, the EAS shall evaluate the appro-priateness of· 
the placement and ·confina or reconsider it. If the EAS unanimously 
determines that another placement is more appropriate, recommenda­
tions -shall be made f.or that placement. The plan shall then be 
revised as needed. 

or 

C. Behavior Disorders 

Students who have behavior disorders may be placed in learning 
handicapped classes if their academic perfonaance is so adversely 
affected that they meet the eligibility criteria as de-fined above. 
Such placement shall occur following unsuccessful specific 
intervention-a • 
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Table 2 

SACRAMENTO CITY UNtriED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

ELIGI15ll.ITY CRITERIA: RESOURCE SPECIALIST PROGlWf" (I.SP) 

Students shall be eligible for placement by the School Appraiaal Tea. 
(SAT) or- the Educational Assessment Service (!AS) in the &eaource 
Specialist Program (RSP) when they meet either ~ the following criteria, 
provided that appropriate modifications have- been made to meet t -he .. need• 
within the regular classroom and have been found unaucceaaful, 

The. student exhi-bits an achievement lag according to the f.oUoviDa scalet 

A. 

B. 

c. 

Kindergarten: Shall be considered if previoualy retained or aovinc 
from another apeical ,education program, and abowa a 
si-gnificant lag using standarcli&ed develo~Dental te.ta. 

Grades 1 ' 2: One year below grade level expected for chronological 
age, 

Grade 3: 

Grades 4-6:. 

One and one-half years below grade level expected for 
c hronola gi c-al age • _ 

Two or more years below grade level expected for 
chronological age. 

The above achievement lag must be demonstrated in tvo of the 
following learning needs, one of which muat be acad~ic, tnd auat be 
associated with a learning handicap. 

1. 
2. 
"3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 

Reading: Accuracy 
Reading: Comprehension , 
Mathematics: Reasoning/Calc:ulat1on 
Written Expression (spelling) . 
Oral Language Comprehension (li•te01ng) 

Oral .Expression , • self concept/aoeial -•kilh, 
School .Behavior-, 1 nc:lud1 ng only: attention/dis-trac:tabilitJ, 

motiv-ation/ t •• k c:0111p 1 e ti on, 
organization/•tudJ •kill• 

d b stanclarcli~ed te•t• admini1tered 
The achievement is_, to b~ measure dmi~istration and interpretation ... 
by specialists tra1ned 1n test a 

- . sl i-dentified •• having ex.c:eptional 
The student bas been preV1~U Y Ued ia a speci-al dan. lbe 
needs and/or has been prev1 ously enro ram for the-aajority of the 

· • a regular pros - · 1" s:t.udent cal\ funcuon 1n . e of the- resource 1pec1.a 1s·t • 
schoo-l day and requires the as-nstanc 
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special ·programs (LH) or remedial part-time assistance 

(RSP). Since, by definition, the s .tudents qualified for 

LH placement had more severe learning prohlems ,. their 

scores would necessarily be lower than the students 

qualifi~d for RSP. Only LH and RSP students were included 

in the s .tudy. (See Table 3). Criteria for p~acement of 

special education children utilizing the abridg.ed version 

of the SOMPA was determined using ·Mercer 1 s theory tha-t a 

chil·d must be low-functioning both in intellectual ability 

and adaptive behavior. 

This study was done in two phases. Phase one was a 

correlational study .conducted utilizing the HESB .and SOMPA 

ABIC. Thes-e tests both dealt with .behaviors of the 

stuoent as measured by his/her teacher on the HESB and by 

the parent on the SOMPA ABIC. Included in the first phase 

was a study of correlations between the SOMPA ABIC and the 

HESB with the ELP verbal, performance and full-scale 

scores. Also included was a correlational analysis and 

between the HESB, SOMPA ABIC, and the WISC-R ver·bal, 

performance and full-scale scores. 

The second phase of this proje.ct consisted of a 

validation study utilizing a two·way Analysis of Variance 

to determine· if there was a difference in means among the 

Blacks, Whites or Chicanos on the SOMPA ABIC and the SOMPA 

ABIC subtest scores·, SOMPA ELP subtests and. WISC-R 

subtests as well as the HESB. A Tukey HSD analysis was 

done if ANOVA results were signigi.cant. Because of the 

unequal number of cells in the RSP/LH clas-sification 

I 
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Table 3 

SAMPLE POPULATION 

School N1.11D.ber of Number of Black. Chicano- White 
Males Females 

A 1 1 

B 1 1 

c 3 3 

o - 8 5 3 

E 5 1 3 1* 2 

F 2. 1 3 

G 2 1 3 

R 1 1 

I 1 2 2 1 

.J 7 5 1* 1 

K 18 (3) 5 3* (3) 10 

L 11 (8) 2 (2) l (3) S- (5) 5 (2) 

M 11 (9): 4 (3) "6 (4) 6 (6) 3 (2) 

N 6 2 (1) 1 3 0) 5 

TOTAL Sample 
Total 

14 75 (20) 15 (6) 90 30 (7) 30 (15) 30 (4) 

Total LH: 64 
Total RSP: 26 

*Denoted SOMPA interviews conducted in Spanish 
( ) RSP students 
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A t-test was done on th-is classification variable. As a 

part of _phase two, a Chi Square Goodness of Fit Test was 

run to determ-ine if the numbers of Blacks, Whit-es or 

Chicanos would differ if placed us.ing the -sOMPA ABIC, 

SOMPA ELP or ·wtSC-R~ 

Population and Sample-

Population. The parent_ population w-as low function­

ing fourth grade s:tudents. The target population for this 

research project was drawn from low~functioning male and 

f-emale elementary school students referred for the 

Learning Handicapped (LH) or Resource Specialist Program 

(RSP) of the scoso. These students were present in 54 

element-a-ry s-choo.ls whi_ch contained a total of 93 LH and 

RSP classes. 

The subjects for this project included both the male 

and female fourth grade students who were referred for 

placement in the LH or RSP classes during the 1-978-1979-

school year. Only child-ren -referred for LH or RSP 

assistance under the Comprehensive Plan for Special 

Education (CPSE) were included. Their birthdays occurred 

between 12/3/68 and 12/2/69. Each student was assessed 

with the WISC-R during the 1978-1979 school year. 

Sample. The potential universe from which the 

sample was drawn consisted of the 250 fourth grade 

students referred f_or LH or RSP special education 

assistance during the 197-8-1979 s-chool year. These 

students met the requirements for placment. 



s·o 

Because minority students were not equally distri­

buted in all schools, the schools that were selected had 

·to meet the following preset criteri-a: a) the schools had 

heavy co.ncentra.tions of minority students; and b) the 

P-rincipa-ls agreed to cooperate fully with the research 

pr-oject. Applying these criteria., 14 schools in the 

district were selected. 

Once the schools were sel-ected, all stud-ents who 

were referred were included in the sample until the preset 

numbers of the sample size were obtained. A total of ·go 

Black, White and Chicano student·s were selected to 

participate in this study. Each group consisted of 25 

males, 5 females. LH/RSP membership was unequal for the 

-groups. For the Black group there were 2·3 LH and 7 RSP 

students; for Whites, there were 2o LH and 4 RSP; and the 

Chicanos were equally divided with 15 students in LH and 

lS in RSP. In num.erous studies (Merce:r, 1976; R-ichards.on, 

1976; Oakland, 1979) it has been shown that bOys were 

referred for special education ass-istance in greater 

numbers than gir-ls. Myklebust, Helmes ' Boshes (1969) 

reported that learning dis-abilities appeared in boys four 

times more often than in girls. Thir-ty stud·ents were 

established as the minimum number needed in each group to 

adequately test the hypotheses generated in the study. 

Discussion of potential bias-. Since all s·ubjects up 

to a preset number were included in the sample, the time 

of referral might potentiallY bias the sample~ Since 
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referrals occur continuously throughout the year, and 

since each referral must me~t a referral criteria, this 

temporal factor in the selection process should not bias 

the sample in any systematic way. Therefore the sample is 

assumed to be representative of LH and RSP fourth grade 

students referred for special education in scuso. 
Specific numbers, ethnic breakdown and sex of the 

participants in this study are presented in Table 3. 

SOMPA inte.rviewers. Interviewe.rs for this research 

project consisted -of a) full-time paid staff of the 

Psychological and Social Work Services of the SCUSD and b) 

paid Spanish-speaking Community Aides... A total of eight 

Psychologists, two Social Workers and two Spanish speaking 

Aides participated in the _present study. Eight were 

female and four were male. All Psychologists and Social 

Workers held a minimum deg·ree of a Masters in the areas of 

Psychology, counseling or Social Work with one 

Psychologist holding a Ph.D. in Counsel-i.ng Psychology. 

Spanish-speaking community ·workers had two yeara of 

college. All interviewers had been trained in the SOMPA 

administration and had an inter-rater reliability coeffi­

cient of .95. Level of work experience varied from three 

years to over 20. Demographic data describing the 

Psychologists, social workers, and community Aide.s who 

participated in studen·t eva·luation procedures is presented 

in Table 4. 
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'Table 4 

Enumeration and Description of Interviewers* 

Psychologist/Social Years Experience· Highest Degree Institution 
Worker Coum.unity Aide Obtained 

1 22 M.S. csus 

2 15 M.S. csus 

3 5 M.S ... csus 

4 21 M.S. csus 

5 15 M.S. csus 

6 10 M.S. csus 

7 3 Ed. Sp ... UOP 

8 3 .Ph.D. Univ.Okla. 

9 22 K.s.w. Adelphi 

10 l M.S.W. csus 

11 5 A.A. Sac .• City 
College 

12 5 A.A. Sac. City 
Co·llege 

*Inter-rater re.liabili ty R'"". 95· 
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Ins trumen t ·a t ion 

Sys·tem of Mul.ticultural Pluralistic Assessment 

(SOMPA).. The· SOMPA is based on ·three models: The Medical 

Model, the Social Model, and the Pluralistic Model. For 

the purposes of this study, an abridged version of the 

SOMPA which included the Social (the Adaptive Behavior 

Inventory for Children - ABIC) and Pluralistic (Estimated 

Learning Potential - ELP) models were utilized. Each 

model is based on different assumptions. Mercer (1976) 

did ~ seek to develop a culture-free or culture-fair 

test. She did seek ·to interpret the performance of the 

child from different cultural backgrounds so tha.t the 

child was compared with others of the same background. 

She accepted the Cleary definition (Mercer, 1975, p. 

25) of validity: •A test is considered· fair for a 

particular use if the inference drawn from the test score 

is made with the smallest feasible random error, if ·there 

is no constant error in the inference as a function of a 

membership in a particular group.• While Mercer accepted 

this definition, she· anticipated that new definitions of 

validity would have to be developed in systems represent­

ing multicultural settings. While the Cleary definition 

was considered appropriate for the soci-al system model, it 

was not considered appropriate for the pluralistic model 

(Mercer, 1976.). Further information on the pluralistic 

model and its validity will follow the discussion of the 

social model tests. 

: i 
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The Social Model Tests: Adaptive Behavior Inventory 

for -Children (ABIC) and Wech.sler Intelligence Scale for 

Children-Revised (WISC-R) Instrumentationw The ABIC is an 

att-empt to operationalize the concept o-f adaptive 

behavior. r ·t is designed to provide information r-egarding 

the child's development and performan-ce in social .roles 

other than at school-.. Those roles named on the. ABIC are.: 

Family, Community 1 Peer .Relationships 1 Nonacad-emic School, 

Earner/Consumer, and Self Maintenance. There is also a 

total score. Data are obtained from an extensive parent 

interview. 

Validity of the SOMPA ABIC. The validity- of the 

ABI.C is judged by its ability to reflect accurately the 

extent to which the child is meeting expectations of the 

family members, not by its correlations with teacher 

judgment, school performance, or academic achievement 

(Me-rcer, 1976) ·• The validity of the ABIC is specific to 

the social system of the child's family and neighborhood. 

It reflects the manner in which the child's performance is 

evaluated by the parent (Mercer, 1976). The ABIC does not 

provide a way to acquire information on the expectati-ons 

of each social system. As a result, it is not possible to 

evaluate the child's adaptive behavior against the 

expectations of each ethnic group's social system (Brown, 

197.9) ... Mercer (1979) responded to Brown by stating -that 

the child i -s evaluated by what he actually does and how 
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the behavior is vi-ewed by significant others in the same 

social setting. 

Reliability of the ABIC. Split-half reliability 

coefficients- for each level are .80 or higher with t~e 

average correlation .85. Sta.ndard error of measurement 

averaged five to six scale score points. Intercorrela-

tions between ABIC scores are generally .65 or higher. 

Ethnic group membership accounts for less than 5% of the 

variance ·(Brown, 1979). 

WISC-R. The WISC-R was selected for use in the 

S"OMPA because it is individually administer-ed, a process 

which avoided problems with misunderstanding written 

directions, and an i-nabi.lity to read questions. It can .be 

given to young children. One purpose of the SOMPA i.s to 

identify students early in their school careers so that a 

pattern of failur-e is not established. The norms for t 'he 

WISC-R are recent and the use of the WISC-R by school 

psychologists is widespread. Mercer (1976) assumed that 

the WISC-R is a good predictor of a child's performance in 

the role of students as judged by teachers. 

The WISC-R consist of twelve subtests, six in the 

verbal are.a and six in the performance area. The six 

verbal scales include: information, vocabulary, 

arithmetic, comprehension, similar i ties and mazes. The 

performance subtests include: picture completion, picture 

arrangement, coding, object assembly, block design and 
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dig.it span. Two subtest IQ scores, a verbal and a 

performance, plus a full-scale IQ score can be obtained. 

Validity of the. WISC-R, Tittle (1975) in her review 

of· the WI.SC.-R stated that the d-iscussion of validity is a 

major weakness. No factor analysis is presented and 

Tittle concluded that patterns of the test have not been 

associated with diagnostic categories. The WISC-R manual 

contains no . discussion of validity and. many (Mercer, 1975; 

Petrosko, 197~) feel that this is a major flaw. Petrosko 

(1975) pr-esumes that intelligence may be so global tha·t it 

.cannot be captured and compared with paper and pencil 

tests·. Vance, Gaynor and Coleman {1976) .r.eported that 

the increased length of the WISC-R -over the old WISC 

increased the internal validity. Congruent validity 

comparisons between the WISC-R full-scale and WIPPSI 

full-scale is • 82. The same is· true between the two 

ver·bal and two performance IQ's. The correlation between 

the WISC-R full-scale and WAIS full-scale is .95. The 

correlation between the verbal IQ's is .96 and between the 

performance IQ's is .s·2... The ave.rage coefficient 

corre-lations of the WISC-R verbal, perfor.mance and 

full-scale IQ with the Stanford-Binet are .71, .60, and 

.73 respectively (Wechsler, 1974b). 

Reschly' s (1977) f ·actor-analytic study supported the 

construct validity for Blacks and Chicanos. Exploration 

into the differential validity of the WISC-R for various 

I 
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e-thnic groups has generally shown no bias against 

minorities. Research on construct validiti suggested that 

the WISC-R measured the same basic abilities for minority 

groups as for Whites and the predictive validity data 

indicated that the IO's are equally effective for Blacks 

and Whites in performing the practical function of pre­

dicting school success (Kaufman, 1979). 

Reliability of tbe WISC-R. Split-half coefficients 
. 

were used for internal consistency on all s-ubtests exce_pt 

coding and digit span. For these te-stsr test-retest 

stability coefficients were done~ Reliability coeffi­

cients for the verbal, performance, and full-scale IQ's 

wer-e obtained f ·rom -a formula which gives reliability .of a 

composite -group. Verbal_ and pe.rformance IQ's were based 

on a composite of five tests and full-scale IQ's were 

based on ten tests (Wechsler, 1974b). Ver-bal, 

performance, and full-scale IQ's have reliabilities of 

.94, .90 and .96 respectively. Individual tests have 

reliabili-ty coefficients -from • 77 to • 86 for verbal tests 

and- from • 70 to •. 85 for performance tests. Tittle (1975) 

reported that the median coefficient across all ages and 

subtests is .77. The test has been used extensively in 

educational r-esearch and meets the standards for validity 

and reliability required in this study. 
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The Pluralistic Model: The Estimated Learning 

Potential (ELPt. The Pluralistic Model has one objective 

in mind, namely to estimate learning potential by 

comparing individuals only against individuals from 

similar sociocultural environments. In order to make 

-these comparisons, a person must be located in his/her 

-sociocul-tural space. The sociocultural scales are used 

for this purpose. 

