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‘ABSTRACT ‘

This normative study of the American Association on
Mental Ceficiency (AAMD) Adaptive Behavior Scale~-Public School .
Version was based on 291 Texas public school children .divided into 12
categories. The categories were: age, ethnic, or racial group -(white
or non-ahite»{’ind assignment to regular classes cr special education
classes for the educable mentally retarded, trainable sentally -
retarded, or learning disabled. Part I of the scale was emphasized im
this xeport; it provides measures of independent functioning,
physical development, economic’activity, language development, number
and time concepts, vocational activity, self-direction,
reponsitility, and socialization. Reliability estimates were based on
the total group including eight, ten, and twelve-year old children. .
Item validity analysis was based on the discrimination between
regular and special education groups, although it appears that the
ratersignev the group membership of the children at the time they-:
made tﬁ%%?ﬁpings. The ncrms from this study were found t6 be similar
to the origindl. AAMD norms for this scale. The authors suggest that
the construction and validation of a shortenéd version of the scale
would be useful; and that it has potential for screening children for
‘placemert in special education classes. (CTHM)
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by assessment of verbal,

"THE AAMD ADAPTIVE BEHAVIOR SCALE--PUBLIC SCHOOL VERSION:

A NORMATIVE STUDY
. ABSTRACT
_Many state agencies have ruled that assignment of students to
speciai education classes for the mentally retarded must be determined

performance, and adaptive behaViors The AAMD

Adaptive Behavijor Scale -- Public Schooi Version was subjected to a’
nqrmative and validation study using 291 subjects from the southcentral

area of Texas. Normative and validity data were coi]ecﬁed and analyzed

\

from groups of regular and speCiai education students, both white and

non-white, at 8, 10, and 12 years of age. Results were compared to the

original normative data provided in the AAMD Manual and indicated that

(1) fhe instrument is effective in discriminating between regular and

speCial education groups; (2) a shortened version may be feasible and
more practicai, and (3) the derived total score may be useful and
effective when used as a cut- off score for placement in speCial education

for the mentai]y retarded.

. o
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. The Adaptive Behavior Scale--Public’ School Version: 7 .

A Normative Study / ' y

\ . /
The .concept of adaptive behavior as a criterion for judging degree

or extent of mental retardation is not new. The requirement for its
: format assessmgnﬁ, however, is a current issue of much interest. Since
the pub]icatioﬁ of the Stanford-Binet “increasing emphasis has been

placed on standardized_inte]]igénce test scores to define mental retard-

E P

ation. Such score§, namely IQ's, have often been the major criterion
for determining mental deficiencies in school-aged children with sub-

sequent classif%éatign, labeling, and placement 'in special education ' ' )

" programs for the retarded. / ‘ .
Use of the IQ és the primary or sole ériterion for defiﬁing.

retardation has proved to'bé 1ess/1han satisfactory: Most of the tests

4

available were standardized on white, middle-class popufations and are '

increasingly viewed as biased aﬁd discriminatory when used.wifh minority - Lo
groups who arq_CUlturally or economicglly different. Emphasis'oﬁ IQ's-
has resulted in the inappropriaﬁe c]as§ificatjon and placemenf of many
chi]drgn~who§e learning difficulties were in fact’due to differences in-
_1angua§e, cultural, or economic background (Mercer, 1975); Because qf L v
" the disproportionate number‘of'ch%ldren from minority groups jn‘c]éssrobﬁ%
. ‘for thé menta%]y retarded, the use’of a mea%ﬁre of adaptivé behavior has
. been added to the peqdiﬁgments fqr as§gssment of mental retafdation:

' .

"Texaé_Education Agency Guidelines (TEAL 1976) State specific

special education program for the’ggntall retarded. A ¢pmpnehens}ve

. g
appraisal must pow include the assessme of‘yéfbé]\dbi]ities, - : at




b o . - - . -2
- performance abilities, and adaptive~behaviors. Classification and

placement in an educational program for the ménta]1y retarded is

t

merited only when scores on all three scales are two or mere standard
’ %deviations below the mean for the general population. As is true in
. many other states, these Guidelines also provide lists of approved

tests o be used in the evaluation of verbal, performance, and adaptive

-

behaviors.

