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COMPARISON OF THE SYSTEM OF MULTICULTURAL PLURALISTIC
ASSESSMENT AND THE HAHNEMANN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL BEHAVIOR
SCALE WITH SPECIAL 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 Chicanoc Learning
Handicapped (LH) and Resource Specialist Program (RSP) fourth
grade-age students. LH students in the Sacramento City
Unified School District system were considered more
academically handicapped than RSP students. If these various
tests were found to be redundant, valuable time and money
could be saved and the requirements 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. Permission 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 subtests. 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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CHAPTER I
THE PROBLEM, HYPOTHESES, AND

DEFINITION OF TERMS

Introduction

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 time spent on
assessment procedures when the test scores have resulted
in misplacement of their children (Oakland, 1979). The
problem of misclassification has centered around assess-—
ment instruments which have discriminated against minority
students 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 assurance 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 which, based upon traditional testing instruments,



have misrepresented the—abilities of minority group
children (Sterhouse, 1967).

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 states:

Procedures to ensure that testing and

evaluation materials and procedures utilized

for the purpose of evaluation and placement

of handicapped children will be selected and

administered so as not to be racially or

culturally discriminatory. Such material or
procedures shall be provided and adminis-

tered in the child's native language or mode

of communication unless it 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 ionger will districts be allowed to place children in
special education classes with the use of only one testing
instrument.

Black and other minority children have been over-
represented in classes for the mentally retarded while
under~represented in classes for the physically handi-
capped (Oakland, 1973). This under-representation has
been attributed to current 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 specific test
instruments. It was left to the discretion of the school
districts 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 were not {Linn,
1976). For practical reasons, tests have been preferred
over other tools of assessment as they are less cumbersome
and time consuming (Brinson, 1976). They can also be more
objective and consistent than subjective measures such as
anecdotal records or charting of behévior, 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 years. Publishers and authors of these tests
have argued the merits of these tests while some profes-
sionals in the field have questioned their usefulness (Gay
& Abraham, 1973; Williams, 1974). Tt has been suggested
that such tests should be abandoned because they reflect
middle class values and contain material jirrelevant to

— ” 3 . e that
minorities. However, there is no conclusive evidenc

1 P . & these
IQ tests discriminate against minorities even though

n
students have been less successful on these tests tha

White students (Ornstein, 1977).
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Mercer (1975) contended that IQ tests measured what
a chilé has learned about the dominant Anglo culture and
were a gocd 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 IQ tests can
provide important data for school personnel. Used alone,
however, IQ tests can be misleading as they do not assess
all areas of the child's ability (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 scales 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, 1974). 1In using adaptive measures a

child is assessed on a variety of experiences rather than

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

measurement was critical to assess fully a child and

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

incorporated this concept in her System of Multicultural

Pluralistic Assessment (SCMPA) with the Adaptive Behavior

Inventory for Children (ABIC). The ABIC provided a method



of assessing a child in his/her home environment by inter-
viewing the child's parent.

One objective of PL 94-142 is to eliminate the use
of the single criterion such as a single IQ score for
placing children in special education classes. Handi-
capped children can no longer be identified solely by
means of tests of intelligence, although this does not
mean that IQ is not to be used (MacMillan & Meyers,

1977). One approach has been to use existing IQ test data
together with interviews with parents and teachers.

Mercer (1976) utilized this process in the System of
Mulgicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA).

Incorporated within the SOMPA was an Estimated Learning
Potential (ELP) component which utilized IQ test scores in
conjunction with the child's ethnic, social, and economic
background. This was intended to more accurately reflect -
a child's academic potential (Mercer, 1976). The SOMPA
also included a parent interview. This measure was called
the Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC) and
was intended to measure the child's adaptive 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
children in programs to meet their educational needs.

Statement of the Problem

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 tocls. Since no assessment instruments have
been specified py,law, questions arose as to which
assessment instruments would best meet the intent of the
law and, indeed, be culturally fair. It was incumbent
upon school districts to find assessment tools which
provided the necessary information on the minority child
and which also assessed on a culturally fair basis. It
was also important that those tools selected provide
information which was useful to classroom teachers.

Many proposals have been made as to how this
assessment can best be done economically but very little
empirical evidence existed to support the various
approaches. Dces information which teachers provide on
existing scales such as the time saving HESB provide
information as meaningful as that obtained from the more
extensive interviewing required by the SOMPA?

Specifically, do the teachers' 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?

To further validate and specifically determine the
relationship between behavioral measures such as the HESB
and SOMPA ABIC, studies should be conducted to find the
test performance differences between the ethnic groups.
Relationships between 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 shouid 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
abridged 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

provided the same information had the WISC-R been used

~alone. If the information is redundant then a low cost



alternative could be used without discriminatory

implications.

Significance of the Study

Answers to the above questions would seem to have a
direct impact on the selection of students for special
education. Findings from this 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 requirgd in long interviews more
.profitably by cbserving their children in classrooms
and/or helping 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 success.

Rationale

Since the Sacramento City Unified School District
(5CUSD) presently uses the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children-Revised (WISC-R) in conjunction with other
academic 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 SCMPA and the HESB. The SOMPA, which includes
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the WISC-R as a part of the assessment process, has been
suggested by the State Department of Education as the test
to assess culturally different children for special
education.

The SOMPA incorporates a medical model, a social
model, and a pluralistic model. These three models
requ}re.five hours for completion. 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 behavior 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
competence in: the family role, the community role, peer
group role, student role, earner/consumer role, 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 similar
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experiential backgrounds on tests such as the WISC-R allow
for assessment of the potential for learning. 1In order to
make comparisons, a student must be located in his/her
particular "sociocultural space". The sociocultural
scales measure: socioceconomic status; degree of Anglo
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 group by multiple
regression procedures. This distribution sets the
continuum for comparing WISC-R scores. The student's
relative standing in this predicted sociocultural
distribution of WISC-R scores provides an index of
Estimated Learning Potential (ELP).

Because of the time required to administer the
complete SOMPA and the limited professional staff 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 PL 94-142 concerning
non~-discriminatory testing requirements.

This study anaiyzed data obtained from LH and RSP

teachers of 30 Black, 30 white and 30 Chicano students in
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the fourth grade 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 spécial education (Swerdlik,
1978) and because those of fourth grade age were chiefly
referred for academic and behavioral reasons rather than
for emotional needs (Richardson, 1976). RSP students were
considered to need only part-time remedial help, while LH
students required a full-time program in which more than
50% of their time was spent in a self-contained special
education classroom.

The SCUSD does not use medical information directly
in its placement 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: Blind; 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

scales.

The HESB, which can be completed in approximately
ten minutes by the classroom teacher, does not require the
presence of a psychologist or a parent. It deals with
observable behaviors. The HESB has several advantages:

a) it requires little time to complete; and, b) no parent
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conference is needed for the scale to be completed. 1In
the interest of time and additional relevant information,
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 Base 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 which children would be successful in the public
schools and which 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 since 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 minoriiy group children (Mercer, 1976;
Oakland, 1976).