This model assumed that multiple -norm-s for -socio­

culturall.y different groups in Am-erican society are 

necessary. It assumed that equitable and valid estimates 

of a person ~ s learning potential will be obtained only 

when the learning, motivation, and test taking is the same 

for all (Mercer, 1976~ Figueroa, 1979). The average 

WISC-R score for the person's sociocultural group, as 

determined by a multiple regression equation for the 

individual's ethnic g_roup was used as a constant in -com­

puting his ELP score~ The individual's relative standing 

in this predicted sociocul tur·a-1 distributi-on of the WISC-R 

scores provides an index of the ELP (Figueroa, 1979) -o 

Validity of the ELP. The validity of the score for 

the- ELP will be determined by the ext-ent to which the ELP 

proves to be a more- adequate predictor of the future per­

formance in the student role than those ass.essment instru­

ments now being used (Mercer, 1976). The appropriate test 

of the validity of the ELP is the amount of variance in 

: ·~ . 
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the wrsc-R scores not accounted for by the sociocultu-ral 

variabl.es i -n the regression equation. The more the -socio­

cultural component is cont~olled, the more valid the 

inferences (Merce~; 1979). The face validity according to 

Mercer was encouraging. Figueroa {1979) felt the best 

method for validating the ELP would be using- e-xperimental 

learning situations. These situ-ations, set up- based on 

predetermined criteria with hypotheses offered on the 

outcome, might diminish the skepticism about the use of 

the multiple .regression pr-ocedures, if the validity in 

these situations were obtained. Brown (1979) reported 

there is currently no evidence that the ELP 1 s .are better 

predictors of academic performance than WISC-R scores. 

Thus, the validity of the ELP scores has not been clearly 

established. 

Reliability of the ELP. The reliability of the ELP 

is not discussed in the .SOMPA manual by Mercer. Other 

critics of the test are equally silent about the relia­

bility coefficients (Figueroa, 1979: Goodman, 1979: 

Oakland, 1979)~ However, since it is composed of the 

WISC-R and the sociocultural scale, both of which have 

good reliability as cited previously, it can be .assumed 

that the reliability of the ELP is adequate. 

Hahnemann Elementary Behavior Scale (HESB). The 

HESB consists of 60 items dealing with observable 

behaviors in the classroom as rated by the classroom 

i' 

I 
! 

.I 
I_' 

- I 

·i j 



90 

teacher. It was designed for use by elementary teachers 

to describe the behavior problems of children in their 

classrooms and to outline those overt behaviors which 

interfere with successful classroom performance. 

Behaviors focused upon are those which interfere with, 

facilitate, or reflect the student•s le.vel of ability to 

cope with academic expectations. Fourteen behaviors are 

measured: originality, independent learning, involvement, 

production with peers, intellectual dependency with peers, 

failure anxiety, unreflectiveness, irrelevant talk, 

disruptive social involvement, negative feelings, with­

drawal, critical-competitiveness, blaming, and approach to 

teacher ... 

Validity of the HESB. Spivack and _Swift (1969a) 

studied those student behaviors which related to academic 

success. The validity of these behaviors rated by the 

teacher is done by syndrome analysis. The syndrome 

a-nalysis was used to define pattern_ 11 types·" by consider i:ng 

the total individual profiles. For this profile to be 

det-ermined, the computer program was designed to develop a 

representative pattern from each child's- profile as 

defined by the e~even factors wi_thin each grade. Each 

profile was converted into s-tandard scores around its own 

mean. The computer program then represented each child•s 

standard score- profile by a point within a hypothetical 

eleven-dimensional factor space, using the eleven 

i, 
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standardized factor scores as computer phenomena and 

basing the an-alysis of dis.tances between· children in this 

space. The distance be·tween -all pai:rs of points were 

computed and arranged in a matrix. The children found 

closer than this distance threshold became a cluster. The 

clusters in the listed test · description wer-e all found to 

be si~nificant (£ ( .05). 

Spivack and Swift (1969a) reported that boys 

obtained higher scores on behavior difficulties than did 

girls. Academic classroom achievement correlated most 

highly with independent ~earning, .54 to .65 with reading 

and .s·2 to .66 wit·h arithmetic. All ethnic _ groups were 

included ·in these studies to insure widespread validity 

(Spivack & Swift, 1969a.). 

Reliability. The normative HESB data was obtained 

from 13 elementary schools in a consolidated public school 

system. Thirty-two kindergarten through sixth grade 

teachers made behavior ratings on 809 children. Before 

assessment, the investigators met with the teachers in a 

group to discuss the scales, to answer any questions 

regarding items, and to provide uniformity of approach. 

The children were rated twice, one week apart. 

The data suggested a tendency for scores to decrease 

from the initial rating to th.e retest. Although statisti­

cally significant, the changes in the scores were quite 

small in absolu·te terms. The test-retest correlations of 



92 

the factors had a median coefficient of .87 (Tittle, 

1975). As a further refinement, the test-retest 

correlation for each item in t ·he HESB was determined. The 

median correlation was .76 with an inter-quartile range of 

.72 to .82. 

Method. In the Fall of. 1978, the propo.sal for this 

study was presented to the administ·rati.on of SCUSD. The 

supervisor of the SCUSD Psychological and Social Work 

Services reviewed the proposed outline of the study and 

approved its implementation. It was agreed at a meeting 

held in November~ 1978 that selection of the school sites 

to be utilized was· dependent upon the predominance of 

ethnic students at the school, principal cooperation and 

the number of referrals made for Special Education 

services at the fourth qrade level. 

Fourteen schools were chosen. Each principal was 

contacted per·sonally by the author to discuss the study. 

Reques.ts were made regarding ·the use of. the school site 

for parent interviews. Par~nt permission was discussed 

(Append.ix A) • In January, 1979, the classroom teacher at 

each school was reques·ted by the site psychologis-t to 

complete the HESB {Appendix B) for each student involved 

in the study. A brief explanation of the study and its 

purpose was given to each teacher at the ·time the HESB was 

~ompleted. Following the completion of the HESB, the 

Psychologist, Social Worker, or Community Aide at each 

school site contacted the parents of the referred .student 

by phone. 
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After contact was made with the parent, an interview 

was scheduled either at the school site, in the parent's 

home, or at the place of employment.. Ea_ch appointment 

time and place of the interview was determined by the 

parent. Before each interview, the parent was told the 

purpose of the study. The SOMPA (Appendix C) assessment 

instrument, and the reason for using an abridged form of­

the test was explained. Each sect-ion of the SOMPA and t-he 

purpose was discussed. Questions were answered as they 

arose and permission forms were obtained from each 

pa-rent. Follo.w-up procedures for reporting the results of 

the study were discussed. Sixty-eight interviews were 

conducted at the school site1 18 in the home1 and 4 at the 

parent's place o·f employment. All five Spanish interviews 

took place in the parent's home by request of the parents. 

Following the parent interview, a WISC-R was 

administered by the School Psychologist to each student 

involved in the study. This testing was done only if the 

LH or RSP child involved in the study had not been 

assessed on this instrument during the 1978-1979 school 

year. At the completi-on of the entire study, each parent 

and teacher involved in the study received the results of 

the testing for their particular child or student in 

writing (Appendix OJ. Follow-up conferences were made at 

the request of the _parent or teacher if further infor­

mation was desired. 
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Hypotheses 

The .as level of significance will be accepted as 

minimum evidence of effect -throughout all analyses. The 

specific null hypotheses . tested .by the present study were: 

H1 : There will be no correlation between the 

teacher scored HESB and ·the SOMPA ABIC. 

H2• There will be no correlation between the ELP 

verbal, performance and full-scale scores and a) the HESB; 

b) the SOMPA ABIC. 

a3• The·re will be no correlation between the 

WISC-R verbal, performance and full-scale and a) the HESBJ 

b) the SOMPA ABIC. 

a4 • There will be no difference among the means 

of the three ethnic groups on the a) the SOMPA ABIC b) 

the ABIC subscoreSJ c .) the S.OMPA ELPJ d) the HESB results. 

a5 • There will be no differences among the number 

of Blacks, Whites and Chicanos predicted for special 

education by the SOMPA ASIC, SOMPA ELP or WISC-R. 

Statistical an.alysis. Hypothes·es 1, 2 and 3 were 

tested u·sing a Pearson pr·oduct-moment coefficient of 

correlation. 

Hypothesis 4 was test·ed using a two-way Analysis of 

Variance (ANOVA} because of the unequal number of LH/RSP 

students. If significance was found by the ANOVA, a Tukey 

HSD was computed. The independent variables were group 

membership, (Black, White and Chicano) and sex. LH/RSP 
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class membership was analyzed using a t-test. The 

dependent variables were: a) student scores in the HESBJ 

b) the subtest scores on the SOMPA ABICJ c) the SOMPA ABIC 

-d) SOMPA ELP verbal; e) SOMPA ELP performance~ f) SOMPA 

ELP full-scale scores; g) the WISC-R verbal; h) WISC-R 

performance; and i) WISC-R full-scale scores. 

Hypothesis 5 was done with the use of a Chi Square­

Goodness of Fit Test-. Mercer's third percentile criteria 

was employed to dete.rmine eligibility. Observed 

frequencies of subtests identified by the three tests were 

compared to expected frequencies for the Blacks, Whites 

and Chicanos. 

Summary. Methods and procedures used in conducting 

this study were presented in this chapter. A description 

of the st-udent population samples and the valid! ty and 

reliability of the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP, WISC-R and HESB 

were included. In addition, five hypotheses were stated 

and the statistics employed to analyze ea-ch desc.ribed. 

Results of the study are presented in Chapter IV • 



CHAPTER IV 

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY 

The problem investigated in this study was the 

determination o-f the relationshi.P between the abridged 

version of the System of Multicultur-al Pluralistic Assess­

ment (SOMPA) which included the administration of the 

Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC), the 

Estimated Learning Potential (ELP) and the Hahnemann 

Elementary Behavior Scale (.HESB). This relationship, if 

found, could result in an economical method of assessing 

minority students within the guidelines of current law. 

This st·udy was conducted in two phases. The first 

phase invo1ved correlating the behaviors measured by the 

SOMPA ABIC and those behaviors measured by the HESB. The 

first phase also ~orrelated the intelligence measurements 

obtained from behavior measurements obtained from the 

SOMPA ELP subtests and the WISC-R subtests with the SOMPA 

ASIC and the HESB. 

Phase two investigated the dif.ferences between the 

means of Black, White, -and Chicano students on the a) 

SOMPA ABIC: b) the SOMPA ASIC subtests; c) the SOMPA ELP 

verbal, performance, and full-scale scores; and d) the 

HESB res·ults. The difference among the number of Black.s, 

Whites and. Chicanos identified for special education by 

the SOMPA ASIC, SOMPA ELP, and the WISC-R were also 

analyz·ed. 
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The statistical analyses reported in this chapter 

were computed with the Statistical Package !2£ ~ Social 

Sciences (SPSS) routines at the University of California, 

Davis on the Burroughs B6700 computer. Significance was 

determined at the .OS level, since this was a preliminary 

study and type I ·e.rror was considered less important 

particularly with the relatively .small sample in.volved. 

Null-Hypothesis 1 

There will ·be no correlation between the teacher 

scored HESB and the SOMPA ABIC. 

Null-hypothesis 1 w-as tested using a Pearson 

product-moment coefficient of correlation (se·e Table 5) , 

which showed a significant negative cor.relation for the 

Whites (r =-.51) and Chicanos (r = -.41) on the HESB and 

SOMPA ABIC. There was no significant correlation between 

the ·scores on these two variables for the Blacks (r = -.08). 

Due to the significant negative correlation between the 

two measures for the Whites and Chicanos, the null 

hypothesis was rejected. There is a significant 

relations-hip be·tween the HESB and SOMPA ABIC for White and 

Chicano students. 

Null-Hypothesis 2 

There will be no. correlation between the SOMPA ELP 

verbal, performance and full-scale scores and a) HESB b) 

the SOMPA ABIC for any of the th·ree ethnic groups. 

Hypothesis 2 (a) and 2 (b) were tested using a Pearson 

product-moment coefficient of correlation. 

r 
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Ethnic. 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

Table 5 

Correlation Coefficients of Three Ethnic Groups 
Between the HESB and the SOMPA ABIC 

Major Analysis of H1 

H Tests Pearson-r 

Total HESB with 
30 SOMPA ABIC -.08 

30 -.51 

"30 -.41 

98 

Significance 
Level 

N.S 

P• < .002 

p-.. < .012 
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The results of these analyses of data te_sting H2 

(a) are presented in Table 6. The correlation 

coefficients indicated no significant relationships 
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between the .SOMPA ELP verbal, performance and full-scale 

scores with the HESS for any of the ethnic groups. These 

results indicated that the SOMPA ELP measures and the HESB 

·measures tapped different dimensions. Therefore, the 

null-hypothe_sis for a2 (a) was not rejected. 

For the correlation between the SOMPA ELP verbal 

scores and the SOMPA ABIC, -only the Black group showed a 

significant relationship with an r = .51 (p ( .002). 

Among the correlations between the SOMPA ELP performance 

and SOMPA ABIC for the thr-ee ethnic groups, only the Black 

correlation was significant with an r = .45 -(see Ta-ble 

7). For the SOMPA ELP full-scale and SOMPA ABIC, the 

Black coefficient was again statistically significant. 

The correlation for the Black group -was r = • 51 (p ( • 002) • 

The results of all these analyses are consistent. None of 

the correlations of these .tests with Whites or Chicanos 

was significant, while all corr-elation coef.ficients with 

the Black students were highly significant. 

The null-hypothesis for a2 (b) was accepted for 

the Whites: and Chicanos. However, the null-hypothesis was 

rejected far the Blacks because of the consistently high 

f
\ 
,, 

-- i 



Ethnic 

Black 

White 

.Chicano 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

Table 6 

Correlation Coeffiei~nts ·of Three Ethnic Groups 
Between the ELP Verbal, Performance and 

Full-Scale Scores with the BESB 

Major Analysis of H2 (a) 

N Testa Pears oa-r 

ELP verbal 
30· with BESB -.10 

30 • 26 

30 .17 

ELP performance 
30 with KESB -.30 

30 • 06 

30 -.10 

ELP Full-Scale 
30 with BESB -.24 

30 • 14 

30 -.02 

, 
100 

., 
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Significance 
Level 

·N.S. 

M.S • 

N.S • 

N.S. 

li.S • 

M.S. 

M.S. 

M.S • 

M.S. 
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Ethnic 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

'Black 

White 

Chicano 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

Table 7 

Correlation Coefficients of Three Ethnic Groups 
.Between the SOMPA ELP Verbal, Pe-rformance and 

Full-Scale Scores and the SOMPA ABIC 

Major Analysis of Hz (b) 

N Tests Pearson-r 

ELP ve-rbal 
30' with SOMPA ABIC .51 

30 --.10 

30 .11 

ELP performance 
30 with SOMPA ABIC .45 

30 .24 

30 • 26 

ELP Full-Scale 
30 with SOMPA ABIC .51 

30 • 05 

30 .27 
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Significance 
Level 

P• < .002 

N.S. 

N.S. 

P• < .006 

N.S. 

N.S • 

P• < .002 

N.S • 

N.S. 
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correlations for this group. There is a significant 

relationship for the Blacks on the SOMPA ELP verbal, 

performance and full-scale measures with the SOMPA ASIC. 

Null-Hypothesis 3 

There wil-l be no correlation between the WISC-R 

verbal, performance and full-scale scores and a) the HESB; 

b) the SOMPA ABIC. Hypothesis 3 (a) and (b) were tested 

u-sing the Pearson product-moment coefficient of 

correlation. 

Hypothesis 3 (a) The results of the analyses are 

presented in Table 8 for the three et-hnic gr-oups. The 

correlation coefficients indicated there were no 

significant relationships between the ELP verbal, 

performance and full-scale scores with the HESB for any of 

the ethnic groups. These results indicated that the 

WISC-R subtests and the- HESB measure unrelated 

dimen-sions. Therefor-e., the a3_ (a) null hypothesis was 

accepted. 

The second part of this hypothesis concerned the 

correlation bet-ween the WISC-R verbal, performance and 

full-scale scores a-nd the SOMPA ABIC for the three ethnic 

groups (see Table 9). A positive relati-onship was found 

between these test scores for Blacks and Chicanos, but no-t 

for Whites. The correl-ation between the WISC-R verbal, 

performance and full-scale was cons-istently highest for 
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Ethnic 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

Table 8 

Correlation Coefficients of Three Ethnic Groups 
Between the WISC-R Verbal, Performance and 

Full-Scale Scores with the HESB 

·Major Analysis of H3 (a) 

N Te:sts Pearson-r 

WISC-R verbal 
30 with BESB -.14 

30 .15 

30 ... 17 

WISC-R Perfor-
30 mance wi tb HESB -.29 

30 .06 

30 -.11 

·WISC-R Full-
30 Scale with HESB -.25 

30 .13 

30 .01 
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Significance 
Level 

M.S. 