A recent survey by Morrow and Coulter (1977) identified a number

of measures of adapt1ve behav1ors ava11ab1e to the pract1t1oner Only

-~

two, however were p]aced on the approved Texas list: Mercer 3
Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Children (ABIC) and the AAMD Adaptive
Behavior'écale --"Public School Version (ABS-PSV). Since Mercert's scé]e H]
lV. will not be avax]ab]e to the genera] public ‘until its release by the
Psycho]og1ca1 Corporat1on, tbe ABS PSV is being widely used in Texas
* The ABS-PSV 90ﬁ41sts of two parts. Part One, orgah1zed along

AE J

4 developmental lines, is made up of 56 -items. It is designed to evaluate

-

e

-an individual's competencies in nine domains: ‘Independent Functioning,
Physicel Development, Economic Activity, Language Development, Number and
Time, Vb?étiona] ﬂztiyity, Self-direction, Responsibility, and Social-

» ization. Part Two is desjgned to measure or evaluate maladaptive

behav1ors closely related to personality and emot1ona1 d1sorders Part

IT is yiewed as less important in the assessment of mental retardatioh

-~

and of limited usefulness. The present study,'therefore, is concefrned

w1th data co]]ected by use of Part One of the ABS-PSV.

o]

The ABS PSV is pr1mar11y a restandard1zed version of an 1nstrument

N - 3 . a
. R $ N .
7 - . .
. - . .
R ~ \
.
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" widely used with Severely handicapped, institutionalized retardates: o

Normative data available in the Manual (Lambert, Windmiﬁfer, Cole &

Figueroa, 1974) .were obtained from teacher ratings Q% approximately -

)
4

"2600 children from 14 California school districts. K “The standardization . |

samp]g included an équal number 6% boys and gir®s ages f'to 13 from
three ethnic gﬁghps in regular and special education programs.

The purposes-of this~§tudy were to collect normative.data for thé
ABS-PSV for'children in Texas schoo]siand to determine the validity of
the instrument in discriminating petween children in specia} education .

and those in regular education programs . -Data'co]]ectéd in this Study

- may then be compared to the Ca]i?ofnia'dqta provided in the AAMD Manual.

) R
Specific objectives for this study were: s N

4
e

*1) To establish normative data for -the AAMD. Adaptive Behavior
Scale--Public School Verg}on for Texas children in three age groups, 8,

10, and 323 from three ethnic groups in regular and special education

)

. programs. . «

2) To determine the validity of the instrument in discriminating'

(]

betweén children iQentified as'Speéia1 education and those in‘the.regular

-

curriculum. An item analysis will be conducted”to assess the discrimina-
o .

tiom ability of each item. - . AN
3) To_ compare normative data obtained from this study¥p{)Texas 4=
: . ) .
children with norms provided by the AAMD. .. - .

<4) To determine the feasibiltty of establishing a shortenéd

version of the scale based on normative and validity data obtained from .

’
[4




the ihvestigation. -
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PROCEDURES

h ¢ . " ' ]
ubjects T ' .

— Y

’

) The Reéion VI Edgéational Service Center area served as the focal
poinﬁ for the data coi]ection Erocgdure;, and subjects were selected
from an area within a sixty mifé radius of Texas A&M University. A
total of 291 subjects were incluaed in the sample. The ABS-PSV forms
were ‘completed for each subject by classroom teachers. fhis represents
an important aspect of the data collection process. if adaptive
behavior can be adeqﬁately assessed by a classroom teacher, then it may
not be ﬁeéessary'Fo collect data from parent interviews and othén,sources
trat are not as readily available.
A workshop was‘held at Texas A&M University to assist teachers in
data collection techniqués and procedures for the Adaptiv§ Behavior
Scale. In adgit;on to the workshop, consu]tantsjﬂene avai{ab]e to
assist teachers with problems encountered in the aata collection process.
The subjects for the study were divided into three age groups, 8,
10, and 12-year olds. For comparison purposes, age ranges'for each group,
were calculated in months as follows: . Age 8: éﬁ-]OB months; ‘Age 10:
109-132 months; and Age 12: 133-157 months. '
The‘stratifiéd sampling procedure of the original proposal ca11eq