Developed after the Binet IQ test were three
approaches tc assessment. These approaches assessed
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
between 1963-1965 to locate mentally retarded persons in
the Riverside, California area. Mental 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 as mentally
retarded and those considered naormal (Mercer, 1971).

It was discovered that:

1. Public Schools did most of the labeling

of mental retardation.
2. Public Schools relied mainly upon IQ

tests in making their diagnosis.
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Children were labeled as retarded chiefly
in the elementary grades.

Teachers were the primary referral source
for children and these children were
tested by psychologists.

Black and Chicanos were more likely to be
scored or labeled retarded than were
Whites.

School age children, Black or Spanish
surname and of lower socioeconomic class,
were over-represented in classes for the
retarded.

Children who were White and from higher
economic status were underlabeled.
Children from lower sociceconcmic status
were more likely to be "situationally
retarded” i.e. retarded in school from
8:30 - 3:00, but regarded in the home and
community as normal.

Lay persons tended to label only the
physically and mentally retarded not the
learning handicapped child as mentally

retarded.

Based on information obtained in the aforementiocned

study Mercer developed the SOMPA to meet the following

criteria:



A person is retarded if he/she fails both

intellectually and adaptively.

An IQ test cannot be the sole criterion

for identification of retarded children.

The measure of adaptive behavior must:

a. TCover 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 genéral population;

d. Be representative of the norms of the
social system.

The method must distinguish between the

socioculturally modal'persdn who is sub-

normal in adaptive behavior and subnormal

in IQ test performance from the socio-

culturally nonmodal person who demon-

strates the same low ability. It must

also have pluralistic norms so0 that a

child could be compared with cothers from

similar socioeconomic backgrounds.

A child must be seen from an adaptive as

well as an intellectual level to

determine his/her potential. Children

who are low functioning intellectually

1%
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but normal adaptively must be seen in
light of both measurements, not just

intellectually.

Hahnemann Elementary School Behavior Scale (HESB).

The HESB was developed by Spivack & Swift (1969b) to aid
teachers and school personnel in evaluating 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 meetiny the demands of school. It
was further assumed that the attitudes and motivations
regarding learning are important to educators {(Spivack &
Swift, 1972).

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 apprecaches. Items were
chosen which covered a wide range of behaviors and
included both adaptive and maladaptive behaviors.

The developers of the HESB concentrated on avoiding
ambiguity and on including those factors contributing to
academic success. The factors 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 that the child must
be seen in total. To do this various behaviors were
observed, and twelve classroom behaviors were tapped as
being 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 closeness with the teacher, and need
for achievement recognition. The HESB measured these
behaviors and included a profile showing the child's
strengths and weaknesses behaviorally. While this scale
is not widely used for identifying special education
students, it could prove beneficiél to assess children
from a teacher's expectation level. It would be helpful
to know whether teacher judgement of a child's performance
correlates with extensive testing procedures. If such a
correlation could be found valuable time could be saved
when assessing children 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 intelligence 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) considered intelligence to be
global, a multi-faceted entity rather than a unigquely
defined trait. The WISC-R avoids singling out one ability
as being most critical and it avoids equating general
intelligence with intellectual ability. The WISC-R
attempts to probe intelligence in as many ways as pos-
sible. Non-intellectual factors such as drive, attitude,
and sensitivity to surroundings operate at all levels and
affect capabilities. Since the WISC-R is individually
administered, the examiner should be aware of these
factors. |

Wechsler (1974b) believed that a wverbal and perfor-
mance subdivision is necessary to measure intelligence.
Component tests, six verbal and six performance, 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 background, adaptive behavior,
observable behavior, in addition to intellectual potential

were critical in proper placement of children into special
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education classes; b} intellectual potential should not be .
the sole criteria for placement; c)} minority students must
not be seen as separate populations, but as one group in
order for non-discriminatory testing to occur; d) parents
and teachers who live and work with minority students
considered for special education were an integral part in
the assessmernit 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 (Spivéck & 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:

H There will be a positive correlation between

1°
the teacher scored HESB and the psychologist scored SOMPA
ABIC.

Hy. There will be a positive correlation between
the ELP verbal, performance and full-scale scores and a)
the HESB; b) -the SQOMPA ABIC.

H3, There will be a positive correlation between
the WISC-R verbal, performance and full-scale and a) the

HESB; b) SOMPA ABIC.
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84. There will be significant differences among
the means of the Blacks, Whites and Chicanos on a) SoMPA
ABIC; b) SOMPA ABIC subtest scores; c¢) SOMPA ELP verbal,
performance and full-scale scores; and d) the HESB.

Hg. There will be differences 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 the following

definition of terms will be used:

Minority children: Groups of children who share

certain racial and ethnic similarities 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 their school enrollment form

represented that group in this study. The Chicanos

included in this study 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 English are not eligible for LH or RSP placement in

SCUSD.

The SOMPA-abridged version: The abridged version of

the SOMPA included the administration of the Adaptive

Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC) and the Estimated

Learning Potential (ELP). The SOMPA ABIC, including the

administration of the subtests 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 stated. The SOMPA ELP
includes an 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 WISBC-R requiring an additional 75

minutes.

Hahnemann Elementary Behavior Scale (HESB): A

teacher completed behavior scale which requires ten
minutes to complete. This instrument involved recording
on a numerical scale the frequency of occurence of a
particular observable behavior. .

Learning Handicapped (LH) students: LH students are

a subset of special education children. They function at
~or below the 3rd percentile based on chronological age in
two or more academic areas és assessed by sp;cific
standardized tests. 1Included in this criteria for LH
placement is an exceptional placement. Exceptional
placement calls for a "staff judgment®™ which accurs when
the entire assessment team and parents feel the student's
needs can best be met by LH placement. LH students
require special education assistance in a self-contained

classroom for more than half of their school day.



22

Resource Specialist Program (RSP) students: These

students are also a subset of special education but regquire
less academic assistance. They are functioning at two or
more levels below the grade level expected for their
chronological 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 associated
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 ABIC; b) the
ELP verbal, performance and full-scale results and the
HESB and SOMBA ABIC; 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 d?scussed. The general hypotheses 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
classes is presented in the following pages. Material
reviewed will be organized in five sections: a) identifi-
cation and labeling minority children for special educa-
tion; b) the use of IQ tests to measure intellectual
potential in the evaluation process; c) the use of
adaptive scales for special class placement; d) an alter-
native to the use of a single assessment tool for place-
ment of students in special eéucation: The System of
Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA); and e) the
use of teacher observation scales in the assessment

procedure.

Identification of Special Education Minority Students

The importance of accurately identifying minority
students feor 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 hest 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. Assessment, labeling, and

placement of students has long been of concern to
educators. The most salient controversy has been over
labeling students to exclude them from 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 large numbers of their members in
épecial education classes (Jones, 1972).

In 1840, 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 deaf,
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 general education for handi-
capped children, and, by 1911, about 100 large cities had
such classes (Dunn, 1968). These classes were a result of
parent pressure and teacher requests to find alternative
placement for problem students. Those students who were
Placed at the teacher's request were classified as
retarded, behavior disordered or specific learning

disabled. As a result, students were either a part of the
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reqular program or completely excluded by placing them
into special self-contained day schocols (Richardson, 1976).