N.s·. 

H.S. 

N.S. 

N. S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
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Table -9 

Correlation Coeffieienta of Three Ethnic Groupa 
Between the WISC-R Verbal, Performance and Full­

s·eale S.cores with the SOMPA ABIC 

..... ··-·· ... ···---
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the Blacks, r = .62 for WISC-R verbal, r ~ .so for WISC-R 

performance and r = .63 for WISC-R full-scale. The 

Chicanos showed significant. correlations on the WISC-R 

performance (E. < .004) and full-scale (~ ( .05) scores-. 

The null-hypothesis for H3 (a) was accepted for the 

Whites_, but was rejected for the Blacks in all three 

conditlons and Chicanos for performance and full-scale. 

Null-Hypothesis- 4 

There will be no d-ifferences betwee-n -the means of 

the three ethnic groups on the a) SOMPA ABIC-: b) SOMPA 

ABIC subtes-ts; c) SOMPA ELP verbal, performance and 

full-scale scores; and d) the HESB. 

Hypothesis 4 (a) concerned the SOMPA ABIC.. To test 

this aspect of t ·he hypothesis, a two-way ANOVA was 

utilized. The major independent variable studied was 

ethnicity, the variable of principal concern. The 

secondary variables of sex and classification -were also 

examined. The sex variable was analyzed -with a two-way 

ANOVA while the t-test was used on the classification 

variable due to the unequal number of Learning Handicapped 

(LH) and Resource Specialist Program (RSPl students used 

in the study. Classification indicated the educational 

placement of the subjects with LH designating those 

students who showed more critical academic needs and RSP 

students designating those whose test results indicated 

the need for remediation of minor academic problems. The 
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results of this analysis are presented in Table 10. 

Results indicated that the variance attributable to 

ethnicity was not significant in the main effect or in the_ 

first order interactions. Therefore, the null-hypothesis 

for H4 (a) was accepteda 

The only differences that were significant were 

attributed to the classification variable, with a t of 

2.46 (p = .02). The means presented in Table 17 for the 

LH ( 3"24. 50) and the RSP ( 349 .. 62) groups- differed _ 

significantly with the RSP means being higher for this 

group. These data indicated that the SCUSD selection 

criteria for RSP students had properly identified these 

students as RSP students, that is, as having fewer · 

academic needs-. 

H4 (b) concerned the six SOMPA ABIC subtests. A 

two-way ANOVA was performed for each of the subtests as 

well as a t-test for the LH/RSP classification variable. 

The analyses paralleled that of the SOMPA ASIC for 

·sub-tests Z-5 a-nd showed that only the class-ification 

variable indicated ·any differences among these variables. 

The results of all analyses are shown in Tables 11--17. 

In all six subtest analyses ethnicity had no 

significant ef-fect in terms of either main effects or 

i n-ter.ac tions. These results were consistent with the 

' _ ..... 
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Table 10 

Analysis o-f Vari -ance SUDmary Table- and Means: 
SOMPA ABIC by Etbnicity and Sex 

Major Analysis: Test of 114 (a) 
! · 

, _ 

Source Explained ss df - MS F Significance 

Ethnic 4174.42 2 2087.21 1.03 N •. s. 
Sex 56.89' 1 56.89 • 03 N.S • 
Ethnic x Sex 6400.11 2- 3200.06 1.57 B.S. 
Residual 171117 ·-20 84 2"037 .11 ' 
Total 181748.62 89 2042.12 

MEANS 

Black (N) Whit-e (N) Chicano (N) ·Total (N) 

Male 325.40 (25) 330 .. 20 (25) 338.60 (25) i. 
! 

' 

Female 306.00 (5) 363.60 (5) 331.00 (5) 

Total 322.10 (30) 335.77 (30) 337.33 (30) 331.76 (90) 



~ 
( 

I 
1 
-l 
~ 

' 

Table 11 

Analysis o-f Variance Suamary Table and Keans:­
SOMPA ABIC Subtest #1 (Family) by Ethnicity and Sex 

MaJor Analysis: Test. of Bt. (b) 

Source E!!lained ss- df MS F 

Ethnic 
Sex 
Ethnic x Sex 
Residual 
Total 

Maie 

Female 

Total 

401.27 
.32 

602.49 
11181.,52 
13285.60 

Black .(N) 

74.88 (2-5) 

66.20 (5) 

73.43 (30) 

2 
1 
2 

84 
89 

MEANS 

White (N) 

77.12 (25) 

85.40 (5) 

78.50 (30) 

200.63 1.37 
.32 • 00 

301 ... 25 2 ... 06 
146.21 
149.28 

Chicano (N) 

76.72 (25) 

77.60 (5) 

76.87 (30) 
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Sianificance. 

N.S • 
N.S. 

. ;1 

N.S. 

Total (N) 

76.27 (90) 
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Table 12 

Analysis :of Variance SI.DIIDary Table and Means: 
SOMPA ABIC Subtest #2 (Community) by Ethnicity and Sex 

Source Explained 

Ethnic 
Sex 
Ethnic x Sex 
Residual 
Total 

Male 

Felllale 

Total 

Major Analysis:. Test of Ht. (b) 

ss 

262.02 
29.90 

377.92 
5933.44 
6613.29 

Black (N) 

44.28 (25-) 

42.00 (5) 

43.90 (30) 

df 

2 
1 
2 

84 
.89 

MEANS 

White (N) 

45.84 (25) 

55.40 (5) 

47.43 (30) 

MS F 

131.01 1.85 
39.90 .57 

188.96 2·.68 
70.64 
74.all 

Chicano (N) 

47.92 (25) 

46.00 (5) 

47.60 (30) 

Significance 

H.S. 
H.S. 
H.s. 

To-tal (N) 

46.31 (90) 
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Table 13 

.Analysis of Variance S\DIIDary Table and Means: 
SOMPA ABIC Subtest #3 (Peer Relations) by Ethnicity and· Sex 

Source Explained 

Ethnic 
Sex 
Ethnic x Sex 
Residual 
Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

·Major Analysis: Teat of 1f4 (b) 

ss 

53 ... 96 
12.20 

118.10 
5146.40 
5329.66 

Black (N) 

54.60 (25) 

51.20 "(5) 

54.03 (30) 

df -
"2 
1 
2 

84 
89 

MEANS 

White (N): 

53.72 (25) 

56.80 (5) 

54.23 (30) 

MS F 

26 •. 98 .44 
11.20 • 18 
59.05 .97 
61.27 
59.88 

Chicano (N) 

55.24 (25.) 

58.40 (5) 

ss. 77 (30) 

Significance 

N .. S • 
N.S. 
N.S. 

Total (N) 

54.68 (90) 

·J 
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Table 14 

Analysis of Variance SUIIIDary Table -and Means: 
.SOMPA ARIC -subtest #4 (Non-Ac-ademic Ro-les) by Ethnicity and Sex 

Source Explained 

Ethnic 
Sex 
Ethnic x Sex 
Residual 
Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Major Analysis:- Test of Bt. (b) 

ss 

1'86.87 
3.92 

125.85 
5196.96 
5473.60 

B-lack (N_) 

44.08 (25) 

43.00 (5) 

43.90 (30) 

df 

2 
1 
2 

84 
89 

MEANS 

White (N) 

46.24 (25) 

49.80 (5) 

46.83 (30) 

MS F 

93.43 1.52 
3.92 .. 06 

62.93 1.03 
61.39 
61.50 

Chicano (N) 

47.76 (25) 

-43.60 (5) 

47.0-7 (30) 

Signi fie ance 

N.S .. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

Total (N) 

45.93 (90) 
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Table 15-

Analysis of Variance Summary Table and Means: 
SOMPA ABIC Subtest #5 .(Earner/Conswner) by Ethnieity and Sex 

Source Explained 

Ethnic 
Sex 
Ethnic 11: Sex 
Residual 
Total 

Male 

Female 

Total 

Major Analysis: Test of 1f4 (b) 

ss 

53.89 
4.70 

75. _79 
4212.24 
4346.62 

Black (N) 

32.68 (25) 

31.40 (5) 

32.47 (30) 

df 

2 
1 
2 

84 
89 

MEANS 

White (N) 

32.52 (25) 

35.20 (5) 

.32.97 (30) 

MS F 

26.94 .54 
4.70 .0_9 

37.90 .76 
50.15 
48.84 

Chicano (N) 

34-.84 (25.) 

31.60 (5_) 

34.30 (30) 

Significance 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

Total (N) 

33.24 (90) 
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Ta-ble 16 

Analysis of Variance Summary Table and Mean.: 
-SOMPA ABIC Subtea-t #6 (Self-Maintence) by !thnicity and .s.x 

Major Ana.lyai•: Test of B4 (b) 

Source Explained ss df MS r S-ianUI.cance 

Ethnic 28.07 2 14 ... -03 • 19 w.-s • 
Sex 5.12 1 .5.12 .07 I.:S • 
Ethnic x Sex 198.25 2 99.13 1.31 •• _s. 
Residual 6350.96 84 7~.61 

Total 6582.40 89 73.-96 

MEANS 

Bl-ack (N) White (H) Chicano (H) Total (If) 

Male 74.88 (25) 74 .. 76 (2.5) 75.44 (25) 

Female 12.20 (-S) 81.00 (5) 73.80 (5) 

74.43 (30) 75.80 (30) 75.17 (30) 75.13 (90) 
Total 
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Table 17 

t-test Summary Table for the Independent Variable of 
Classificati-on (IJl & RSP) for -the SOMPA ABIC 

Total Scores and. Six Subteat Scores 

Variable Claaaification N Mean S.D. t df Sisni f icanc e 

Total ABIC LH 64 324.50 49.22 2.46 88 -P~ < .02 
RSP 26 349 •. 62 26.45 

ABIC #1 LH 64 75.19 13.66 1.32 88 N.S. 
Family RSP 26. 78.92 7.16 

ABIC -#2 LH •64 45.13 9.34 2.09 88 P• ( .04 
Community RSP 26- 49.23 5.66 

ABIC. f3 LH 64 53.53 7_. 98- 2.26 88 P• < .OJ 
Peer· Relation-a RSP 26 57.50 6.42 

-ABIC #4 LH 64 44.63 7.68 2. -56 88 P• { .01 
Non-Academic 
Roles RSP 26 49.15 7.-42 

ABIC #5 LH 64 31.81 5.67 3.20 88 P• ( .02 
Earner /Cons \Der B.SP 26 36.77 .8.64 

ABIC #6 LH 64 74.22 9.52 1. 60 88 N.s. 
Self-
Maintenance RSP 26 77.38 5.25 

I 
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SOMPA ABIC ·total score results and supported the 

null-hypothesis that ·there were no siqnificant differences 

attributable to ethnicity. 

Parallel to the SOMPA ABIC analysis, the 

classification variable was statistically significant for 

four of the six subtests~ These four included the 

following sub tests: i2· Community, #3 Peer-Relations, 1·4 

Non- Academic Roles, and 15 Earner/Consumer. In all of· 

the analyses the means for the RSP groups were 

significantly higher than for the LH students. Only two 

of the analyses showed no significant effect attributable 

to the classification variable. These analyses included 

11 Family and 16 Self-Maintenance subtests. 

The sex variable again had no apparent effect in 

either main eff·ects or interactions. "Thus it was not 

significant. 

H4 (c) concerned the SOMPA ELP verbal, performance 

and full-scale scores. A two-way ANOVA was performed to 

determine if there were any differences among the means of 

t ·he three ethnic groups on the SOMPA ELP subtest scores. 

The results of these analyses are presented on Tables 

18-20. A ~-test was ·run on the classification varia.b1e 

(LH/RSP). See Table 21. 

In all analyses, the variance attributable to 

ethnicity was not significant. These findings support the 

null-hypothesis that there were no differences among the 

' . 
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Table 18 

Analysis of-Variance Summary Table and Means: 
SOMPA ELP Verbal Scores by Ethnicity and Sex 

Major Analysis: Test of lilt (c) 

Source- Explained ss df - MS F Significance 

Ethnic 517.69 2 258.84 1.61 N.S. 
Sex 113.50 1 113.50 • 71 N.S • 
Ethnic x Sex 701.08 2- 350.54 2.18 N.S. 
Residual 13487.68 84 160.57 
Total 14819..-96 -sg 166.52 

I 
! 

MEANS 

B-lack (N) 'White (N) Chicano (N) Total (N) 

Male 89.32 (25) ll6 .-20 ( 25) 91.72 (25) I: 
1 -

Female 96.60 (5") 80.20 (5) 81.40 (5) 

Total 90.53 (30) 85.20 (30) 90.00 (30) 88.58 (90) 
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table 19 

Analysis of Variance Suamary Table and Means: 
SOMPA ELP Performance Scores by Ethnicity and Sex 

Major Analysis-: Test of Ht. (e) 

Source Explained ss df MS F Significance 

Ethnic 687.09 z 343 .. 54 1.45 N.S. 
Sex 65.74 1 65.74 • 21 N.S • 
Ethnic x Sex 102.19 2 51.10 o-22 N.S. 
Residual 1.9964.80 84 237.68 
Total 20819 .. _82 89 233.93 

j 
MEANS ,I 

Black (-N) White (N) Chicano (N) Total (N) 
i: 
I 

Kale 93. 72. (25) 91.56 (25) 98 .• 00 -< 25) 

Female 87.40 (5) 91.60 (5) 97.40 (5) 

'total 92.67 (30) 91.57 (30) 97.90 (30) 94.04 (90) 

.... 



Source Explained 

Ethnic 
Sex 
Ethnic x Sex 
Residual 
Total 

Kale 

Female 

Total 

Table 20 

Analysis of Variance Sumaary Table and Means: 
SOMPA ELP Full-Scale Scores by Ethnicity and Sex 

Major Analysis:. Te&t of Hi. (c) 

ss 

298.87 
128.00 
162.41 

15774.32 
16363.60 

Black (N) 

90.40 (25) 

92.20· (5) 

90.70 (30) 

df 

2 
1 
2 

84 
89 

MlWlS 

White (N) 

88.84 (25) 

84.00 (5) 

88.03 (30) 

KS F 

149.43 .80 
128.00 .68 
81.21 .43 

187.79 
183.86 

Chicano (N) 

93.56 (25) 

87.00 (5) 

92..4.7 (30) 
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Significance 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

Total (N) 

90.40 (90) 



Variable 

ELP 
Verbal 

ELP 
Performance 

ELP 
Full-Scale · 

.. __ .. _____________ _ 

Table 21 

t-Test Summary Table far the Independent Variable of 
Cl.as.sification (UI & RSP') for the SOMPA ELP 

Ver.bal, Performance and Full-Scale Scores 

Classification N Mean. S.Ds- t df 

LH 64 87.92 125-10 .75 88 
R.SP 26 .90.19 14.83 

LB 64 90.78 13.03 3.35 88 
R.SP 26 102.08 17.61 

LB 64 88.58 12.16 2.03 88 
RSP 26 94.88 15.89 

Significance 

N.S. 

P• < .01 

P• < .05 

,j, 
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means of the three ethnic groups on the SOMPA ELP verbal, 

performance and f ·ull-scale scores-. 

The variance attributed to the classification 

variable was significant for only the SOMPA ELP perfor-

mance score and full scale scores. The mean score for ·the 

RSP st·udents on the ELP performance was 102.08, which was 

significantly higher than the SOMPA ELP performance score 

for the LH group (90.78). This indicated that RSP 

students were stronger in the performance subtest of the 

SOMPA ELP and scored higher. The results for the 

full-scale scores were also significant. (See Table 21). 

The effects attribut-a·ble to sex were not significant 

in any of the analyses. 

. H4 (d) concerned the differences among the means 

of the three- ethnic groups ·on the HESB. A two-way ANOVA 

was also performed to test this hypothesis {see Table 

22). If t ·he 2-way analysis showed a significance, a Tukey 

HSD analysis was performed.. Results indicated tha·t 

ethnicity had a significant effect. These results did not 

support the null-hypothesis. There are differences in the 

means among the three ethnic ·groups on the HESB. 

Differences between the RSP and LH students on HESB 

ratings were found using the ~-test <e ( .03). (Table 

2"3) • The mean for the RS·P group was 176.62 and the mean 

for the LH group 195.56. A higher score reflected poorer 

adaptation. Consistent with the above ·findings, the 

variance attributable to the sex variable was not 

significant. 