for subdivision by ethnicity into groups of white, black, and Mexican-

American subjects. Due to the difficulty in obtaining subjects in the

-~




Mexican-Amerigan category, sthe sample was classified only as white and
non-white graups. \In'addiiion, subjects were selected from the categories
of regular and specié] education. Any subject classified by the schsol

as Educable or Trainable Mentally Retarded (EMR or TMR)'o? Learning
Disabled (LD) Qas assigned- to the Special Education category.

Table 1 indjcates the number of subjects for ‘each of the

categories described. bf the total” sample of 291 subjects 41% (119) were

-

TABLE 1

Table of Subject Group$ by °
Age, Ethnic Group, and School Classification

Regular o Special

L]

Non-white Total White Non-white

51 62 18 47
23 37 .. 20 49

10- 12 9 37
84 11 .13

female and. 59% (172) were male. These percentages were approximately the
same for most aof the categories previously described. o

Data Collection

y

The ABS-PSV forms were completed for each subject by classroom

. ‘ , \
. teachers. Deqographic data was used to calculate a measure of socio-

economic stéatus (SES)'and IQ's were obtéined when available. SES

10
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“information Qas col]ected for 162 subjects and I0 scores were ayvailable

¥ ’ N , »

for 170 The data were callected from public schoo1s who volunteered to

part1c1pate in the Spring of 1977 fo]]ow1ng the workshop previously

-

described.

Results . ) . ‘g ' N

Data were analyzed first to determine-the reliability of eachfof the

nine subsca]es These re11ab111t1es were internal cons1stency estimates

<

calculated through the avenage correlation among scale items. As shown

&

in Table 2, .these re11ab111ty estimates were sagjsfactory for most of
: 1 . .

the subscales with the lowest reliability coefficient of 68 in-the

Physical Development domain. ' ! ) RN

s

TABLE 2 . R
INTRASCALE RELIABILITIES ’

_ Scale o° - Reliability
I. Independent Functioning , .916° .92 .
II. Physical Development , , . .681 . .68
III.  Economic Activity 810 - . .81
Iv. Language Development .872 . .87
V.. , Number and T1me Concepts . .786° S 79
VI.  Vocational Act1v1ty ' - .859 .86
VII.  Self Direction N A £ 78
VIII. Responsibility 7% " .80
" IX.  Socialization ' 779 T
Objective One as modi?ied;w€§ to establish normativé data for the o ot

N . v . . . .‘

>
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N /

ABS- PSV for white and non- -white gv‘ps and fog’ regu]ar -and spec1a/l,_.\

education class1f1cat1ons Norm tab]es (Append1x) are.presented-w1th -

N .
percentile equlvalents for ‘the raw scores for each subsca]e and for a

> »

derived total score. The norm tab]es were constructed to resemble the °
~—" C
format used in ‘the AAMD ManuaT for ease of comparab111ty with the” . ﬂ\,;”

3 original data. - The maJor deviation from the previous norm tables is the

“incTusion of the der1ved total score. ' : . ) '

- ¢ .
Objective Two of this=project was to fletermine the ability of each

PN

v of the 56 items and the total scores from nine‘domains to discriminate

between groups of subjects identified as regular or special education

students. In addition to the item validity infor%ation and domain .
- 2 ] . 4 \ [N . - ’
score-yalidity data, it was important to determine whether or not
>
o . R . C e
items in the scale were related to. the subject characteristics of

-

,ethnqcity, sex, or SES. The results of_ the corre]ationé] ana]yse$'

. on the part of scale items for any of the three variables of concern. No

3

»

between items and ethnic group,'ge%, and SES are shown in Tab]es_3,;4,‘ S

and 5 respect1ve1y (See pages 8- thru10).