With the compulsory education laws of the middle
19th century and becausé of pressure to serve students
with a broader range of individual differences, schoecls
became more sophisticated and imaginative. In order to
sort and classify, children were viewed in terms of their
age, socioeconomic status, skin pigmentation and ability
{({Dunn, 1968; Mercer, 1976; Richardson, 1976).

This exclusion from regular 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 segregation was accomplished by health and
character sanctions mandated by law, which appeared to be
based in part upon excluding undesirable "foreign"
cultures from segregated schools (Mercer, 1976). 1In 1947
segregation statutes were repealed from the Education
Codes. By historical accident, special education classes
for the retarded were.mandated the same year. As a
result, segregation was accomplished through the use of
the special education class. Educators saw that they
could segregate students and at the same time receive
additional money for it. When suspension 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 “"undesirables” continued until the parents of
these students, who had been placed in special classes,
filed lawsuits against the education system. The family
members contended that their children had been discrim-
inated against and that their children did not need these
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 cf 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 their children. These parents further contended
that there had been no due process, that IQ testing did
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 Education came

to trial in Northern California. The court found that
seven of the nine 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 questioned 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 classes, 2,769 fewer Blacks and
1,822 fewer Whites (Laosa, 1974; Cakland, 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 IQ test, were inappro-
priately classified. The plaintiffs contended that
existing IQ 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, has caused major concern about

labeling 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 label
and for what purpose? Are the problems ¢f labeling worth
it?

Labeling: purposes and problems. Labeling became

an end in itself 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 fof them (Swan,
1977). The use of labels such as “"culturally deprived® or
"socially disadvantaged®™ led to assumptions about children
that consequently reduced the effectiveness of the
original label. 1Individuals 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-
viduals; however, labeling often led to differential
treatment and kept students, especially minorities, from
educational opportunities. Thus, the purposes of labeling

were overshadowed by the problems this process created.
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Burke (1975) pointed out that labeling a child,
especially a Black chiid, perpetuated society's belief
that Blacks were less able to achieve high goals 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 Blacks and
Chicanos found in special classes for the retarded
circumstantially supported 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 "label™ (Henderson, 1975).

Three-fourths of the children labeled as learning
handicapped or behaviorally disordered caﬁe 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, rather
than a remedial one (Gallagher, 1972). Less than 10% of
the children placed in special education classes were
returned to the regular 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

wiolated the right of children to be assessed as multi-
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dimensional persons, their right to be fully educated,
their right to be free of stigmatizing labels, and their
right to cultural identity and respect.

Problems and Effects of the Labeling Process

Serious questions about screening, evaluation and
placement procedures for children labeled as needing
special educatien have arisen (Weintraub & Abeson, 1974).
Criteria for placement in special education 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,
1974). Thus, unless children, specifically minority
children, were evaluated with appropriate assessment
tools, taking into 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 schoel educators
outnumbered those labeled by peaple in other institu-
tions. This labeling resulted from critical decisions
made by teachers, principals, 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
{dentified "at risk®™ had been selected on the basis of

fragmentary and selective test findings (Keogh, 1973).
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The result was a disproportionate number of lower socio-
economic Black and Chicano students being placed in
special education classes (Mercer, 1972b).

Concerned educators 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 further research to géin more information
about the cause, prevention, and treatment of these
conditions, Labeling also helped obtain additional funds
through legislation. Excessive use of labeling, on the
other hand, could be a means of protecting and placating
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 social 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 issue, 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 for special education classes

o
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based solely on their cultural differences, 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
measured. If a Black child did 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 that Blacks were forced to wear
inferior labels (Ladner, 1975).

Chicano students have suffered the same fate. They
have traditionally been over-represented 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, 19737 Mercer,

1976). The inappropriate use of materials and tests has

resulted in children being mislabeled, and labeling by

schools has had a long reaching effect. Individually, in

many cases, this label followed the child the rest of
his/her school career. Collectively, labelind has
resulted in legal challenges to the labeling process and
caused a state legislative response. pL 94-142, the Bill
of Rights for Handicapped Children, addressed this issue

: -discrim-
at the Federal level, specifically 1n the non-d 1
i t of this
inatory testing section of the lav. as a resul

tive setting

law, the Office of Education issued a direc
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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 of assessment materials

(MacMillan and Meyers, 1977).

Summary of 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 labeling
served to place children in special classes where 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, children, 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 practiced as well as a study of the
use of a teacher assessment device for placement of

Special Education students.

The Use of the IQ Test to Assess the Cultural Minoritx

The use of the IQ test as the major assessment tool

D — &
———
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for placing children in special education has been sup-
ported and criticized since the testing movement
originated. 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 began 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 regular
school (Mercer, 1972a). Binet was interésted in measuring
those abilities which were most critical in daily school
functioning (Mercer, 1974). 1If the children were unsuc-
cessful on the Binet measure, they were placed 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 I, the American Psychological Association formed
committees to develop a test for measuring mental abili-
ties. 1In May of 1917, one such committee assembled to
develop an examination designed to segregate military
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, Yerkes, and Terman,

developed the Army Alpha Test. This test.successf011y
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identified men who made satisfactory officers (Mercer,
1972a; Childs, 1976). As a result of this success,
civilian testing was recommended.

‘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) . Individually administered intelligence tests 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 IQ test, the Stanford-Binet (5-B), published in
1916 was widely used; and immediately after the war,.a
group test was published. Within 30 months after first
publication, some 4,060,000 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 IQ scores to identify men-

tally retarded people. Those found to be retarded on

these group tests were sterilized. Over 27,000 people,

mostly foreign born, were sterilized - 12,180 in

California (Marks, 1977). While the group IQ test was
popular in determining the intellectual abilities of a
large group of people, it was the individually admin-

istered IQ test which received the most attention

{(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 class children. Their studies showed that
lower class children consistently scored lower on their
tests than did middle or upper class children. Questions
as to the fairness of these tests arose. The controversy
continued into the 1960's when Federally funded programs,
such as Héad 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;
Hilliard, 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 (13977), 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 achievers. 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 pertaining to the labeling of ethnic minority

children inte school practice (MacMillan & Meyers, 1977).

In such litigation, the courts consistently ruled that
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individual tests of intelligence discriminated against
minority children. These court cases dealt with the
question of what constituted discriminatory testing when

IQ tests were utilized.

Early challenges to mental testing. Intelligence

tests have caused the greatest furor, since it was the IQ
test 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 screening, selec-
tion and placement 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 tests are

the major factor considered when children are placed
(0akland, 1974; River, Mitchell, & Williams, 1975).
Ability tests have been attacked by some observers
for suppressing individuality (Wesman, 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
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misinterpreted and misused. Tests of ability have also

been challenged because they measure rigid and static
characteristics (Rivers, Mitchell & Williams, 1975).