! l 
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Table 22 

Anal-ysis of Variance Suamary Table and Me-ans: 
Total HESB by Ethnicity and Sex 

Major Analysis: Test of Ht. (d) 

Source Ex~lained ss df MS p 

Ethnic 5128.02 2 2564.01 3.47 
Sex 94.30 1 94.30 .13 
Ethnic x Sex 141.20 2 70.60 .10 
Residual 62127.76 84 739.62 
Total 67491.29 89 758~-33 

*Tukey BSD = 9.97 (C~R. • 3.36) P• < .01 

MEANS 

Black (N)_ White (N) Chicano (N) 

Male 193.96 (25) l98.J2 (25) 119.36 (25) 

Female 190.00 (5) 192.20 ( 5) 181.20 (5) 

Total 193.30 (30) 197.30 (30) 179.67 (30) 
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-sianific-ance 

p. ( 0.4.* 
N.S. 
N .• s. 

Total (N) 

190.09 (90) 

i 
I 
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Variable 

HESB 

Table 23 

t-Test -summary Table for the Independent Variable of 
Classification (LH & RSP) for the BESB 

Classification N 

LH 
RSP 

64 
26 

Mean 

195.56 
176.62 

S.D. t -
26.94 -3..-10 
24.60 

df 

88 

- 122 

Significance 

P• ( .-03 

· !'. 
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Null-Hypothesis 5 

There will be no significant dif.ferences among the 

number of Blacks, Whites and Chicanos pred-~cted for 

special_ education by the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP, and WISC-R. 

Hypothesis 5 was tested with the Chi Square Goodness of 

Fit test. The nul.l-hypothesis was accepted. There were 

st-atistically no differences in the numbers selected for 

LH and RSP by the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP and WISC-R (Table 

24) • 

Summary 

Five major null hypothe-ses were tested. A summary 

table (25) has been included to lllustrate th-e major 

findings. 

t' 
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SOMPA 
ABIC 

SOMPA 
ELP 

WISC-R 

TABLE 24 

Number of ~lack, White end Chi_eano 
S~udents Pred~cted for Special Education 

us~ng the SOMPA ABIC, SOHPA ELP and WISC-R 
v~th Mercer's 3rd Percentile Criteria** 

124 

Black Whit 127 e Ollcaoo Toul 
1 

82*J 

x2 • .16, d£ • 2, N.S. 

* Number of students nov in •pecial education ~ •elected 
using the SOMPA ABIC • 8. 

Black White Qlieano Total 

~J ~-~84* 
x2 • • 2.2, -df - 2, N.s. 

*Number of students n~ in apecial educati.on ~ •elected 
using the SOMPA ELP • 6. 

Total 

l=n·l 
x2 • .S9, df • 2, N.S. 

*Number of students now in special ~ducation ~ ••lected 
using the WISC-R • 18. 

**Third percentile on an IQ test score (70) used to identify for Speeial­
Education; 21 or less scored on the SOMPA ABIC aubte•t•• 

·i I . ; 
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Table 25 

Sum:aary Table: Hypotheses One-Five 

Black 

H1 
SOMPA ABIC/HESB N.S 

H2 (a) 
SOMPA ELP/HESB V. N.S. 

H2 (b) 
SOMPA ABIC/ 
SOMPA ELP 

HJ (a) 
WISC-R/HESB 

HJ (b) 
WISC-R/SOMPA 
AB.IC 

Ill. (a) 
SOKPA ABIC 

114 (b) 
SOMPA ABIC #1 

#2 
#3 
14 
IS 
#6 

.P. N.S 
:r.s. N.s. 

v. 
P. 
F ... S. 

P• (.002 
P• ( .006 
p. (.002 

v. u.s. 
P. N.S 
F.S. N.S. 

v ... p. ( .001 
P. "P• < .003 
.F. S. P• <: .001 

·N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N ... S. 
N.S. 
N •. s. 

White 

. P• ( .002 

N.S 
N.S • 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S 
N.S. 
N.S. 

u.s. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 
N .. S. 
N.s·. 
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Chicano· 

P• ( .012 

P• 
P·• 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S.o 
N.S. 

N.S. 
N.S. 
N. s • 

N.S. 
(_ .004 
<. .050 

N.s. 

u.s •. 
N.s. 
N.s. 
u.s. 
N.s. 
N.s. 

:i: 
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Ht.. (a) 
ABIC 

Ht. (b)" 
SOHPA ABIC #1 

#2 
#3 
14 
IS 
#6 

Ht. (c) 
_SOMPA ELP 

Ht. (c) 
SOMPA ELP 

Ht. (-d) 
HESB 

114- (d) 
HESB 

as 
WI S C-R/ SOMP-A 
AIHC/SOMPA ELP 

Black 
V. N. S. 
P. N.S 
F.S. N.S. 

v. 
P. 
F.S ..-

Black 

N.s. 

Black 

N.s. 

LH/RSP 

p. < .02 

N.S. 
P• ( .04 
P• ,( .03 
P• <- .01 
P• < .02 

N.S. 

LH/RSP 

N.S. 
p. < .01 
P• ( .OS 

LH/RSP 

p. ( .03 

White --N.S 
N.S. 
N_. S. 

.White 

N.S. 

White 

N.S-. 

Ch-icano/ 
Black-White 

p. < .04 

Chi-cano 

N.S. 

' 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY,. CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary · 

·This s·tudy began with a discussion of the need for non­

discriminatory testing instruments and procedures in assessing 

minority children for special ·education programs and services. 

The importance of improved educational testing practices was 

reviewed: 

1. Statistics document the highly disproportionate 

number of Black, Chicano, and other minorities in 

special education classes. 

2. Parents questioned the amount of time spent on 

assessment procedures which frequently resulted in 

the educational misplacement of· their children. 

3. Professionals expressed concern that · traditional 

testing instruments misrepres·ented the abilities of 

minority children. 

4. Most significant and relevant to this study, current 

Federal legis·lation (PL 94-142) .included a non­

discriminatory testing section. mandating that no 

single instrument procedure be used in asses-sing and 

placing handicapped children and t ·hat all assessment 

instruments and procedures be selected and administered 

:so as not to· .be racially or culturally discriminatory. 

A review of the research on te·sting minority ·children 

added .credence to the concerns of parents and pro­

fessionals; provided additional justification £or 
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-the inclusion of a non-di-scriminatory section in 

PL 94-142: and emphasized the- need for this 

investigation. 

The primary purpose o_f this study, broadly defined, was 

to determine how those entrusted with assessment of minority 

children might best address the concerns of parents and pro­

fessionals and meet the requirements of the PL 94-142 non­

discriminatory testing section. The investigation first 

clarified · Federal and State guidel.ines, legal procedures and 

practical considerations: 

1. No single IQ instrument could be used. 

2. Assessment must be economical in terms of time and 

utilization of personnel. 

.3. Assessment should include consideration of a child's 

socioeconomic background and adaptive behavior as 

perceived by the parent: local educ~tion agencies 

must select appropriate assessment instruments 

consistent with the considerations outlined in 1, 

2, and 3 above in the absence of specifically 

mandated State or Federal assessment instruments. 

A secondary, but equally significant purpose evolved 

as the primary purpose of the study was more carefully delin­

eated. This secondary purpose focused on the correlation 

between race/ethnicity and scores on the various instruments 

field-tested in the course of the investigation. 

The design of the study involved a comparison o_f the 

assessment instrument which the California State Department of 

I 
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Education has designated as non-discriminatory with other less 

time-consuming and le-ss costly assessment approaches. Objec­

tives of this research design included: 

1. Determining the effectiveness of the abridged form 

of the State--approved test. 

2. 

3. 

Evaluating the comparable effectiveness of a more 

widely used, time-conserving IQ test. 

Ascertaining the relative effectiveness of ut-ilizing 

a teacher-scored behavioral observation scale for 

a·ssessment purposes. 

The format of the study was a field testing approach 

requiring: 

1. The administration of· the abridged version of the 

State approved test, including the IQ test and 

parent interview components. 

2. The administration of only the IQ test. 

3. The ·utilization of the teacher-scored behaviorial 

observation scale. 

These above instruments were field-tested with ninety 

fourth grade-age children in the Sacramento City Unified 

School District (SCUSD). The student sample was· composed of 

30 Black, 30 White and 30 Chicano children. Each ethnic group 

consisted of 25 males and 5 females. All children tested had 

been referred for special educa·tion assessment during the 

1978-79 school year. 

Following assessment, the students were found eligible 

for ei.ther the Resource Specialist Program (RSP) or, in cases 

I ~ 
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of greater educational handicap, for the Learning Handicapped 

(LH) Program. Twenty-three Black, 26 White, and 15 Chicano 

children qualified for the LH Program. seven Black, 4 White~ 

and 15 Chicano children qualified for RSP.) 

The data collected were analyzed statistically through the 

use of the computer program, Statisti-cal Package for ~ 

Social Sciences. Results su~gested that; 

1. The State-approved test and the more familiar IO 

assessment were equally ·non-discriminatory and., 

conversely, equally discriminatory. The teacher­

scored instrument was found to discriminate racially 

and to separate the groups into the classifica-tion 

LH/RSP. 

2. Parents, teachers, and psychologists who served as 

respondent-s or testers in the study were inconsistent 

in their assessments of the students. 

3. Children who were found eligible for the RSP or the 

LH Program were perceived by parents, teachers, and 

psychologists alike as in need o·f the program, RSP· 

or LH, in which they were subsequently placed as the 

result of· a .more comprehensive assessment procedure. 

This finding was fortuitous, not having been 

hypothesized as part of the study. 

4. No differences between males and females were found. 

Discussion 

The results of this study were outlined above into four 

:j 
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major findings. The first of these findings suggested that 

the State-approved test and the more familiar· I·Q asses·sment 

instrument were equally non-discriminatory and, conversely, 

equally discriminatory. If neither of the instruments dis-

criminate on the basis of race, which these results suggest, 

then this findi·ng makes untenable the .notion that the widely 

used and more economical psychologist-administered test, 

Wechsler Intelligence s·cale for Childr-en - Revised (WISC-R) I is 

a d·iscriminatory test (Williams, 1975; Mercer, 1976; Oakland, 

1977; Figueroa, 1979). In terms of individual students, there 

would have been fewer Blacks, Whites, and Chicanos in LH 

classes and. fewer Blacks and Whites in RSP classes had the 

WISC-R been used alone. In this study, the comparable section 

of the State-approved test, the System of Multicultural Plural-

istic Assessment Estimated Learning Po.tential (SOMPA ELP), 

underlabeled in terms of those ·students referred to Special 

Education in SCUSD. However·, the WISC-R was more conservative 

in this respect than either section of the abridged form of the 

State approved test, the SOMPA Adaptive Behavior Inventory 

for Children (ABIC) or SOMPA ELP. Ironically, the State 

approved test was developed by Mercer (1976) specifically to 

be conservative in the labeling process. 

If., on the other hand, all instruments were equally dis­

criminatory, the WISC-R still appeared to label fewer children 

as in need of the LH Program or the RSP than did the other 

instruments. As can be seen on Table 26 (Appendix E), the 

WISC-R can be seen to have selected fewer Black, White, and 

I I. 
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Chicano LH students than -either the SOMPA ELP or SOMPA ABIC. 

If one accepts Mercer's (19-76) contention that it is 

better n·ot to label a student as learning handicapped, even in 

cases where this label may be appropriate, then the WISC-R 

appeared to be. a better instrument for underlabeling students 

than Mercer's own test. As shown on Table 26, the number of 

students not. identified were most evident in the LH classifi­

cation. Both the abridged version of the State approved test 

and the WISC-R appeared to underlabel this group which had 

been identified by the school district as having more academic 

needs. 

It might be suggested from these results that the school 

district was guilty of labeling students who were not, in 

fact, in need of special .education. It appears that some of 

·these students may have been placed by "·staff judgment ... criteria 

which do not select solely on the basis of academic need. This 

placement by •staff judgment" appeared to have classified more 

Blacks, Whites and Chicanos as LH than would have been the case 

had any one of the three tests been used alone. This pla-cement 

of students by staff was probably based -on subjective criteria 

which were .not related to actual academic needs. Some -of the 

- possible reasons for this type of placement were due to behavioral 

baseline data presented by the psychologist or teacher coupled 

with emotional problems resulting in the student functioning far 

below his/her academic potential. Another factor for placement 

by staff involved parent pressure which was supported by teacher 

or support staff observations. It should be noted that in some 
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instances parents have demanded LH placement for their children 

·over the objections of the school staff. Thes.e observations by 

teachers and parents were interpreted to mean that the student 

under consideration would benefit from academic instruction in 

a smal·l group setting. Thus the subjective sta.ff judgment was 

based upon factors other than those which would follow exactly 

the guideline·s outlined in Table 1 and Table 2. :One problem 

with the·se criteria is· that they allow greater flexibility for 

placement than do the SOMPA or WISC-R. Regardles.s of the 

reason, it appeared that some of the· LH students, and especially 

Black LH students, were improperly assigned to the LH classi­

fication, thus suggesting support for Jones (1972), Williams 

(1974), Mercer (1976) and Oakland (1979), who .contended that 

minority groups such as Blacks are over-represented in special 

education classes. 

There were no statis-tically significant differences in 

the number of student·s identified for special education by the 

SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP and the WISC-·R. This finding would 

suggest that the abridged version of the SOMPA was no more 

successful than the WISC-R in identifying students in a non-

discriminatory way. 

Since the WISC-R. is already used by most school districts, 

it appears that by using the SOMPA ELP·, which incorporates the 

WISC-R, non-discrimin-atory testing may be conducted with a 

minimum expenditure of additional time by school staff. Thus, 

school districts would have an economical instrument for 

evaluating students by using a familiar assessment tool and a 

...... 
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relatively brief parent interview. These results appeared to 

indicate that Mercer has eliminated bias. by ethnic group in 

her test development of the State approved test (Mercer, 1976; 

I 
' 

[ I ::. 
. I ' j : 

Figueroa, 1979; Oakland, 1979). ·j _ 

Teacher-scor-ed instrument classifies Chicanos. The 

teacher-scored behaviorial observation scale, the Hahnemann 

Elementary Behavior Scale (.HESB), was not compared with the 

abridged version of the SOMPA or the wsc-R since there were 

no established criteria for this scale in determining special 

education eligibility. It was used in analyzing the differ-

ences in the mean of the Blacks, Whites and Chicanos, · however. 

When the means of the three ethnic groups were analyzed, 

there. were significant dif£erences found between the means of 

the Blacks, Whites, and Chicanos. on the HESB. The. Chicano­

students, who were equally divided between LH and RSP members, 

were scored by their teachers a·s having behaviors identified 

by Spivack and Swift (1969a; 1969b.) as relating to academic 

achievement. The Black and White students were seen differently 

by their teachers. On the basis of these results, it appears 

that the HESB discriminates on the basis of race. In this 

study, the Chicano group was equally divided between the higher 

achieving RSP group and the more academically needy LH. It 
would seem that the Chicano group, because of the equal 

in 
distribution of the program classification which resulted 
assessment, should have done better on the scale 

than the 
unequally distributed Black and White groups. 

·In f.act,_ 

teachers did see the Chicano students as having behaviors 
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associated with academic achievement. This finding suggests 

that the teachers j_udged the ·Chicano group more accurately 

than they did the Blacks and Whites, which validates to some 

extent the assignment of students to LH/RSP classification as 

only 7 Blacks and 4 Whites were RSP. 

Inconsistent Ratings by Parents, Teachers and Psychologists 

The second major finding sugges.ted that parents,. teachers, 

and psychologists who served as respondents or testers in the 

study seldom agreed in their assessments of the students. 

When comparing the teacher-scored instrument (HESB) with 

instruments measuring academic potential as scored by psy­

cho1ogist-s (SOMPA ELP and WISC-R) and home success as· seen by 

the parent (SOMPA ABIC), i .t appeared that the teachers' 

ratings were not in agreement with either the parents' or 

psychologists' view. 

In the case of the teachers' ratings and parents' ratings, 

results seemed to indicate that if a White· or Chicano subject 

did well on one scale, he or she would probably not do well on 

the other. There are at least two possible explanations for 

this finding. One deals with the relia-bility of those assess­

ing and the other with the validity of the assessment 

instruments. It may be that the teachers who filled out the 

HESB were unreliable in their ratings of the students. The 

teachers who filled out the HESB may not have been skilled 

in rating these students with the HESB and this lack of 

familiarity with the test instrument may have influenced the 

results. However, .it should be noted that the teachers 

........ 



136 

involved in this project who filled out the- -HESB are continuing 

to use it as a part o.f their assessment procedures. They 

found that in completing the HESB for each ·student they gained 

new insights as to the way children's behavior can be described 

and under.s -tood. 

On the other hand, the parents of th e White and Chicano 

students may also be unreli-able in their response to SOMPA 

ABIC test questions. It has been said that minority parents 

compensate for their children·• s school problems by seeing them 

positively in other than school activities (Goodman, 1979). 

The parents interviewed, including the White parents, may have 

been perceiving their children a-s strong family members able 

to care for themselves. Because their children were said to 

be problems at school., these parents may have been countering 

with positive qualities they saw in their children. 

School related and home related measures differ. Since 

Mercer _(1976) developed the SOMPA ABIC to measure non-school 

behaviors, and the HESB was developed to measure positive 

school behaviors, another possible explanation for these 

findings may be that the SOMPA ABIC and BESB measured behaviors 

·that were considered appropriate in one setting and inappro­

priate in another. Mercer's (1976) original premise in 

developing the parent inventory was p-artially substantiated· 
J 

in general, children were seen at home as functioning differently 

than at school. Spivack and Swift's (1969a: 1969b) original 

bas:i.s for the development of the HESB was also supported .. - These 

students were seen as lower functioning in an academic setting. 
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While the HESB/SOMPA ABIC correlations were significant 

for the Whites and Chicanos, teacher and psychologist measures 

were not shown to have any relationship for any of the three 

ethnic groups. The HESB, SOMPA ELP and WISC-R results may be 

explained by the restricted range o:f scores which frequent-ly 

reduces correlations (Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick & Wesman, 

1975). This restriction in range is a result of choosing the 

sample from only low-functioning students. This -selection 

process automatically eliminated most students in the public 

schools. According to the criteria described in Chapter III, 

those tested in the lower 3% of the populat-ion could qualify 

for the LH program, -and only those students functioninq at 

least s-o% below grade level could qualify for the RSP. Neither 

the teacher-scored scale nor the psychologist-scored assessment-

instruments were developed with a special educat-ion population. 

As a consequence they do not account for a limited population 

sample such as this. It appears -that other studies using 

these instruments with a larger special education population 

should be conducted before the relationship between the 

instruments and this population can be determined. 

When psychologist-scored instruments (SOMPA ELP and WISC-R) 

and parent r -esponses (SOMPA ABIC) were compared i _t was shown 

that- correlations for the Black students were positive and 

significant, while results for the Whites were non-significant. 

The correlations for the Chicanos on the WISC-R performance 

subtest were weak but positive. 
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Explanations for these results. These correlations show 

that the- -white and Chicano parents of this study who provided 

the estimate of their children•s actual potential on the SOMPA 

ABIC did not perceive their children in the same way that the 

school psychologist perceived them on the SOMPA ELP and WISC-R w 

Thi-s difference may be a result of White and Chicano parents 

unreliably rating their children so that they appear more 

capable, or it may be a function of the perceptions of the 

school psychologist who unreliably scored the students. 

Another explanation could be a confirmation of Mercer's 

hypothesis that ABIC scores are unrelated to WISC-R scores. 

The SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP and WISC-R measure social system 

behaviors. Mercer (1979) felt that the WISC-R measured 

behavior appropriate to the school, and that the SOMPA ABIC 

was a topographical look at the child's ability to negotiate 

entry into- home-related. situations. She further hypothesized 

that these adaptive measures were not related to school 

behaviors _(Mercer, 1976: Figuroa, 1·979: Oakland, 1-979). 

Cleary (1966) had observed that IO measures correlated 

positively with socially relevant criteria for minority students. 

These results apparently subs·tantiated Cleary in the case of the 

Black students, but not with the Chicanos and Whites. Because 

this selected sample was drawn from a lower-functioning level of 

the school population, the low correlations might be a result of 

the restricti-on in range. If this is true, the .findings of this 

study differ from those of Diebold, Curtis and DuBose (1978)- who 

suggested that adaptive measures were good predictors of 
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functioning levels of both exceptional and normal students. 

tihen only low-functioning children were part. of the population, 

however, the correlation that they reported seemed to disappear. 

Whatever the explanation, White and Chicano parents rate their 

children'·s adaptive ability differently than psychologists 

score the children's academic potential. 

The correlation for the Black special education students 

between the SOMPA ELP and WISC-R subtests and SOMPA ABIC, on 

the other hand, suggests that the Black parent·s' perceptions 

of their child's abilities at home were better predictors of 

their child's academic ability than the perceptions of White 

or Chicano parents. The response of Black parents seemed to 

be able to be-tter estimate, within a restricted range of 

abilities, their own child's relative _ abili~y. This ability 

to predict might be attributable to (a) some Black children 

who function well outside school were not given the opportunity 

to demonstrate their ·capabilities in school, thus suggesting 

improper placement of some Black students in special education; 

or (b) Black parents may have learned to discriminate small 

differences in their children's abili ties because their children 

have often been seen as having less academic abilities than 

White or Chicano students (Jones, 1972; Oakland, 1979). 

The correlation between Black parents' ABIC perceptions 

and their children's ELP and WISC-R verbal and performance 

scores were moderately strong. This finding might suggest 

that Mercer's original Black population was most similar to 

this Black sample and that Mercer's White and Chicano popul-ations 
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were somewhat different f ·rom these White and Chicano students 

(Oakland, 1979). This Black sample had the greatest number of 

LH students, -who were, by defini.tion, low functioning_. However, 

as can be seen in Table 27 (Appendix F), Mercer's Black popula-

tion is much lower-functioning tha~ either her White or Chicano 

groups. Although .her Blacks represented the total population 

of the districts she used in her sample, it can be seen that 

their mean scores do not differ -greatly from tho-se of this 

study which was restricted to only low-functioning children. 

Due to the differences .between the Mercer/Yaryan means for the 

White and Chicano population, a need for establishing local 

norms appeared to be supported (Oakland, 1979). A renorming 

process would be expensive a-nd time consuming. Local d-istricts 

rarely have money or personnel for such a requirement and thus 

the establis-hment of local norms becomes a prohibitive require-

ment. 

The Chicanos in the Mercer study and this one are very 

much alike in their abilities as measured by the WISC-R, a 

result which may be attributa-ble to the fact that this study's 

sample was equally distributed between LH and RSP students for 

the Chicanos but was unequally distributed for the Blacks and 

Whites. To a lesser extent, the performance subtest appeared 

related to responses on the parent questionnaire for the 

Chicanos. 

I .t was found that when comparing the testing responses of 

parents, teachers and psychologists t -he relative position of 

the ethnic groups remained the same. With the SOMPA ABIC/HESB 
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there was a moderate negative relationship for the Whites and 

Chicanos, while the Blacks showed no relationship on these 

measures. However, with the SOMPA ABIC/SOMPA ELP and the 

WISC-R, the Black group moved up the continuum to a positive 

relationship which was significant. The White and Chi-cano 

groups also moved up to a positive non--significant rel-ationship. 

Thus the groups moved in the same relationship to each other 

from a relatively negative to a positive correlation (Figure _1). 

In one instance, negative correlations were found for the 

Whites and Chicanos on the HESB, and in another, a positive 

correlation was found on the SOMPA ELP and WISC-R. The WISC-R 

and SOMPA ELP appear to measure more acad-emically successful 

behaviors than does the HESB. These results suggest that 

teachers need to be fully trained in observing student behavior. 

Some teachers responding in this study indicated following 

completion of the HESB that the results wer.e beneficial for 

behavior modification planning. Others showed surprise and 

indicated some doubt that the students' profiles were reflective-

of their students' behavior. Following discussion, these 

teachers became more observant and careful when describing 

their students~ behavior. Thus it may be said that for some 

teachers the HESB results became a training session in observing. 

In any case,- careful observation techniques are necessary. 

LH/RSP Classification Results 

The ·third major finding of this study was unanticipated 

and fortuitous. There was agreement among the parents, teachers, 

and psycho-logists as to placement of children into LH/RSP • In 
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-this study, there was apparent consistency found in the 

responses/scoring by parents, teachers and psychologists to 

classificat-ion, i.e., whether the studen.ts should be in LH or 

RSP classes. 

When comparing the number of- LH/RSP students placed by 

the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP, and the WISC-R (Table 26) and the 

breakdown of the sample population by sex (Table 3), it can be 

seen that while the majority of the females were ultimately 

placed into the RSP, indicating they had _fewer academic needs, 

there were no statistically significant differences found 

between the sexes. Thus-, when the three instruments were 

compared, it appeared that the criteria utilized by SCUSD in 

•staff judgment• decisions resulted in more students, mostly 

male, being placed into the more academically needy LH program. 

These results give further credence to -the fact that the. 

subjective judgment utilized by SCUSD staff, which was not 

based upon the academic -criteria established for special class 

placement, resulted in more students, especially Blacks, being 

classified as LB. The fact that the LH placement. was an 

indication of g.reate-r- academic need makes these assignments 

part-icularly questionable. It is reasonable to assume that 

the students who were "missed• by the three tests should have 

been labeled RSP since the academic criteria for their -placement 

was -marginal.. It would appear,- ther-efore, that subjective 

criteria used by SCUSD should be re-examined to ensure better 

placement for minority students. 
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Parent and Teacher Responses Sensitive to LH/RSP Classification 

Parents' responses on the SOMPA ABIC were sensitive to 

the subsequent LH/RSP classification differences of their 

childr-en, suggesting that-, with the aid o.f this instrument, 

parents were able to discriminate among -classifications. It 

was shown that the LH/RSP classification variable was sig­

nificant in four of the six subtests of the SOMPA ABIC. The 

subtests of 12 (Community), t3 (Peer Relations), #4 (Non-

Academic Roles), and #5 (Earner/Consumer) showed a higher 

mean ·for the RSP students than for the LH.. On sub-tests #1 

(Family) and 16 (Se~f-Maintenance), the means were not 

significantly different among the groups. 

These result-s suggest that special education parents 

saw their children functioning differently. Parents of LH 

children saw their children not functioning as well as did 

parents of RSP children. In addition, higher functioning 

RSP children were seen .as having stronger abilities to 

relate to peers, survive in the community and to earn money, 

a finding which adds validity to the ABIC. 

While there were no significant differences among the 

means of the thre-e ethnic groups-, the LH/RSP classification 

mean scores on the ELP performance section administered by 

psychologists were- significantly different. This finding 

indicates that the psychologist-administered SOMPA ELP was 

sensitive to differences in this population on the basis of 

their classification when evaluating students on a non­

verbal scal-e, again providing some predictive validity to 

the ELP. 
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The teacher-rated HESB was not used origina1ly by Spivack 

and Swift (1969a; 1969b) on a special education population. 

It was only used in a regular classroom program to determine 

thos-e behaviors which were correlated with -classroom achieve­

ment. However, on the- basis of the ut-ilization of the HESB 

with the special education children included in this study, 

it appear.s that this teacher rating ins-trument could be used 

to discriminate between RSP and LH groups. Thus, the HESB 

may be a useful tool for the classroom teacher when evaluating 

children for special education. 

The last major finding of thi-s study concerned the sex 

variable. It was found that this variable was not significa-nt_. 

It should be noted that while the ratio of males to females was 

-small, Myklebust, Helmes and Bashes (1969) have reported that 

boys are referred more often than girls for special education. 

This- was the case for this study as we-11. Of the fifteen girls 

used in this study, the majority were subsequently placed into 

the RSP program~-

Implications and Conclusions 

1. The use of a single IO score does not meet the 

requirements- of a non-biased assessment in PL 94-142. Thus, 

since the WISC-R is a major portion of the SOMPA ELP, and the 

sOMPA ELP has been suggested by the State of California to meet 

the requirements of non-discriminatory ass-essment-, the ELP may 

be the most economical and -academically meaningful instrument 

for selecting roinority special education children. 

2. While this study did not seek to find assessment 
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instruments which distinguished LH/RSP students, it was shown 

that the teacher-scored HESB, not originally used with special 

education students, did in fact make this distinction. In 

addition, the SOMPA ABIC and ABIC subtests, to which parents 

responded, which were also not developed with a special 

education population, also made the LH/RSP distinction. The 

SOMPA ELP performance subtest did likewise. This ability of 

a test to distinguish special education students has· impli­

cations for school districts interested in determining those 

s-tudents in need o·f additional school services. 

3. This study's findings suggest that teachers need 

to .be well trained in observing student . behavior. Without 

training and experience, test reliability and validity is 

questionable. The same .appeared true. for parent observations 

and possibility for psychologists or community workers inter­

viewing parents. Unless these people are sensitive to the 

measurement of a child 1 s ability, he/she may be unreliable 

in rating it. 

4.. The HESB., while discriminating among the ethnic 

groups and between the LH/RSP students, did not gather infor­

mation which was duplicated by the SOMPA ABIC, ELP or WISC-R. 

Thus it cannot be recommended in place of the other instruments. 

5. study results indicate that each school district 

needs to establish local norms for the SOMPA. Each district's 

particular population composition can affect test results. A 

renorming process would be an expensive and time-consuming 

process which may be a prohibitive requirement. 



146(a) 

6. The HESB is a useful tool for teachers· to use to help 

them better understand their students'· behavior. This better 

understanding is particularly helpful in their discussions of 

particular student behavior with psychologists about classroom 

management. 

Four Suggestions ·for Further Study 

1. It is recommended that additional studies# which 

include s-tudents from all grades and ability levels, be 

undertaken in order to compare result-s between these groups 

on the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP and the HESB. The results of 

such a study would further expand the knowledge obtained 

from this research to include a more •normal• population. 

In this way the possible effects of a restricted range of 

scores could be determined and the resul.ts would have a more 

uni versa·! application. 

2. It is recommended that psychologists who wish to 

conserve time and still make assessments in a legally non-

discriminatory manner use the SOMPA ELPA 

3. It is recommended that the HESB be utilized in a 

· study in which both regular and special education students 

are included to determine which areas of that test are ·most 

useful in describing s.pecial education students and which 

areas are most descriptive of regular c·lass students. With 

this information, a special education asse-ssment team could 

utilize the HESB to pinpoint areas of behavioral remediation. 
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4. It is· further suggested that teachers be well trained 

and thoroughly familiar with observat~onal tools used in 

further study. Community aides, used for parent interviews, 

should also be well versed in the assessment too1s used. ' ;, 
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APPENDIX A 

SAC~NTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Specl..al Programs and Services Office 

_Pupil Services Department 
. Psycholog1.cal and School Social Work Services 

PARENT NOTIFICATION AND AUTHORIZATION FOR RESEARCH PROJECT 

Name of Pupil: ____________________________ _ 

Birthdate-: ----------------------------------
School: -------------------------------------

I understand that this project may ·include the administration 
of an individual intelligence test, a parent interview, and 
a behavioral scale given by fully qualified personnel. 

The results of this project will be of use as part of a 
doctoral program and to the school district in the education 
of children. While results will be shared, perso.nal informa­
tion and identification will be confidentialw 

(Signature of Parent or 
Legal Guardian) 

(Date) 
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STUDENT 

Name 

·---- --------
APPENDIX B 

Hahnemann Elementary 

Behavior Rating· Scale 
School 

(HESB)* 
George Spivack, Ph.D. and Marshall Swift, .Ph.D. 

Hahnemann Community Mental Health/Mental Retardation Center 
Department of Mental Health Sciences 

Hahnemann Medical College and Hospital, Philadelphia, Pa. 

Date of Rating _____________ _ 

--------------------
Teach.er ________________ _ 

Sex ______ Age _____________ .... 
School -------------------------------Subject ___________________________ _ Grade -----------------------

HOW TO .MAKE RATINGS 

I. Your own experiences with the child should b.e the only .guide in rating. Ignore the 
opinions or comments of others. 

2. Consider only the behavior of the child over the past month. 

3. The child should be compared with· the average youngster in a classroom setting. For 
all items on a page use the r.a.ting scale provided. Record your rating in the box· to the 
left of each item. 

4. Do not try to interpret the student's, hidden motives, feelings or thoughts. Deal with 
your observations of the child's actual behavior. 

5. Answer each· question separately. Do not attempt to give answers which appear to go 
·together. 

6. Rate items quickly. If undecidedy continue to the next item and go back to it when 
you are done. 

7. Do not hesitate to giv.e high or low ratings. Avoid minimizing imp-ressions by -giving 
medium ratings. Extreme rating points are meant to be used whenever appropriate. 

8. Rate all items. nit is impossible for you to answer an item due to lack of opportunity 
to observe-, circle that item num·ber. 

* ~ George Spivack & Marshall Swift, ,1975 

Companion to the Hahnemann High School Behavior Rating Scale (HHSB) 
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For items 1-35, use the following rating scale:. 