An important theme of ghe 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 IQ test (Cronbach, 1975). 1In early studies of data

from the Army Alpha tests, Brigham concluded that
immigrants were "morons", unable to do more than perform
common labor tasks (Cronbach, 1975)

From 1945-1953, sociologists contended that tests

underestimated the ability of students from low socio-

economic classes (Cronbach, 1975). -Eells et al. (1951)
conducted studies which concluded that low socioeconomic
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 severely criticized 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 and, somewhat later, the National

Education Association. While actions by these groups were

instrumental in promoting changes, most school districts

continued to disregard their concerns. Court cases were a

result (Oakland, 1973). Some court challenges centered

around the use of the IQ test as the sole criterion for

placement intc special classes. The discussion of spe-
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cific IQ tests and their role in special class placement
became a target for changes.

Questions of cultural fairness and validitys: major

problems in IQ testing. 1In 1968, at a meeting of the

American Psydhological Association, the Black Psycholo-
gists Association presented a manifesto which asked for a
moratorium on testing with students having disadvantaged
backgrounds (Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick, & 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 Black population {(Jackson, 1975). However,
Ornstein (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 IQ was equally fair for predicting academic
achievement for minority students, or whether these tests
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 (1976) detailed an analysis of
systematic cultural bias which occurred in diagnostic
procedures. This bias resulted in distributions of IQ
}scores for Blacks being one standard deviation lower than
Whites.

Another essential concept in the evaluation of a
test is its validity. Content validity is relevant when
the tester wants to know how well a subject knows par-
ticular information. This concept is particularly import-
ant for achievement tests. Construct validity measures

the degree toc which a person possesses a trait or

quality. Criterion related validity measures the extent

to which test scores are related to a gocially 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 IQ tests did not have

idity with non-dominant ethnic groups

good predictive val
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| Studies have shown that the ethnic background of the
evaluator is important. Black students have been shown to
perform 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 not a critical factor in increasing test
scores; what was critical was proper testing procedures.
Even tests designed specifically for use with one cultural
group were 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 definifion implied a particular set of value
judgments (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
itself allows one to label a test as either biased or
valid (Sandoval, 1979). After examining available facts,
individuals may arrive at different judgments about bias.

Cleary, et al. (1973), defined a test as biasad 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
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set 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 successful, should 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 IQ tests consistently disc;iminated against minority
groups (Mercer, 1972b; Jackson, 1975; Williams, 1975;
Swerdlik, 1978). Darlington (1971) felt that the term
"cultural fairness"™ 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 one single alternative to the definition of selection
fairness (Hunter, Rauschenberger & Schmidt, 1978).

IQ tests. The instruments used for measurihg the
intelligence of students have varied greatly (Darcy,
1963). IQ tests were used in many schools as the basis,
sometimes the scle basis, for assigning students to
special classes (Eells, Davis, Hauighurst, Herrick &
Tyler, 1951). It has been shown in numerous studies 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 verbal IQ tests with
Mexican~American children was shown by a study where

results of non-verbal IQ correlated higher with grade
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point average than did verbal IQ 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, 1978). 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 IQ tests. In one study Chicanos
scored lower on verbal tests even when the directions were
given in épanish (Darcy, 1963). A study in Austin, Texas,
contradicted this finding. Oakland (1979j found that
Chicanos measured by the use of an IQ test were found to
have higher potential than were those Chicanos measured by
other assessment instruments.

Critics of IQ tests pointed out that these tests
were unfair to minorities and invade their privacy of
person (Mercer, 1972b; Begab & Richardson, 1975). This
view is supported by various legal case precedents.
Sandoval (1979), on the other hand, found in a study of
Blacks, 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 student? She determined that a
test was equally 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 were the most objective means of
assessing students.

In assessing students for special praograms 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 consisting 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
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evaluating the general intelligence of children (Vance,
Gaynor, & Coleman, 1976). The WISC-R measures "general™
intelligence, but Wechsler pcinted out that this was not
equated with intellectual ability (Buros, 1978).

Raufman (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 subtests.
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 measured
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 (1379)
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 imtelligence and
the ways in which intelligence was measured. Tittle
(1975) 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 populations. She did not criticize the use of
tests themselves, but the use made of the results. It can
be persuasively arqued 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 tests are

direct descendents of the S-B (Anastasi, 19270). 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 in nature (Buros, 1978). Sattler (1974)
classified the S-B as inciuding the following tasks: |
language including vocabulary; abstract words; rhymes and
definitions; auditory and visual memory; conceptual
thinking and abstract reasoning; logical reasoning;
numerical reasoning; visual motor; and social intelligence
including social judgment and social maturitye.

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 S5-B was determined by correlating scores
on the S-B 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 represent the complex nature of cognitive
functions; c¢) failing to measure creative abilities; and
d) being unsuitable for testing adults (Sattler, 1974).
For these reasons the S-B is rarely used for special
education placement in SCUSD.

Leiter. The Leiter scale was designed to cover a
wide range of functions similar to those on verbal scales
{(Anastasi, 1970). Among the tasks included in the test
are: matching colors, shades of gray, forms, or pictures;
copying a block design; completing pictures; recognizing
age differences, spatial relations, footprints, 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
intelligence (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 were 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 require perceptual organization and

discrimination (Sattler, 1974}.
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The scale has been criticized for the following
reasons: item difficulties may be uneven; pictures are
out of date; culture fairhess of the test has not been
determined; abilities measured by the instrument are not
clear and there are only a small number of test items at
each year level. Because the norms underestimated the
child's IQ, Leiter recommended 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 feasons, 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 reflecting White middle
class values and supported because they reflected the
school functioning level of the child.

Critics have challenged the cultural fairness,
reliability and validity of IQ tests used for minorities.
The Black Psychologist Association and other groups
interested in non-discriminatory assessment have called
for a moratorium on the use of IQ tests, and court cases
have resulted 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 language problems, poor standardization
techniques, and improper interpretations when used with
minority students.

Proponents of IQ testing concluded that an IQ
reflected 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 abilities than relying
on subjective judgment. IQ tests will continue to be used
until an alternative method of assessment can be found to
serve its function. PL 94-142 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. 1In most cases, the adaptive scale has been
suggested or implemented as a response to these legal

concerns.
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A need for adaptive scales. Comprehensive

evaluation is a critical first step in developing
appropriate individual plans for children. These
evaluaéions have included standardized tests, develop-
mental scales, and systematic daily observation by ﬁhe
teacher (Diebold, Curtis & DuBose, 1978)., Using the IQ 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 measure a child's ability regardless of
race. Government legislation required the_use of adaptive
measures (Richardson, 1976). Oakland (1974) called for
more input and involveﬁent from parents in the assessment
process. These suggestions have resulted in the idea that
non-intellectual factors may be the most important part in
identifying children for special education (Mercer,

1974). As a result, the use of adaptive measures became
one way of assessing children from the viewpoint of the
parent.