Never Rarely Occasionally Often Very Frequently 
1 2 3 4 5 

COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD, HOW OFTEN DOES-THIS STUDENT. 

l. Bring things to class that relate to current 
topic (e.g .. exhibits, collections. articles, 
etc.)? 

2. Say that the teacher doesn't help him 
enough (i.e .• won't show him how to do 
things, or answer his questions.)? 

3. Use structured materials in new and 
imaginative ways (VS• doing what is 
usually done.}7 

4. Tell stories which are exaggerated and 
untruthful? 

5. Criticize the ideas. -suggestions or work 
of peers? 

6. Tell stories or describe-things in an in­
teresting and colorful fashion (e.g., has 
an active imagination, etc.)? 

1. Show worry or get anxious about know· 
ing the "right" answers? 

8. Speak disrespectfully to teacher (e.g •• 
call teacher names, treat teacher as an 
equal, etc.)? 

9. -Discover. develop. write or draw materials 
which can be used in class work? 

10. Poke, torment or tease classmates? 

11. Give an answer that has nothing to do 
with a question being asked? 

12. Atttmpt to monopolize (want to be the 
center of attention, won't let others talk.)? 

13. Introduce into class discussion personal 
experiences or things he has heard which 
relate to what is going on in class? 

14. Act defiant {i.e., will no.t do what he is 
asked to do, says: .. , won't do it.")? 

15. Make self-derogatory remarks (e.g., say 
.. I'm stupid." .. Pm not good at that.")? 

16. Co.nre up with .original thoughts .that are 
unusual but relevant?" 

17. Ac-t as if he has done work correctly 
when he has not? 

0 
D 
0 
D 
0 -

0 

D 
D 

D 

D 
D 

0 
0 

19. Foll.ow ideas of others rather than trust 
his own judgement? 

20. Interrupt when the teacher is talking? 

21. Say that peers won•t listen to him or 
follow his suggestions? 

22. Tell about or show the teacher .things that 
interest him? 

23. Anticipate failure or difficulty when some­
thing new is introduced, -even before he 
knows about it? 

24. Belittle or make derogatory remarks about 
the subject being taught (e.g., "spelling is 
stupid"}? 

25. Get the point of what he reads or hears in 
class? 

26. Come· to conclusions too quickly (i.e., does 
not take time to figure out why one answer 
is better than another.)? 

27. Come to class with an idea on his mind he 
wants .to explore, talk about and find out 
more about? 

28 • . Become distracted by others' actions­
around him? 

29. Look to sn how others are doing some­
thing before he does it (e.g., when teacher 
gives a direction, etc.)? 

30. Make irrelevant remarks during a class­
room discussion? 

·31. Quickly lose attention when the teacher 
is explaining something? 

32. Seek out the teacher to talk about school 
or personal ·things? 

33. Raise doubt he is paying attention to 
what the teacher is doing or saying (e.g., 
looks around. fidgits..)? 

34. Say teacher doesn•t call on him (e.g .• 
calls on others. first.l? 

35. Offer to help the teacher (e.g., with 
classroom chores. favors)? 

0 18. Annoy or interfere with the work of his 
peers in cl"aSi? 
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F.or Items 36-60, use the New Rating Scale below: 

Not at All Very Slightly A Littfe Moderately .Quite a Bit Distinctly Extremely 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD, TO WHAT DEGREE IS THIS .STUDENT ••• 

36. Unable- to change from. one task to 
another when -asked to d·o so (e.g., has 
difficulty beginning a new task, may 
get upset or disorganized, etc.)? 

37. Outwardly nervous when a test is given? 

38. Oblivious to what is -going on in class 
(i.e., not ••with it", seems to be in own 
.. private", closed world? 

39. Not receptive to the ideas of peers (e.g., 
doesn't listen to them, does what he 
wants)? 

40. Friendly in his attitude toward the teacher? 

41. Rece.ptive to ideas offered by the teacher· 
(e.g., listens to them, will discuss them 
even thou.gh he may not agree)? 

4.2. Slow in physical movements·? 

43. Prone to blame circumstances (the teacher, 
the test) when things don't go. well for him? 

44. Unable to refrain from talking (e.g., chat­
ters .and keeps talking when he should not)? 

D 

D 
D 
0 
0 
0 
D 
D 

45. Sensitive to criticism or correction about 
his school work (e.g., gets angry, sulks. 
seems '"defeated .. , etc~)? 

46. Unwilling to. go back over his work? 

47. Able to shift from working with one group 
of children to another without difficulty? 

48. Swayed by the opinion of his peers? 

49. Able to apply what he has learned to a new 
situation? 

50. S-ocially timid. or shy (i.e., does not initiate 
contact with other children)? 

51.. Able to organize his own work (e.g., before 
he starts gets the materials needed)? 

52. Prone to say school work· is too hard (e.g., 
that too much is expected, he ••can't get 
it")? 

COMPARED TO THE AV.ERAGE CHI.LD, TO WHAT DEGREE .DOES THE CHILD. 

53. Know what he is trying to learn when 
-working on a proj.ect (i.e., can tell you or 

· ·1how you if asked)? 

54. Resp.ond positively to peers in· class (i.e., 
to overtures. offers to help, etc..)? 

55. Rush through his work and therefore 
make unnecessary mistakes? 

56. Have difficulty deciding what to do when 
given a choice between two or more things? 

D 
D 
D 
D 

57. Stay with things for extended periods of 
time (i.e., able to persist)? 

58. Work well with a variety of children (vs. 
only one or two others)? 

59~ Like. to be physically close to the teacher 
(e.g., by touching, sitting or being near)? 

60. Achieve academically (i.e., is he progress­
ing in his learning)? 

/ ___________ _ 
\ 
\ 
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Sysicm oi 1't~ulticn.Uural P-luralistic Assessment 

Parent Interview Record Form 
1 ane R. Mercer June E Lewis 

Child's Name ___ ILii::;st-----;;l'in~t-----:M,..,I,..,d""'dl-e ---- Sex _____ Age--::---_,...---v.... ......... 
Home Address 

Street 

Names of Parents 

School 
Name of Person 
Interviewed 

Interviewed by 

CHILO'S ETHNIC GR 

-Black --
- - Hispanic -
__ White 

- - Other (specify: 

SOCIOCULTURAL SCALES 
Scaled Score* 
Own S<:bool 

ScaJe 
Raw EtbDi<: Cui-

Score Group hue 

Family Size 
. 

------
Family Structure 
Socioeconomic Status -- - --
Urban Acculturation-- -- -------
• If Ja<:al norms are ~ ..-pecify: 

--
. 

NOTES 

City ZJpCode 

1ot'iJ6er 

---------~------------~---- Grade __________ _ 
Location of 

--------- Interview ________________ _ 

Language Used 
-----------~--- mlnrerview ______________ __ 

OUP CIULD'S .\GE 

----) 

Date of Interview 
Date of Birth 
Age at Interview 

HEALTH IIISTORY 11\iVE:'I:TORIES 
DK Rew 

Inventory Score• ~ 

PrenatalfPostna.tal -(4) ___ 
Trauma __ (3) _ 

Disease and Illness --CS) __ 
Vision ___ (3) __ 

Hearing --(1) _ 

• Do not prOfile u inventory . .:ore if the 
OK IICore equals or excet:cl. the value 
sbowo in parenlheMII. 

® .. 
~ - '~ 

-:t>~ • 

Year Moolh Dey 

ADAPTIVE BEll:\ VIOR INVE:'\TORY 
FOK CHILDREN (.-\BIC) 

Raw Scaled 
Sc:aJe ScaN • Scare 

Family (F) __ 
Community (C) ___ _ 
Peer Relations {P) __ _ 
Nonacademic School Roles (S)-- ___ 
Earner/Consumer (E) __ 
Self-Maintenance (M) ___ _ 

Sum­
ABICAverageScaledScore(Sum + 8)-

V---{41 N_._.{30) DK_..ts) 
• Do 001 co111pute ~e:oru for the 1ix ABIC·ACaiH if tba V. 

N. or DK XOft equa.la or exceed• the n.lue lboWll Ia 
parentbeses. 

Copyright o 1977 by The Psyc;hologital Corporation. 

~I rig~ts reserved. No part of tbia re<:ord form may be reproduced In any·form of printinror by any othe~ me~ ei~nic: or ~echaaical 
mcluda~ but not limited to. photoc:opyias, audiovisual recording aud transmiMion. and portra~al or duph<:attou m any mformahoo 'tonoge 
and n~tneval syste01, without permission in· 111trilill8 from the publisher. See Catelog for further m{C)flllahOD. 

THE PSYCliOLOGIC:\l. CORPOR.\ TIO:'\ . :\F.\\' YOR!-.: 
:\ Subs idiar).' ol· I t.m;nurl tlrac:e Jo\·annd c:h. luc::. 

~ Pri"'•d in U.S.A. 

i' 
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SOCIOCULTURAL SCALES 

Before asking the questions, explain the- purpose oF the interview by sa~·ing: 
As you know, (name of school or agency) would answers will be kept confidentiaL Every quest 
like to learn more about {child's name) so that a important and you should try to answer all of 
good educational program can be planned for However, if there is a question that you are una 
him/her. For example, we need to know what kinds of answer or don't wish to answer, please tell me. 
things __ does at home and we need to know 
something about his/her health history. The questions. All right, if you are ready, let's begin-. 
that .Jam going to ask you take about an hour. Your 

Family Size S cafe 
Que.lilions S1:orc 

1. a. How many full brothers and si sters 
does-have? 

_ brothers and sisters a __ 

b. How many persons live in the 
household, including -- and 
yourself? 
__ persons b _ 

a +b --X1= 

Family Size Scale TOTAL 

_Questions 

2. What relation are you to __ ? 
__ biological mother 
__ biological father 

FamiJv Structure Scale 
- ~ -· Use an~wers to uestions 2-1 to answer o-e below 

::~- ~~~:#~h1;:~;~·-:,; •t 0lt;~~lQ 
~' b:. lsj:hihf.·biologial son ordaughte·r of head of)rouse--: 

Score 

a __ 

__ other (specify:--------

3. What relation .are you to the head of th.e 
household? 

;~~~-~--~~1~~i:1~-~~~~;L: .. ~:~'(:;_~~;Ik--;,:::A;:K. >i~;t~:,·_: - -W~>Atf:;i:· b 

·· ._ :~,;~.- .- ~;}i<~; .. _: Paifmt-Child Relationship. Factor--, ; .i· +:: b--' 
--spouse (wife or husband) 
__ respondent is- head of household 
__ other (specify:· 

4. What is __ ·s relation to the head of the 
household? 
-- biological son or daughter 
_--other (specify: 

...... ... ~;{_: __ =~..: ... ::~.:;; :~_ · . ... ·: .. ~-= · . ,._:: :·· -~-....... - --~-:.-."· ·•· •• ···-?;· .• . -,.·::. 
-X3= 

~3;~1~~~1~~~~)~"i;JF'Wf21~t : --
_:e. DOes child livf!::with both bio!ogiC.-JI pa~ents?- ( . ·, 0, • . 

;!~ ,~I:Tfi}~::t,"~,~r~~~:1i~:~;.~,~ -ri;_~~. 
e_ 

-X4= 

Family Structure Scale TOT A~ 
. Socioeconomic Status Seal~ 

Questions 

5. Does the head of the household help support 
the family by working? 
__ no __ yes ··· If yes, ask_ 

Would you please describe the kind. of work 
hefshe· does? 

6. What is the chief source of income for the 
family? 
__ wages of head of household 
__ other (specify: ) 

7. Does the family have any other sources of 
income? 
__ no 

__ yes (specify: ---------

\ 
\ 

-··· Use answers to- . uesliona 5-Tto answer a-e below :. : .. Score 

;.-~. oo- -wa8es- eam-~ by h~ad oi hous~hotd provid"e mosr . 
:.,=. . of the family income? <--. ·• ·:--:. · . : , ., . · · · · 
··< ·: ono Tyes -·, .· · ·: · .. .. · . : . : . . '~ :. :--~~-

-~~ : Oc~upati~ri ·~f head 6i hou~h~ld? , · '-' · . 
·.·! . .· . ·:· . .... ~.- . :. ,.-~- ' . . . . ·. . - -

a __ 

,, , .. ,. 

b_ 

c __ 

-X1= 

2 Socioeconomic Status-Scale TOTAL 
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·urban Acculturation Scale 

Questions 

8. Now I'm· going to read three state­
ments to you. After each statement, 
please tell me whether you agree or 
disagree with what it says. 

a. Here is the first statement: When 
people are borr-i, the success or 
failure that they are going to have is 
already determined, so they might 
as well accept it. 

Do you agree or disagree with 
this? 

Score 

0 agree 1 disagree a --

b. Here is· the second statement: 
Nowadays a person has to live 
pretty much for today and let to­
morrow take .care of itself. 

Do you agree or disagr.ee with 
this7 

0 agree 1: disagree b --

c. Here is the last statement: Planning 
only makes a person unhappy since 
plans hardly ever work out. 

·Do you agree or disagree with 
thisl 

0 agree 1 disagree 

Sense of Efficacy Factor a + b + c 

9. a. Some people belong to many .orga­
nizations while others do not. 
About how often do you go to PTA 
or other meetings or special events 
at --·s school? 

2 a few times a month, 1 a few 
times a year. or 0 never? 

b. About how often do you go to the 
meetings of a church or religious 
group? 

2 a few times a month, 1 a few 

C--

_x2= 

a __ 

times a year, or 0 never? b __ 

c. About how often do you go to the 
meetings of neighborhood im· 
provement or community action 
groups, not counting church or re· 
ligious groups? 

1 a few times a month, 1 a few 

Questions Score 

10. a. What was the highest grade in 
school that you (mother or 
mother substitute) completed? 

__grade a __ 

b. What was the highest grade in 
school completed by the head of 
the household? 

__grade _ b __ 

c. Where did you (mother or mother 
substitute) spend most of your 
childhood? 

City or Town 

State« foreign Country 

_.moved constantly 

U place i.~ unfamiliar, ask: 
How large .a place was that? 

d . Where did the head of the house­
hold spend mos.t of his/her child· 
hood1 

City or Town 

State or foreign Country 

~oved constantly 

If place is unfamiliar, ask: 
How large a place was that? 

·: ~'!ii!e- :--·:''"-:1'"-~~f':!:' ~"'~-s~-r.~--;"' ·~ .. ~-.:..-~:-:.7~~~--~Y-"r.:-7·"""':".~-~ :-'~ 
:(:~~~J~'e; {Rating .. of ; respoild~nVS....: English' . 

.. _!f:;~~;:;{::_usage) ~-_..;:' ' . ~~;~b-1! .. }~;::.:~ :.?;:' .·'::·;::2 
.... ; • · ... 

:~•;:~~ --;',:·~~~:~iza~io,;~-·~:·~~ :~:"·~:-~--·d . -~: ·.·e -; :-
. ·. ·~: 

_.: . .. ·:· .~t -

C--

d_ 

e __ 

__ x6= 

'i·C.'·.a: .(Population ;· of .::: p'tace ·,: wh~re ·. 
:_. :, ;:;;/~ mother ormothersubstitute spent · 

• ' " ;.~ ·;:-:- r childhood-from·question 10c) · a __ 
. ':·<r:i> (i>~i>ulation ot :pl~~~ - ~hei-~ he~d ·· 

<.· .; of household spenf . c::hil~hQOd- . 
. • _'. frorn question 10d} ··· .-; \ · · b __ 

·.: .... - .. - . ' . . ,-

·' ' · . Urbaniz.-.tion Faetoi a .+ b · 

times a year, or 0 ne~ver? c __ 
d . About how often do you go to the Column 2 Subtotal 

get-togethers of social groups 
where people meet ·because they Column t Subtotal 
enjoy doing things together, not 
counting church or religious groups? Urban Acculturation Scale TOTAL 

2 a iew times a month. 1 a few 
times a year, or 0 never? d __ 

Community 0 Participation Factor a. + b + c + d __ X 2 = 

Column 1 Subtotal L 
After asking the questions on the Sociocultural Scaloo, 
turn to page 8 of the record form for the ABIC. 

3 

1 ·-·- -- \ 
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HEALTH HISTORY INVENTORIES 

After asking the ABIC questions, introduce the Health History Inventories by 
saying: 

Now I am going to ask you some questions about __ ·s health. Would you 
please think back to when you were pregnant with --· 

Prenatal/Postnatal Inventory 

Queslions Score 

1. How often did you see a doctor while you were 
pregnant with __ ? ,o 0 regularl ~r, 1 a few t imes, or 2 not at all 

2. Were you sick or did you have any complications 
while you were pregnant with --~ 
__ no __ yes If yes, .1sk: 

What kind of trouble did you have{ 

20 
3. Did you have measles or any other childhood· 

disease like that while you were carrying 
_? 
__ no __ yes It yes, ask: 

What was it you had? 