Adaptive measures incorporated views of the students
in a variety of roles from the perspective of the family,
including their roles in community functioning, self-help
skills, consumer skills and social skills. No role was

more important than another (Oakland, 1979). Adaptive
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measures emphasized the importance of knowing other com-
ponents within a social system such as the expectations of
the family, the community and peers, as well as the
academic Eunctioning level (Mercer, 1979). 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 society as they tap common
activities expected of all people (Dakland, 1979). Since
it was important that the person answering the questions
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 that 62% had 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 represented in the population by 9%, but were 11% of
the EMR population. Chicanos comprised 9% of the total

population, but 38% of the EMR classes. Whites were
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present in the community at a percentage 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 behavior scale.
She classified children as being in one of four categories
based on measured IQ and measured adaptive behaviéts. The
clinically retarded were those who were in the lowest 3%
of the population in both IQ and adaptive behavior. The
subnormal were those who were in the lowest 3% of the
pepulation 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 those who were normal 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 measurement. The concept of

" adaptive behavior had historical antecedents. As early as

the Nineteenth Century the idea of retardation included

factors of adaptive 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, 1978) .
Not until 1959 did the American Association on

Mental Deficiency (AAMD) begin to reconsider adaptive
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behavior. In 1959, there was no single instrument to
measure the degree to which a person was able to function
and maintain himself/herself independently as well as meet
the requirements of personal and social responsibility

(Lambert, Wilcox & Gleason, 1974). The Vineland Social

Maturity Scale, Denver Developmental Screening Test,

Progress Assessment 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 reta;ded; minority students labeled as
retarded had significantly higher IQ's and fewer physical
problems than did Whites; and the public schoo; relied
almost entirely upon an IQ score rather than the
socioeconomic background of the student to determine
‘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 effect
this meant that those who achieve in nonacademic roles are
not compréhensively retarded.

Adaptive behavior is a broad look at a child's

ability to negotiate entry into various home-related

systems (Figueroa, 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
referenée group {(Buros, 1978).

Adaptive scales reflect environmental demands placed
upon members of socieﬁy 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 particular setting (Bortner, 1978).
These scales have been useful in describing a student'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 a&aptive behavior. Adaptive behavior was
defined as the effectiveneés of an individual in coping
with natural and social demands of his/her environment
(Nihira, Foster, Shellhaas & Leland, 1975). The way in
which a person met the demands of his/her environment was
information most critical for those in charge of training
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 Scale. Since the AAMD test is a
basis for most adaptive measures utilized by school

systems, it was felt that it must be updated (Lambert,
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Wilcox & Gleason, 1974). 1Items most directly connected
with school functioning were included while retaining the
basic principle that a child must be adaptively 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 IQ test unfairly judging mincrity students have
suggested that adaptive measures to determine the child's
ability to function in a community, social and home
situation be utilized (Mercer, 1972a). Measurement of
children in a diversity of roles, and the likelihood they
can éerform 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 sfudent was sub-
normal on measures of intelligence and adaptive behavior
{Oakland, 1%79). 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 use 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 techniques used
to meet the need for information other than intellectual
functioning to describe children and adults. Adaptive
behaviors have been almost exclusively measured from the
perspective of the family. This perspective, however,
limited the measurement of the child's 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 assessing students considered for
placement into special classes, in addition to his
intellectual and behavioral level of functioning.

An Alternative to the Use of a Single Assessment Tool for
Placement of Students into Special Education

The development of a multipluralistic system to
measure a child's functioning is a relatively new
concept. This system relied upon a number of assessment
tools to give a more complete picture of the child'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-sanctjions for a multicultural pluralistic

assessment tool. In 1971 the California Legislature

amended the Education Code to provide a legal framework

for pluralistic assessment. The following quotation
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contains some of the salient provisions of that bill:

"The legislature . . . declares . . . that
pupils should not be assigned to special
classes . . . for the mentally retarded if
they can be served in regular classes.
"Before any minor is admitted to a special
education program for mentally retarded
mincrs . . . the minor shall be given verbal
or nonverbal individual intelligence tests in
the primary home language in which the minor
is most fluent and has the best speaking
ability 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 psycho-
logical examination by a credentialed school
psychologist investigating such factors as
developmental history, cultural background,
and school achievement substantiates the
retarded intellectual development indicated
by the individual test scores. This exam-
ination shall include estimates of adaptive
behavior . . . such adaptability testing
shall include but is not limited to a visit
with the consent of the parent or guardian,
to the minor's home by the schaol psycho-
logist or a person designated by the shief
administrator of the district . . . -
(California Legislature, Senate Bill No. 33,

1971).

While the Larry P. v, Wilson Riles case, previously

mentioned, challenged the use of the IQ test as an

assessment tool for measuring minority children, this

Education Code allowed the use of the IQ test. It

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

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

measurement 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-discriminatory 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; Figueroa, 1979).

Legal requirements 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
children into special classes. Rather consistantly since.
Hobson, courts have ruled that cultural differences mask
true potential when children come from environments that
are experientially, lingquistically, and culturally
different (Figueroa; 1%379).

The unique point of PL 94-142 addressed the testing
issue. Evaluation materials will be selected and
administered so as not to be racially or culturally
discriminatory (MacMillan & Meyers, 1977). This statement
meant that a test used for culturally different children
must take into account their sociocultural background 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 the students’
current skills and behavior, but also those aspects of
their sociocultural environment that influence these
skills (Oakland, 1979). Aside from its compliance with PL
94-142, the SOMPA was a major contribution to non-discrim-
inatory assessment. It was a system of tests developed to
assess children from culturally different backgrounds.
The SOMPA viewed American culture as dominated by Anglos.
The more distinct and homogeneous the ethnic group, the
greater the differences between the cuitures. Thus the -
minority child must be seen within the context of his/her
own culture (Figueroca, 1979). The authors of the SOMPA
did this by assessing children with norms appropriate to
the particular group from which he/she came (Laosa, 1973).
The SOMPA subtests were used to assess children
using thrée 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 (Figueroa, 1979). The medical model
assessed systems of disease. It was not culturally
bound. What made the SOMPA unique in terms of questions
asked was the fact that questions relative to the medical

history of the child had been normed on normal students
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(Figueroa, 1979; Mercer, 1979). The Social System model
evolved from the analysis of social deviance. The ptimary
focus was on the process by which students succeed or
become d;viant. This model assumed that tests which mea-
sured role performance reflected the norms of the dominant
group {(Gonzales & Ortiz, 1977). Two SOMPA instruments
~measured social system behavior: the Adaptive Behavior
Inventory for Children (ABIC) and the WISC-R. 1In the
SOMPA, the WISC-R was used as a measure of ability only
when it can be assumed the student has the same advantages
in legrning, motivation, and test experience as the stu-
dents on whom the 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
tppographical look at a child's ability to negotiate entry
into home related situations. Thé ABIC guaged the quality
of the child's behavior from the perspective of the home
(Figueroa, 1979).