J·D 
4. Did you have any trouble giving birth to __ ? 

__ no __ yes If yes, ask: 

What was the trouble? 

40 
5. Was -- born earlier than he/she was ex· 

pected? 
__ nu __ yes If yes, ask: 

How many weeks early was __ born? s·o _weeks 

6. How much did __ weigh when he/she was 
born? 60 __ lbs. -OZ . 

Column 1 Subtotal ~ DK l RS 

\ 
\ 
\. 

\ 

\ 
.. \ 

·Questions 

7. a. W·as there anything unusual or was there any-
thing wrong with __ when he/she was 
born? 

Ono 1 yes If yes, .ask: 

b. What was wrong~ 

a+b 

8, a. Was_ born in a hospital? 
1 no Oyes If yes, ask: 

b. How long did __ stay in the hospital after 
he/she was born? 
__ days 

c. Was-- placed in an incubator or oxygen 
tent? 

Ono 1 yes-

a+b+c 

- 9. Was -- an Rh baby? 
o·no 1 yes 

10. a. Did __ have any illness or ·anything wrong 
with him/her during his/her first year? 

Ono 1 yes If yes, ask: 

b. Did a doctor see-- about th is? 
Ono 1 yes 

c. What was the iHness or what was wrong? 

a+b+c 

Column 2 Subtotal 

Column 1 Subtotal 

Prenatal/Postnatal Inventory TOTAL 

4 

,a_ 

b_ 

7 

a_ 

-b _ 

c_ 

a[ 

9[ 

a_ 

b_ 

c_ 

10 ' 

DK 

DK 

DK ' 
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11. a. Has __ ever had a temperature of 104 de­
grees or higher for more than a few hours? 

o-no 1 yes li \ t'~. ·•~i•: a--
b. How long was it before the fever broke.? 

__ hours b __ 
c. Did a doctor see __ about this? 

Score o no 1 yes li H·~. J~l.: c __ 

:r_ 

1--

-
0 
R5 
IRS . 

'hiS 
.~ 

d. What did the doctor say was the matter? 

e. Did __ go to a· hospital because of the 
fever? 

0 no 1 yes li \ ' l'~. a'k: 
I. How long was __ in the hospital? 

__ days 

g. How long was it from the time the fever -started 
until __ was recovered and able to go to 
school or play as usual? 
__ days 

a+b+c+d+e+ ·f+g 

12. a. Has __ ever been knocked unconscious? 
0 no ·1 yes li yes, "~"= 

b. How long was __ unconscious? 
__ hours 

c. How long was it before __ was recovered 
and able to go to school or play as usual? 

_days 

a+b+c 

11 a. Has-- ever been in a coma or "out of 
his/her head" with some illness or from some 
other condition? 

-
. 

.. 

0 no 1 yes li yes, ,a,!.;: 

b. How long was __ in a coma? 
_days 

c. Did a doctor see __ about this? 
0 no ·t yes If vt'' · a• I.: 

d. What did the doctor say was the matter? 

e. Did ___ go to a hospital for this condition? 
0 no ·1 yes II Vt''· .t,k : 

·f. How long was_ in the hospital? 
--.-days-

g. How long was it from the time the coma 
started until_ was recovered and able to 
go to school or play as usual? 
__ days 

d_ 

e __ 

t __ 

8-

nD 
a __ 

b_ 

c __ 

uO 

a __ 

b_ 

c __ 

d_ 

e __ 

f_ 

g_ 

130 
I DK.I RS 

Column 1 Subtotal L ...__...___. 

------------
5 

._ - • I : ": L ~ •• ' ~ . i 

14. a. Has __ ever had an accident or injury that 
troubled him/her quite a bit physically? 

ll no yes .. . L • •• _.-: 

b. Did a doctor see __ about this? 
tJ no : yes , .,_ ,,.;, : 

c. What did the doctor say was the matter? 

d. Did __ go to a hospital to get treatment for 
the accident or injury? 

1.• no I yes ;; • es, .lsic 

e. How long was __ in the hospital? 
__days 

f. How long was it from the time of the accident 
or injury until __ was recovered and able to 
go to school or play as usual? 
__ days 

15. a. Has __ ever had any kind of operationl 
IJ no 1 yes 11 1 l'~. ,,,!,.: 

b. What was the operation for? 

c. Did __ go to a hospital for this operation? 
1: no : yes H ' .. ,, ,l•b. : 

d. How long was __ in the hospital? 
__ days 

e. How long was it from the time of the operation 
until --- was recovered and able to go to 
school or play as-usual? 
__ days 

16. a. Has __ ever been to a hospital for any other 
sickness or trouble you have not already- told 
me about? 

;_;no : yes 

b. How long was __ in the hospital? 
__ days 

c. How long was it from the time the sickness or 
trouble started until __ was recovered and 
able to go to school or play as usual? 
__ days 

a+b+c 

Score 

a __ 

b_ 

c __ 

d_ 

e __ 

f __ 

140 

a __ 

b __ 

c __ 

d _ 

e __ 

150· 

a __ 

b _ 

c __ 

DK RS 
Column 2 Subtotal ....,,.,....4--...t 

OK RS . 

Column 1 Subtotal.,__.....,_, 
DK RS 

I I. 
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Disease and Illness Inventory 

17. 
Questions 

a. Does-- take any kind of medicine or pills 
. regularly for sume condition, not . counting 
· vitamins? 

0 no 1·yes--. If yes, ~sk: 
b. Did·-a doctor say that_ should take this 

medicine? · • . -
· 0 no 1 yes 

c ~0~ ma~y weeks has ~ bee~: takirig thi5'. 
. medicine?- · · · _,. 

__ weeks= 

d. what is the medici~e for? --. 

.. -~ -

· · . '·. · · - a + b + c +. d 

Score 

a___: . 

b_- _ 

c_· ·-· _ .. 

18: a. Has_. -- ever had heart trouble? · 
0 no . ·1 yes . If yes, ~k: . -. 

. b. How much doeS-this -condition interfere with.· 
.__:_:s activities? Is there 

2· considerable. limitation, .' .1 50me: limita.:. 
tion, or 0 none at-all? ·. · · 

c How many d~vs is heishe .j~'~ally.: ~bs~nt from · 
:· school during a _mcinth· because of. heart trou- ·: 

a __ 

' ,; . ... 
.. : :..; .. ~ .-.. . ...... '·' ble? -·. · · .· . ·· -. · . · .' , , ··: ::.-:-: ·· .-... , - · --

. . .. .' ~dayS. :~_- .·: . : ··· , .. _ ·: : :·:: . _. <-: : .. < ~ . . c~ 
.. . ._.,.. ~ .... ·! :-~: ·.·. -- ·· ... .. ·_ ' · 0 

· · · :·: · · a~: +· b +, ~~- 1s · : • • •I ',, ·:· - ~ ... ·~ 

·. , . 

19. ~-Has··-· _.-ever had kidney. trouble? ... . _ . . :· . >- :: , 
_ . · 0· no--. t yes ,. If, yes, ask: -. : , <·· :. · · ._: a-·-· .· 

b. Ho~ inuch does thi~ ·conditio~ int~ii~;~ ;~ith . · · ~.::·,· · · · · 
. .. _ . . ~s activities~ Is ~here ;·. · .· . ~ . . : . .. ·• ; __ :;· . . 

·. 2 c.onsiderable limitation, :_ 1 ~ some · (imita· .. · :·, .. '., .. -: :_ · 
, tion, or·. 0 n·one af all?' · :. - . . ·. · · ·_-. : . b~ _: · 

.: c: How many days is hefshe usuafiy absM.t f~m .: ' . ·: . ·. : ·. 

Questions· j 
22. a. Has --had frequent colds ()1' coughs? . 

0 no 1 yes If yes, ask: 
b. How much does this condition interfere with-
. __ . · 's activities? Is there · . 

2 considerable limitation, ·. 1 some limita· 
. . tion. or 0 none'at-atn ... . - .· 

~- · c. How many days is hefshe usually-absent from· · 
. school d_uring a month because of colds or 
coughs? ' . : . . . ':, . . 

..: · · ·__:_days . ·_ _ ' · .. .. ~ _ : J _ .· . . ;·,· .. 
·. :. . . ~--- . : . 

· : ·. · · a+b+c . 
23. a.lHas _ -_ . ever had r_.ed _measles, al,so called 
· · · . .. two-week measles ot rubeola? · ... : =. _. . :· ··: . 

__ · . 0 no 1 yes . If yes, <tsk~ . _· _ · · .. :' ·:' . ~-- ~ .. 
·. _·b. Was_· - · . 2 vei)r sick; ·1' fairly :~ick~ -or· . >·, ·,· 

· - · o just slightly sick' with measles? · .. : · · · · 
· . C. Did .the illneSs. leave any ~ftereffeet~?' · ~--. :- -:: : 
· o no · .1 yes _. ; · · · ,. _'~-?) 

. • ' ; • • ~ _ · ·! <<:'' . _-.;- : · ~·i:'~ :~ . ~:.· 
24;. a. Has._;__ ever had scarlet fever? "· · . . . . . 

,': : : :/: ·O·_no , 1 y~s ... _._ If yes~ a:s~: , :_:-:-.- ~ ·.'. : ~~:~~· ;· _.;: ~·\<f 
·.-· .. b.: Was~ 2 very sick, . :t fairly side.; oi :_:-..;.<·· 

· - .·.. .. 0 just slightly sick with scarlet fever? .. · ·,·_ ': 
· ·_ :: c. Did ~he illness lecive. an-y _aft~effectsl' : t_: }-~ - :·2 

_ .. ,. : ;- ··o no : 1 yes ; ·. . . · · . . · t : :;·. :.·.: ;:-._:: \ :.:.~:·<~ 
" · .. ·.. . . ·. •' 