The Pluralistic model was developed to estimate
learning potential by comparing students from one culture
with students from that same culture. It assumed that all
groups had the same potential for learning. In order to
assess a person, he/she must be located in his/her par-
ticular sbciocultural space. The sociocultural scales
served this pufpose {Mercer, 1976j. Sociocultural scales
determined how much a minority child's background differed

from that of the White population. This scale located a
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person on the basis of socioeconomic status, degree of
Anglo cultural assimilation and the degree of integration
into the Anglo social system. This social system model
was culture bound and committed to the concept of multiple
norms (Mercer, 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-
scale IQ's for each ethnic group. Therefore, 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. The students' relative standing in
this sociocultural distribution of WISC-R scores provided
the Estimated Learning Potential (ELP). Given these
assumptions, WISC-R scores 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 basis 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 beneficial in showing a relationship
between sociocultural scales and other instructional
variables 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 centered around the concept that
differential 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; Mercer, 1979). As a
result, Mercer's concept of an ELP depended upon the
notion that ethnic minorities have equal learning
potentials if differences in the opportunity to learn were
taken into account. This assumption was difficult 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, 1972; Sandoval,
1979) .

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 time, cost, and other consid-
erations, questions have arisen as to the practicality of
the SOMPA in the present educational system. The norms

reported by Brown (1979) appeared to be representative of
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California, but the question of generalizing them to the
rest of the nation has not been determined conclusively.
Studies done in Texas indicated that California norms
qualified more Mexican-American children for special
education than did Texas norms (Oakland, 1979). ELP norms
Erom California 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 correlated with reading and math
test scores. The ELP scores correlated in the high 40's;
however, actual IQ'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 {Qakland, 1979).

Mercer's assumptions that sociocultural background
was more basic than developed intellectual skills is a
questiconable basis for making corrected IQ scores (Brown,
1979). The SOMPA manual (pp. 156-157) indicated that the
sociocultural scales only accounted for 6% - 28% of the
variance in WISC-R scores. The correlation, according to
Brown (1979), would have a stronger foundation if the
sociccultural scale accounted for a larger portion of the
variance. :

Summary. The SOMPA seeks to meet the mandates of PL
94-142 by providing a framework for assessing the needs of

children in a racially 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 cultural background in the pluralistic pro-
file. These measures were interpreted within an
integrated set of cognitive models which define the
purposes for which 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 1§gal requirements of PL 94-142,
questions as to its reliabilities with different
populations, its excessive administration time and its
lack of correlation with teacher observations of actual
performance in the classroom, have caused crities to
question its use. This study will examine its
relationship to teacher ratings.

The Role of Teacher Observation Scales in Assessment
Procedures

Teachers are critical to the education process.
They are the chief referral source for children considered
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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Observational tools. The fact that observations of
classroom behavior were seldom included in assessment
procedures can be explained.' Medley and Mitzel (1967)
pointed out that observations are time consuming, 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 about 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 patterns 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 accurate 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 recoarded
immediately after they occur. For these reasons, training
of observers was critical to the success of classroom
observations (Medley & Mitzel, 1967; 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 that each time students
responded, this event would be ascertained. With the
measurement of student 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 numerocus
symbols. While this system was complete, it was difficult
to score. Subsequent methods of recording behaviors were
criticized for their difficulty in scoring. During the
quarter century since the introduction of the first
observational scale, little change in format was
accomplished. Improvements centered on the method of

scoring (Medley & Mitzel, 1967). A look at the
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measurement of classroom behaviors in a systematic way
would appear warranted.

Early attempts to measure hehavior. Initial studies

of behavioral measurement were primitive and lacking in
method. Becker (1973) observed that knowledge of class-
room behaviors was limited and little research was
available to educators. Behavior observation was over-
whelming to teachers as they had little systematic
guidance. Measurement of behavior was lacking in identif-
ication of those behaviors which led ta successful
achievement by students (Berliner & 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 classroom performance was

necessary.

Identifying classroom 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, research
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 bhehavior 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 behavicrs (Flanders, 1970). With this new
awareness they became more attuned to the students'
behavioral responses (Turner, 1975). To become effective
as evaluators of behavior, teachers had to be aware of
their role in measuring those behaviors deemed critical
for school success. In many cases 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 detection of public behavior
(Becker, 1976). Since teachers were the chief reference
source for special education, their role in the
identification of students was critical (Mercer, 1979).

Teacher input. A clear understanding of the student

is a prerequisite for objective testing and evaluation
(Spivack & Swift, 1972). The way a child is perceived by
his/her teacher will affect his/her school functioning
level throughout his/her educational experience (Deutsch,
1969). 1In order for a teacher to accurately measure a
student's functioning level, it was critical that system-
atic measurement of behavior occur. Since early detection

of special education children has become increasingly
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important, appropriate identification tools were needed to .
help teachers better judge their students (Keogh, 1973).
Promising technigues included behavior observation 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 effectiveness of
teacher observations in determing how children function in
classroom settings. These observations were recorded on
carefully 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 rélate to achievement and ability (Spivack &
Swift, 1972). Common factors relating to classroom per-
formance were necessary for defining the success or
failure of a student (Swift, 1977). 1In order to determine
what these factors were, teachers were interviewed regard-
ing those behaviors which were most influential on class-
room success. The factors considered to correlate most
highly with academic achievement, such as independent
learning, intellectual self-sufficiency, and originality,
were then incorporated into a rating instrument (Swift &
Spivack, 1969). When these factors were included, rating
scales served as a viable means for the detection of
problem behaviors which could then be remediated

(Figueroa, 1979).
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Myklebust, Helmes and Boshes (1969) developed 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 psychologist. They
also found that teachers had clearer expectations about
the child's abilities and knew what was expected
academically at the different grade levels. It appeared
that individual behavior analysis done by teachers was an
effective means of identifying 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 predicted that
behavior analyses done by teachers may prove more
effective than group testing (Novack, Bondventura s
Merenda, 1973}).

Achievement-related classroom behavior. Successful

classroom behavior has been found in some studies to
correlate with academic achievement (Spivack & Swift,
1969b). The relationship between classroom behavior andg
the achievement criteria indicated that when a child

underachieved, it was evident, not only in his grades Snd
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test scores, but also in his functioning in the classroom
(Keogh, 1973). Careful articulation of behavior patterns
could facilitate strategies for increasing the functioning
level of the student (Bartel, 1973).

Many behavior rating scales, based on systematic
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, 1969b). The afore-
mentioned scales lacked validity and good scale develcopment.
According to Flanders (1970), successful behavior rating scales
must reflect the requirements of the teacher for a successful

classroom enviroment. The Hahnemann Elementary Behavior Scale

(EESB) 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 regqular
class students and special education students.

Summary. 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 source for special education,
yet teacher input in the assessment process was seldom
included due to expense, time and skill required of the
observer and the lack of a systematic method of behavior
assessment.

When instruments became available which included
significant information about behavior and were easily
scored and applicable to the classroom situation, teachers
became involved in their use. With the use of a behavior
rating scale included in regular assessment procedures,
valuable referral time for special education may be
saved. This study will examine the use of teacher's
ratings in assessing children for consideration for
special academic assistance.

Conclusion of the chapter. This review of the

literature pertaining to the SOMPA components as well as
teacher observation scales, suggests that little research
has been done correlating scores on the SOMPA ARIC 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,
per formance, 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 relationships.




CHAPTER III
METHOD OF THE STUDY

This study investigated correlations between the
abridged version of the System of Multicultural Pluralis-
tic Assessment (SOMPA), the Wechsler Intelligence Scale
for Children-Revised (WISR-R) and the Hahnemann Elementary
Schooi 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 HESB and
the WISC-R., If sc, a good deal of parent and psychologist
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
ABIC and SOMPA ABIC subtest scores, SOMPA ELP subtests,
and WISC-R subtests scores was also investigated.

Sacramento City Unified School pistrict (SCUSD) criteria

for placement of students in Learning Handicapped (LH) and

Resource Specialist Program (RSP) was used as the
determining factor 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
pecial education, it was impossible to know

the total

referrals for s

prior to assessment which students qualified for full-time

74
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Table 1

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA FOR LEARNING HANDICAPPED (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:

The student is found to be at or below the third percentile, based

A,
on chronological age, in three or more of the areas listed below as
determined by specified standardized testing, and supported by
observational reports.
AREA REQUIRED
1) Basic reading Wide Range Achievement test (WRAT)
2) Reading comprehension Peabody Individual Achievement Test (PIAT)
3) Mathematics i WRAT
4) Oral expression As determined by the speech therapist
5) Listening comprehension As determined by the speech therapist
6) Written expression WRAT
(spelling)
or
B. Exceptional Placement

C.

The EAS may unanimously identify a student as eligible 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 aud the evaluation
data support exceptional placement. The EAS shall specify the
reasons for such exceptional placement in writing on the placement
document. The EAS shall develop a plan designed to ameliorate the
learning disabilities identified and shall schedule a review of the
individual's progress within three months of implementation of the
plan. Upon review, the EAS shall evaluate the appropriateness of
the placement and confirm or recomsider it. If the EAS unanimously
determines that another placement is more appropriate, recommenda-
tions shall be made for that placement. The plan shall then be
revised as needed.

or

Behavior Disorders

Students who have behavior disorders may be placed in learning
handicapped classes if their academic performance is so adversely
affected that they meet the eligibility criteria as defined above.
Such placement shall occur following unsuccessful specific

interventions.
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Table 2

SACRAMENTO CITY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT

ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA: RESOURCE SPECIALIST PROGRAM (RSP)

Students shall be eligible for placement by the School Appraisal Team
(SAT) or the Educational Assessment Service (EAS) in the Resource
Specialist Program (RSP) when they meet either of the follawing criteria,
provided that appropriate modifications have been made to meet these needs
within the regular classrocm and have been found unsuccessful.

The student exhibits an achievement lag according to the followiag scale:

Kindergarten: Shall be considered if previously retained or moving
from another speical education program, and shows a
significant lag using standasrdized develcpmental tests.

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

One and one-half years below grade level expected for
chronolagical age.

Grade 3:

Grades 4-6: Two or more years below grade level expected for
chronological age.

The above achievement lag must be demonstrated in two of the
following learning needs, one of which must be academic, and must be

associated with a learning handicap.

1. Reading: Accuracy
2. Reading: Comprehension ‘

3. Mathematics: Reasoning/Calculation

4. Written Expression (spellolms) . -
5. Oral Language Comprehension (listening

6. Oral Expression Ap—
: i i 1y: self concept/eocial 3 s,

7. School Behavior, including only L e il h,
motivation/task conpl?tion,

organization/study skills

tandardized tests administered

ol d interpretation.

: is to be meas s .
The achievement is t ¢ admipistration an

by specialists trained in tes
i i ified as having exceptional
. een previously identi ' 8 :
:::d:tndgulatth::sb;: enpprevioﬂsly enrolled in & ;p_e::?‘l“g;szf t::c
stud :n : . fanction in a regular progra:a .for_ t eourie e talistx
s-c-h":; d:an d requires the assistance of the res
; y an
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special programs (LH) or remedial part-time assistance
(RSP) . Since, by definition, the students qualified for
LH placement had more severe learning problems, their
scores would necessarily be lower than the students
qualified for RSP. Only LH and RSP students were included
in the study. (See Table 3). Criteria for placement of
special education children utilizing the abridged version
of the SOMPA was determined using Mercer's theory that a
child 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. These tests both dealt with behaviors of the
student 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 verbal,
performance and full-scale scores.

The second phase of this project 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 EtP subtests and WISC-R
subtests as well as the HESB. A Tukey HSD analysis was
done if ANOVA results were signigicant. Because of the

unequal number of cells in the RSP/LH classification
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Table 3

SAMPLE POPULATION

|

School  Number of  Number of “Black  Chicano  White
Males Females
A 1 1
B 1 1
c 3 3
D 8 5 3
E 5 1 3 1% 2
F 2 1 3
G 2 1 3
B 1 1
1 1 2 2 1
J 7 5 1* 1
K 18 (3) 5 3*(3) 10
L 11 (8) 2 (2) 1(3) 5 (5) 5 (2)
M 11 (9] 4 (3) 6 (4) 6 (6) 3 (2)
N 6 2 (1) 1 3 (1) 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 this classification variable. As a
part of phase two, a Chi Square Goocdness of Fit Test was
run to determine if the numbers of Blacks, Whites or
Chicanos would differ if placed using the SOMPA ABIC,
SOMPA ELP or WISC-R.

Population and Sample:

Population. The parent population was low function-

ing fourth grade students. The target population for this
research project was drawn from low-functioning male and !
female elementary school students referred for the |
Learning Bandicapped (LH) or Resource Specialist Program i
(RSP) of the SCUSD. These students were present in 54
elementary schools which 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 1978-1979
school year. Only children 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 for LH or RSP special education
assistance during the 1978-1979 school year. These

students met the requirements for placment.
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Because minority students were not equally distri-
buted in all schools, the schools that were selected had
‘to meet the following preset criteria: a) the schools had
heavy concentrations of minority students; and b) the
principals agreed to cooperate fully with the research
project. Applying these criteria, 14 schools in the
district were selected.

Once the schools were selected, all students who
were referred were included in the sample until the preset
numbers of the sample size were obtained. A total of 90
Black, White and Chicano students 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 23 LH and 7 RSP

students; for Whites, there were 96 LH and 4 RSP; and the

Chicanos were equally divided with 15 students in LH and

15 in RSP. In numerous studies (Mercer, 1976; Richardson,

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

referred for special education assistance in greater

numbers than girls. Myklebust, Helmes & Boshes (1969)

reported that learning disabilities appeared in boys four

times more often than in girls. Thirty students were

established as the minimum number needed in each group to

est the hypotheses generated in the study.

since all subjects up

adequately t

Discussion of potential bias.

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

ht potentially bias the sample. Since

of referral mig
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referrals occur continuously throughout the year; and
since each referral must meet a referral criteria, this
temporal factor in the selection process shouid not bias
the sample in any systematic way. Therefore the sample is
assumed tc be representative of LH and RSP fourth grade
students referred for special education in SCUSD.

Specific numbers, ethnic breakdown and sex of the
participants in this study are presented in Table 3.

SOMPA interviewers. Interviewers 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 degree of a Masters in the areas of

Psychology, Counseling or Social Work with one

Psychologist holding a Ph.D. in Counseling Psychology.