·. . - . ·.· · ·-·:: ~ . :-: · · ·.:. =a- ·-f:-·b -+'C"' 
~~~~--------~~~----~~~~------25-. · a. Has--ever had rheumatic fever? .. , . . .· , . 

·: .:, . · .o no ._ 1 yes· >:If yes, ask':-: · .::· >; ·!L · ::-·:·:; ;,; 
- ..... --~b. was·_·_._. : ivery:sick, .1 fairl~ ~ick->~; .. ·.·:;:<.:.: 

. . .. ' 0 just slightly sic~.with rh_eumatic fever?'?, ,_,_: 
.. . :- . ·. . . . . . . . ' . " . ~ · ' 
:. ~-- c Did the. illness leave any aftereffects? ·~ :. ,._<_; - ~ : 

·, .' ::· · ;.~ .. . · _· . _o .no _ 1 ye~ :: · T-.. :::::- :--~~~:~-: :;~:{·:~.~::·0::~~f3~~ :· ' · · school'during. a ~onth because of kidn~ - ' • 
. trouble? : · -- . ,.. . -· · . - >' • .- : -/--~ · ~ 
· · .: ·.--· --da~ -~-~: -~ ·. : .. ·· .·:- ·:-.-.· :;-;:: . ·;. _c2...::_ , . 

·. _, · · ·. ---- ·' \ ~ -> >._, ;. :. :: - ~ l ,/~ · ~ :,: ,·;o~ ~ 
20. a. Has _;_ever had diabetes? : . . . _ ·. · <. · ,· · · . 

. ~ .· .. :_. 0 "(} ' 1"ye9 ~· .. lfYes, a5k:_ ; • . .. ·:· ·, ' : . . ~: .: :: _ _. a_;;;_: 
· . ; ·b. How much does this ·condition>interferewith- ·: :: · · · 

___:.:_"s.activities? Is there:.· : . -· · · · . · · -.;. :.: · · 
_ :· 2 (:onsiderable limitation,. .1· so~~ limita~ ·: .· ·,·-· 

. - ~ .. -,. t_i~n; or_., o none~t~all1. =:· .~· ~:_ ·. ,: ·:· ·-;~:.- . :_ · -"~ --
·. c. How many days is he/she· usually absent . from . . . · . . . 

· schoof:during a month. because of diabetes? · : ·, :-. .'. 
·. : ~days · , -. : . . · .. ; . c~ 

:- ... ' .. -. ~ . 

' .. · :,: · .. , -::;:···· ~ ~ -~~ ~~ , '2oO . ·. : ... -~ :: : . 

21; a. Has.._.:._ ever had cerebra~ pa£syl ·· · ... ' . . :· · ' · . 
· . . · ono. 1yes · lfye5 ~k· · • ·_-.. ·: ·'·a'.:: 

.. -~- 6 a. • •. • • • • • _ . : •• r . • . . ·. ~ ... : ._. · .• : . ~ 

: : . . b: l;fow much· doeHhis condition· interfere with. · ·.' ->·· . 
_. . . ·~s activities? Is there· · · ·. :· . · , ;·_ . -.. .-: · · _:, .. ':·,:;:>-
. .. _.- . : • ·2 .considerable limitation; ._1 some .limita- · · · 
. · .. . .... , :-:.- tion ·or"· 0 none at:all? ·.· '; "· ·_ . "' ' ,.• ·.' . -b-" . : 

... ' .. 
26. · a.Has-~ever had polio? : ·: ·· -: .. :· · 
. . . · . 0 rio .. , y'es · If yes, ask: . · .. --_!, · · ... ~- · -~ .:.< 
· :~-- tT. Was~ · 2 ~,Y sick,: , 1 ~f~·i;h~--~i~k~ h~ :- : _F~: 

i ; . . . . . : 0 just. slightly sick with polio l · '.·. :' -:_:. .: <·:; .• 
:· . -c: Did the illne5s leave -any aftereffertsl. :_· ::· ·.: . . 
· ·.· ·.· . . 0 no t yes . ·- · ·, ·:: .;,· : . _:'{ : . 

--,. . \;. · :~: :~~ .,:::.b ~;~--
27. a. Has_.:_:_ever had diphtheria? . . . . . -..•. 

·· - Ono - lyes . lfyes,ask: · : ·_ ~ ·:_ ~:~: ; •., : .~ 

.·b •. Was~ 2verysick;: _·1 fairiy ;ick:· a~. · ',_·; : -
0 just slightly ~ic;k with diphtherial -~ ·_ ·7: 

-'. -· .': C: Did the illne~s le<Jve any aft~reffects?. '· . _- :~ :: 

~ - - · _o ·no - ~ ves:: _ · ·_; · ·'_:~-->> :~'·. ·:;·:,':_ ;,;·~ ·;_..: __ 
:. ·. ·' · ·, ....- ·: ·. ·. ··; . "a +:b·+ c· 

- 28. :·a. Has ·--- ever had meningitis ,_or _sleeping . 

. . . . ' -- · "' -· . 
·· · ··: ~- C: HOW:manY days_is. h.efshe - UsUaltYabS.~i f~~m 

· · -.- ·. 5choot during a . month because of cerebr.al · 

, ; _._ :_· si~~n~sr; ~~ . - : ~~ - r~~; •s~~- ::.- .. ·- \ '·->-,:.'". - ~~j · :· 
. · . .... b~ w~ _. _._· . 2 verv: sick. 1. filirly sick, or . ~- . 
· . . .· _ . · 0 just slightly sick. with meningitis or_ sleep:-

. \ 

i - .· 

.· . . .' palsy?. · . . -· -.. . _:. :;, ... _< .· .. · ,·~ - < .·. ,. 
· · ' - ·-·-days · · · 

.... ·· 

. , ; 

: ' ;i_ 

·:- .. . 

\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

\\ 
\ 
\ 
\ 

\ 

. - ·, · 

•. ' I 

.. · ' .•·. 

. • . ing sickness? ·. · _ · _ · • . · _ . ·.. · · · 
:~ ·-.. ~.: ~ c. Did the illness leave any· aftereffects? .:~· ·., :i . 
_ , ~-- · 0 nQ 1 yes . - :,: - · . :. · · · ·. ·_ · :. ' · ::::. 

-.... .' '"" : ·, : . ·' . ~ 
· , ·· ·;i+ .b+c 

. 6 ·. -. . ~ . Column 2 ·subtotal 
.. · .. .. · . . -· :-

--- ~ 



· -~--------·· 

Disease and Illness Inventory (continued) 
~~{_------------~~~~------------------,-~----, ~~~--------~·-----Q~u~e~st~i~o~n~s-----------------t-s~·c~o~r~e~ 

·--! 
' b-._: 

B. a. Has_ ever had tuberculosis? 
0 no 1 yes If yes, ask: 

b. Was__ 2 very sick, ·1 fairly sick, or 
o just slightly sick witn tuberculosis? 

c. Did the illness leave any aftereffects? 
0 no 1 yes 

a __ 

b_ 

c __ 

: 
'. . . . 
'-~~ 

a+b+c 290 
22LJ lJ. a. Has-- ever had whooping cough? 

0 no 1 yes If yes, ask: a __ 
~·- .· I · b. Was __ 2 very sick, 1 fairly sick, or 

0 just slightly sick witn whooping· cough? 
·c..Did the illness leave any aftereffects? 

.. _. . · " 
. ' · . ..a~ 

b_ 

o no 1 yes c_·_ 

a+b+c 300 ·~ .... _;/ _: ;"t-------------------------------f-------~ 

~E 
-.. 

;,i ·: ··. - ~ ... ·-
Jt a. Has--· ever had pneumonia? 

0 no 1 yes If yes, ask: 

b. Was__ 2 very sick, 1· fairly sick, or 
0 just slightly sick with pneumonia-l 

' : ~::;...J. . : · c. Did the illness leave an)' aftereff~ts? 

a __ . 

b_-_ 

b.;;;;..: 0 no 1 yes c __ 

:~·{:~··:·t-----------------a~+~b-+.:....c-4-3-1_f==='-l 
~ .. [ 12. a. Has -- ever had an epileptic seizure, a 
- . . : convulsion, or a fit? 
~-£· ~·· 0 no 1 yes If yes, <tsk: 

b. Does-- still have seizures or convulsions? 

a __ 

7.:.;:,.::..:. I 

·.·· ., -

.. 
#~ · ,.. 

. . 
' 

0 no 1 yes 
· c. Was or is he/she on medication? 

Ono 1yes 
· d. How much does this ·condition interfere with 

__ 's activities? Is there · 
. 2 considerable limitation, 1 some limita­

tion, or 0 none -at all? 

33. a. Has -- ever had any other -sickness that I 
haven't mentioned? 

0 no 1 yes If yes, ask: 

b. Was-- 2 very sick, 1 fairly sick, or 
0 just slightly sick with this illness? 

c Did the illness leave any aftereffects? 
Ono 1yes 

b_ 

c __ 

a __ 

b_ 

-r: ·34. As you think about _•s health while he/she 
has been growing up, would you say that he/she 

S . has been sick 

-. 
..;, .. 

2 a lot of the time, 1 fairly o.ften, or 
0 not much at all? 

Column 3 Subtotal 

Column 2 Subtotal 

340· 
DK RS 

t--:=-DK:-:-+~R:-:::S-1 

.,_D~K~~RS=-1 

Column 1 Subtotal P'!!'"""!""~~ 
DK RS 

Disease and Illness Inventory TOTAL ..__....___. 

7 

Vision Inventory 

Questions Sc.on~ 

35. Has _ ever had an .operation .on his/her 
eyes? 

--00 __ yes If yes. ask: . 
What was the operation for? 

• Any Critical Response receives a score of 4. 35-Cl 
36. a. Does __ wear glasses or contact lenses? 

0 no 1 yes If yes, ask: · 
a __ 

b. Does he/she wear them 
0 some C)f the time, or 1 all of the time? b_ 

c. Does hefshe also use a magnifying glass- to 
read better? 

o no ·1 yes c __ 

d. Does __ wear bifocals? ' 
0 no 1 yes d_ 

a+ b +·c + d 360 
37. Do --'s eyelids often become red and swol-

lenr 370 o no 1 yes 

38-. Do _ . _'s eyes often water? 380 o no 1 yes 

39. Are __ 'seyesoften bloodshot o.rdo they look 
pink? 390 0 no t yes 

40. Does -. -- ever say that hisfher eyes- bur~ or 
itch? 400 0 no 1 yes 

41 . Does __ blink or rub ·his/her eyes more than is 
usualr 410 0 no 1 yes 

42. Does __ sometimes close or cover one eye or 
hold hisfher head to one side while reading or 
watching TV? 420 0 no 1 yes 

IDK IRS Vision Inventory TOTAL · ·.,_ . · · 

Hearing Inventory 

Questions Score 

43. Has __ ever had an operation on his/her 
ears? 430 0 no 1 yes· 

44. Does __ have trouble locating the source of 
sounds? 44'0 0 no 1 yes 

45. Does __ wear a· hearing aid? 450 0 no 1 yes 

I OK IRS 
Hearing Inventory TOTAL · 

Then say: . . 
Well, that finishes the interview. Let me check quickly 
to make certain that we have covered everything. 

After checking, say: 
Thank you very much for your time. 

\ 

• c . l 

1 

.j 

I 

I 



\ 

\ 
I 

\ 
' ' 

\ 
\ 

\ 

----------_ ··- ·· 

) 

1 __ 

2 __ 

] __ 
4 __ 

s_ 

6 __ 

:u 
g __ 

10 __ 

n __ 
12 __ 

1J __ 

14 __ 

15--

16Q 

17_ 

18 __ 

,, __ 
20 __ 

21--

22--

21TI 
24 

25--

~ 

ADAPTIVE 'BEHAVIOR INVENTORY FOR CHILDREN (ABIC) 

(The ABIC questions are on pages 35-55 of the Parent Interview Manual.) 
For each question asked. enter o. 1. :!. :".:(No Opportunity or Not Allowed). or DK (Don't 
Know) in the answer space. 

First, ask questions 1 through 35. Next, find the starting-point question appropriate for 
the age of the child. (Starting-point questions are marked with arrows.) 

TO LOCATE B:\SELINE: Work backward from the starting-point question until there 
are 8 consecutive 1, 2. or DK responses not interrupted by a o or K (Veracity questions, 
indicated by circles, are not included.) 

TO LOC.-\TE CEILING: From the starting-point question, work forward until there are 
8 consecutive 0 or ~ responses nol interrupted by a 1, 2. or DK. (Veracity questions. 
indicated by circles. are not included.) . 

26 __ 51 __ 76 __ 
101II 126Q 151 __ 176 __ :n 'Z'I __ 52 __ _ :o 102 127_ 152 __ ,"n 28 __ 53 __ 103 __ 128_ 153_ 178 ~11- 203 __ 

29 __ 54 __ 79 __ 104 __ 129 __ 154_ 179 __ 204 __ 

30.:...._ 55 __ -ao __ 105 __ 130_ 155 __ .18 180 __ 205 __ 

:u 56 __ 81 __ 106_ 131_ 
156a 

181 __ 206_ 
57 __ 82_ 107 __ 112 157 182 __ 207 __ 

l] __ . 58 __ 83 __ 108 __ 133:a 158 __ 183 __ 208_ 
]4 __ . 59 __ 84 __ 1()11 . 134_ 159_ 184 __ 209 
35 __ 6() __ as __ 

noD: 135_ 160 __ 185 __ 21oD 

J6_ 61 __ 86Q 111 __ 136 __ 161_ 186Q 211 __ 

37_ 62 __ tfl __ 112 __ 137-_ 162 __ 187_ 212-
J8 __ 6] __ 88 __ 113_ 138-

163:0: 
188_ 213 __ 

J9 __ 64 __ 89 __ 114 __ 139_ 164 189 __ 214 __ 

40 __ 65 __ 9()_ 115 __ 140_- ':J!165 __ 19() __ 215_ 

41-- 66_ 91 __ 116_ 141Q 166_ 191 __ 
216:a 

42_ 67_- 92_ 
117D 

·~142_ 167_ 192 __ 217 

41-- (,8 __ :n 118 143_ 168 __ 
1930 

218_ 
44 __ 69 __ 119 __ 144 __ 169_ 194 __ 219_ 

45 __ 70 __ 95 __ .r-120 __ 145_ 170_ 195 __ 220 __ 

46 __ 71-- ,- ~96 __ 121- 146 __ 171Q 196 __ 221-_ 

47 __ 7'J. __ 97_ 122-- 147 __ 172 __ 197 __ 222_ 

48--
73 __ 98 __ 12]_ 148 173 __ 198 __ 223_ 

149:.0: 49-- 74-- 99_ 124-- 174 __ 199 __ :n so __ :'Si75-- 100-- 125_ 150_ 175-
20() __ 

After asking the ABIC questions. turn to page 4 of the record form for the Health History Inventories. 

v N 

.[] D - -

F 

DK 

D Discontinue scoring if any of the following critical values are obtained: 
V = 4 or more N = 30 or more 

c-Ity 

c 
,_loti•liono 

p 

DK = 9 or more 

226_._ 

w __ 
228 __ 

229 __ 

230_ 

Z11 ___ 

232_ 

m_ 
234_ 
Z15 __ 

2]6_ 

237_ 

ZJ8_- -

239_ 

240_- -

241_ 

242 __ 

• 

No. of 2's: __ X2=-- __ XZ=- _x2=_ --X2=-- __ X2=-- _x2=-

No. oft's and DK's: __ Xl=- __ xt.=-- --Xl=-- __ Xl=-- __ Xl=-- __ Xl=--

-, 
I 

Total: 

\ 
\_ 

\ 
\ 
\ 

RS- RS- RS- RS- RS- RS-

8 
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APPENDIX D 
NAME: SCHOOL: ------------------------

.11-.hnior 

Regular & Open 
1. 01iginality .. -

HAHNEMANN BEHAVIOR .SCALE RESULTS 

Item Scarll!l 

Classes 
:s_ ,,. ........ ,. -

Raw 
Scot a 

STANDARD SCO~E PROFilE 
-2SD ·lSD 0 +150 +2SD 

d ..... OPI ·- ···~·· 
27-

2. hldepef'dtnt comp. :zs_ •w•r• S3----------------------+---; ·~d~. , I I· • ~ ,1llllt~~~~'!II~1f! I11ll~m!l~llll!1 ,3 t~: 1

18 20 

.Lnrnint '"""'' ~9- P•alon 57 -
OtOefti&. 51_ 

3. lnvolvamtnt brlnOI ,_ ... ow 22_ -------=-----.;:::.;;_ _______ _,t----1 ::~ 
8 

~~~ 
1

~ ••

2

• ~ I~i~~1/im~/1 mfll~~rul~~fi ! ~.
8 

•
3

~ ~
2

• • 

, ....... ,.. ·- r-<•Pt... "'' .. .,.,. 13- E . 8 10 :~~:W=,~dJJt;~ w~~~JW~f 22 24 2t 

4. P.oducti•• "''"' 
.,_ ....... _. sa_ r•oct . .,. , 1 !!{)n!f=i!i!!Im¥. :H!i!¥-!iU!!i~!~; 1 

with peen rltPOnda 54_ -· :r ~ 1 s. !w!i!,tt!i!ii~ !W~,~i!i!!!,L! 19· 21 

5. httellectu.JI IQIIOWI 111_ IWIYid •a-----:-----------------..._--1 '"''"· , . , !ji~ll!Wi1i~!!W '11Wlmi!!~!!!~' · , • , 1, , 11 

-------------------=----+----1 d•p•nd. ~ ~ :ij~JW/lf;j~iJ/HJ~ililjj~UiJ l!; 16 18 0 24 depo!nderu;y loolr.a 2!1_ ch"lc .. 56_ 

G. flifu,. 
.•.. ..... 7 ._ ..... :n_ 
••llderag. 15- .,.,..,.L. 45_ 

an•iety 
••PKl 23-

,,;,ure , • : :}i :~':CYH ,m~~~E:i!HY 1 1 r ,, , 1,1 

7. Unreltec· claim• 17- tuU\M 55.....:... 

anziety :5 1 f~~~~)i,,Hii~i)! ~1~:~!~~~~~!1!!!1 19 21 ~3 2W 

------------------------4----1 Unr•f . , JHH!iHJiWHiili! ';H!!i[f[~~Jf[i!~ ! , 
1 

, 
1 

CinntSI c:onclud. 2IS- 3
. : lill~Jiillll1illltli!!ili!li~W!W 11 c ,~ 17 

B.··hrelnant •••II"· "'- ...... "'"' 20_ lrrel • , i~mmntfHiF ·mimHnmm:r 1 • • 1 

I Ilk •n.-wr.-. 11- lrr ... 30_ ...... • !iHH6 iHii!"~ -HH/HitQjit 12 14 

9. Soci.JI lonrl pair." 10-. dlllrac& 28_ 

·· in.;,olwement •""GYW 
,._ ...... ..... _ . WIW!Im!WI!m 'il!l!lll!mlwmr , I , _. _Ll .SO<:iel 

illvoht , 4 !~:W!!.~!!!!iii* iii!J31iiiJ~;!!: 16 1a 20 22 

10. Negative C-leln 2- -"··· :z•-
. fealings 

.., ...... , . ·- ··- 43_ 

d•"•• , .. _ iW!lilil!~li!i!li [ il~!!i~l~i!l~!!t~ I I I I 11111111' 
IMiin .. 

Open Classes Only 
11. Hol&iing ch.,.OI 38- ftv- 46_ 

bKII· oblhr. 38"- timid· so_ 
witt.dr8Wn ,low ... ,_ 

Hd. 8aclo 

s Lfi!~!!!U:iJJ !i~~b!t~!i!) 19 .2 1. 2~ • 3' 

12. Critiul· uhla. ··- P-• a,_ Crlt, e.llrnpt ' ~~iiiH\!HUiiH!; ii i!!!f!i~i!!~ii!! t I I !JhHI 

CQmp~t. mOI'OIIII. 11, - uowecep. :It-

Regular Classes Onlv 
13. Blaming no help ,_ _,_ 

·~-
notcaQ 34- , ...... d !12_ 

14. ApPfoxll 10 tallt 32- frlan<~ly 40_ 
to 

11acll~r off• :1!1- cl- !It_ 

Added I-tems 
lnuten,lon ::11- 3~-

II 
-? ;:: :: . :::;:: :: .4 . :: : : :: ::::: ::,6 :. :: :: 

Ac;ecteml_c_A_c_h_,,_....,_._"_t_s_o _________ .....L __ ...J. ___ 1L._,J.._,;JL--- ~~;.:u:=:=:: : :::= ::~::;:;,;::; :; : ,. 
I 

ABIC (Adaptive Behavior 
Family: 
Community: 
Peer Relations: 
Non-Academic Roles: 
Earner/Consumer: 
Self-Maintenance: 

WISC-n v. 
P. 
F.S. 

·---~ - .·--·-····-- ·····--··- · . 

SOMPA RESULTS 
Inventory) 

ELP v. 
P. 
F.S. 

on ,.... 
en 

--"i 
"' = ... 
.&: 
~ ... 
~ 
el 
.X ... ... 
> ·o. 

111 .. 
~ 
0 .. 
u 
• 
~ 
• 

·, 

I r· 

J 



i 

I 
~-

. - _j 

Black 
LH White 

Chicano 

64 Total 

Black 
RSP White 

Chicano 

26 Total 

APPENDIX· E 

Table 26 

Number of .Black, White and Chicano LH and RSP Students 
!Q! Placed Using the SOMPA ABIC, SOMPA ELP and WISC-R 

Based ·Upon Mercer's 3rd Percentile Criteria and · 
the Number Who ~ Selected 

SOMPA ABIC SOMPA ELP 

.Selected Missed Selected Missed Selected 

20 3 22 1 16 
22 4 22. 4 20 
1-4 1 14 "l 12 

56 8 58 6 48 

7 0 6 
7 0 

0 3 
4 0 4 

15 0 15 
15 0 

26 0 24 
26 0 

WISC-R 

Missed 

9 
6 
3 

18 

1 
"1 
o. 

2 

to identify for Special Education, 
*Jrd Percentile on an IQ test (70) used 
21 or less scored on the SOMPA ABIC. 

I 

_ ___ I 



~-- · 

-------- .-- -··. 

.Ethnic 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

.Black 

White 

Chicano 

Black 

White 

Chicano 

APPENDIX F 

Table 27 

Mercer-• s Means and Abridged SOMPA Means for the WISC-R 
Subtest Scores for Blacks, Whites and Chicanos 

Test Mercer's Means Abrid2ed SOMPA Means 
(Yaryan Study) 

WISe-R· 
Verbal Scores 88.7 80.6 

" 102.0 82.0 

" 87.7 84.3 

WISC-R Performance 
scores 90.1 83 ... 4 

" 103.8 90.0 

" 97.9 96.4 

WISC-R Full-
Scale Scores 88.4 80.6 

• 103.1 84.7 

• 91.9 ll9.3 

. - ·· .. __ . ~,... _,__, - -~ --=·'""" -~ .. :-.. --· - --------- . 
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