Spanish-speaking Community Workers had two years 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. pemographic data describing the

Psychologists, Social Workers, and Community Aides who

udent evaluation procedures is presented

participated in st

in Table 4.
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Psychologist/Social Years Experience Highest Degree Institution
Worker Community Aide Obtained
1 22 M.S. CSUS
2 15 M.S. CSUS
3 5 M.S. Ccsus
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.0Okla.
g 22 M.S.W. Adelphi
10 3 M.S.W. Ccsus
11 5 A.A. Sac. City
College
12 5 A.A. Sac. City
Cellege

*Inter-rater reliability R=,95
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Instrumentation

System of Multicultural Pluralistic Assessment

(SOMPA) . The SOMPA is based on three models: The Medical
Mcdel, 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 not 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 that the
child was compared with others of the same béckground.

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 smallést 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 social 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.




84

The Social Model Tests: Adaptive Behavior Inventory

for Children (ABIC) and Wechsler Intelligence Scale for

Children—-Revised (WISC-R) Instrumentation. The ABIC is an
attempﬁ to operatibnalize the concept of adaptive
behavior. It is designed to provide information regarding
the child's development and performance in social rocles
other than at school. Those roles named on the ABIC are:
Family, Community, Peer Relationships, Nonacademic 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

ABIC 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
(Mercer, 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 expectations
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,
1979). Mercer (1973%) responded to Brown by stating that

the child is evaluated by what he actually does and how
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the behavior is viewed by significant others in the same

social setting.

Reliability of the ABIC. Split~-half reliability

coefficients for each level are .80 or higher with the
average correlation .85. Standard 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
SOMPA because it is individually administered, a process
which avoided problems with misunderstanding written
directions, and an inability to read questions. It can be
given to young children. One purpose of the SOMPA is to
identify students early in their school careers so that a
pattern of failure is not established. The norms for the
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 area and six in the performance area. The six
verbal scales include: information, vocabulary.,
arithmetic, comprehension, similarities and mazes. The
performance subtests include: picture completion, picture

arrangement, coding, object assembly, block design and
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digit span. Two subtest IQ scores, a vgrbal and a
per formance, plus a full-scale IQ score can be obtained.

Validity of the WISC-R, Tittle (1975) in her review

of the WISC-R stated that the discussion 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, 1975) feel that this is a major flaw. Petrosko
(1975) presumes that intelligence may be so global that it
cannot be captured and compared with paper and pencil
tests. Vance, Gaynor and Coleman (1976) reported that
the increased length of the WISC-R over the old WISC
increased the internal validity. Congruent validity
compar isons between the WISC-R full-scale and WIPPSI
full-scale is .82. The same is true between the two
verbal 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
per formance IQ's is .82. The average coefficient
correlations of the WISC-R verbal, performance and
full-scale IQ with the Stanford-Binet are .71, .60, and
.73 respectively (Wechsler, 1974b).

Reschly's (1977) factor-analytic study supported the
construct validity for Blacks and Chicanos. Exploration

into the differential validity of the WISC-R for various
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ethnic groups has generally shown no bias against
minorities. Research on construct validity suggested that
the WISC-R measured the same basic abillities for minority
groups as for Whites and the predictive validity data
indicated that the IQ's are equally effective for Blacks
and Whites in performing the practical function of pre-
dicting school success (Kaufman, 1979).

Reliability of the WISC-R. Split-half coefficients

were used for internal consistency on all shbtests except
coding and digit span. For these tests, test-retest
stability coefficients were done. Reliability coeffi-
cients for the verbal, performance, and full-scale IQ's
were obtained from a formula which gives reliability of a

composite group. Verbal and performance IQ's were based

on a composite of five tests and full-scale IQ's were

based on ten tests (Wechsler, 1974b). Verbal,

performance, and full-scale IQ's have reliabilities of

+94, .90 and .96 respectively. Individual tests have

reliability 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 research and meets the standards for validity

and reliability required in this study.

Vs s ks s oy e 2y
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The Pluralistic Model: The Estimated Learning

Potential (ELP). The Pluralistic Model has one objective

in mind, namely to estimate learning potential by
comparing individuals only against individuals from
similar soviocultural environments. In order to make
these comparisons, a person must be located in his/her
sociocultural space. The sociocultural scales are used
for this purpose.

This model assumed that multiple norms for socio-
culturally different groups in American 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, 1975; Figueroca, 1979). The average
WISC~R score for the person's sociocultural group, as
determined by a multiple regression equation for the
individual's ethric group was used as a constant in com-
puting his ELP score. The individual's relative standing
in this predicted sociocultural distribution of the WISC-R
scores provides an index of the ELP (Figueroa, 1979).

Validity of the ELP. The validity of the score for

the ELF will be determined by the extent to which the ELP
proves to be a more adequate predictor of the future per-
formance in the student role than those assessment 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 WISC-R scores not accounted for by the sociocultural
variables in the regression equation. The more the socio-
cultural component is controlled, the more valid the
inferences (Mercer, 1979). The face validity according to
Mercer was encouraging. Figueroa (1979) felt the best
method for validating the ELP would be using experimental
learning situations. These situations, set up based on
predetermined criteria with hypotheses offered on the
outcome, might diminish the skepticism about the use of
the multiple regression procedures, if the validity in
these situations were obtained. Brown (1979) reported
there is currently no evidence that the ELP'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
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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 level 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 (1969%a)

studied those student behaviors which related to academic
success. Thebvalidity of these behaviors rated by the
teacher is done by syndrome analysis. The syndrome
analysis was used to define pattern "types"™ by considering
the total individual profiles. For this profile to be
determined, the computer program was designed to develop a
representative pattern from each child's profile as
defined by the eleven factors within each grade. Each
profile was converted into standard 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
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standardized factor scores as computer phenomena and
basing the analysis of distances between children in this
space. The distance between all pairs of points were
computed and arténged in a matrix. The children found
closer than this distance threshold became a cluster. The
clusters in the listed test description were all found to
be significant (p < .05).

Spivack and Swift (196%a) reported that boys
obtained higher scores on behavior difficulties than did
girls. Academic classroom achievement correlated most
highly with independent learning, .54 to .65 with reading
and .52 to .66 with 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 the retest. Although statisti-
cally significant, the changes in the scores were quite

small in absolute terms. The test-retest correlations of
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the factors had a median coefficient of .87 (Tittle,

1975). As a further refinement, the test-retest
correlation for each item in the HESB was determined. The
median correlation was .76 with an inter-quartile range of
v 12 to..82. |

Method. 1In the Fall of 1978, the proposal for this
study was presented to the administration of SCUSD. The
supervisor of the SCUSD Psychological and Social Work
Services reviewed the proposed ocutline 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 grade level.

Fourteen schools were chosen. Each principal was
contacted personally by the author to discuss the study.
Requests were made regarding the use of the school site
for parent interviews. Parent permission was discussed
(Appendix A). In January, 1979, the classroom teacher at
each school was requested by the site psychologist 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

completed. 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. Each appointment
timé and place of the interview was determined by the
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