. An inspection of the tables shows 11tt]e indication of- d1scr1m1nat1on

L4 -

pattern is apperent in the Jate, and items were seldom repeated as R
di;criminating emonghthe 18 categories of ana]y;is. “Thus only a few b
specific, unne]ated\items in ‘the tothl scale appear to discriminate on
tee basis of ethnic group, sex or SES.

“Results of the final analysis, the correlations between items and .

N ) .. . -~ .
classification (reqular vs special education) and correlations between

ha T

domain total scores and classification dre coiitained in Table 6. fSee . c,

. - . ©

E]

N
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.. TABLE 3 ;
-, ' ‘ SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS BETWEEN ITEMS
AND ETHNIC GROUP (WHTTE VS. NON-WHITE)
. BY AGE AND CLASSIFICATION ¢
- ’ ' ) 2
<> A
. Number of N« : - Lo
. Domains ' Items Items which were significantly correlated with ethnic group
‘ K Age Group and Classification )
.. 8 ) 10 - 12
. . i Reg.  Spec. Reg.  Spec. Reg. Spec.
* 1. Independent ' ’ .
Functioning 17 - N&* .17 NS 14 NS NS
‘ " 1. Physical : S ,
' Development 6 NS 23 NS 24 NS NS
) JIII. -Economic , - -
Activity 4 NS NS NS 31 NS NS
. IV. Language : , : e
Development "9 « NS NS .32 NS NS NS*
V. Number and Time " . N
- " Concepts 3 . NS . . NS NS- NS ) NS NS
“#,7"7 VL. Vocational Activ. 3 NS NS NS ;50 "NS NS,
T & . WIIL. Self Direction 5 : « NS 56 NS 55, 5 NS NS
© ' = VIIL. Responsibility 2 NS NS. NS NS 58 NS
s __IX. Socialization 7 62%* NS NS NS NS NS
-7~ Total Number of 56 g 1 3 1 6 - 1 0
Significant Items . . .
-0 g *NS= None Sign{ficant **Actual Item Number from Scale




TABLE 4

- SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS OF ITEMS WITH >
SIGNIFICANCE OF SEX BY AGE AND CLASSIFICATION. s
Number of : * T
Domains “Items Iteths which were significantly correlated with sex
. Age Group and Classification °
g . 8. 0 . | 12
Reg.  Spec. Reg.  Spec. Reg.  Spec.
L I. Independent . .
) Functioning 17 NS* NS NS NS o« NS NS
I1. Physical ' R
. . Development 6 . NS NS NS NS NS NS
" TIII. Economic K o o ‘ ™ ;e
. . ., - Activity 4 NS NS NS NS . NS NS °
IV. ‘lLanguage . vy ' . - . )
Developmen - 9 NS NS T NS NS 32 NS
V. Number and Thge . ' ) )
Concepts 3 NS- NS NS NS NS NS
. VI. Vocational Activ. "3 NS NS ° NS NS NS N§ 3
VII. " Self Direction 5 ‘NS - NS *NS NS ~ NS NS
. VIII. Responsibility .2 NS NS NS NS . . NS N?
. IX. Socialization 7 NS 59** NS NS NS NS
o Total Number of o )
' Significant Items 56 - 0 1 0 0 1 0
*NS = None g%gnificqnt **Actual Item from Scale o "
‘\ . . ! »
z 3 16
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N ‘ : - TABLE 5

] SUMMARY OF CORRELATIONS OF ITEMS WITH
- SOCI0O-ECONOMIC STATUS BY AGE AND CLASSIFICATION .

- V. .
‘Number of Items which were s1gn1f1cant1y correlated with
Domains . o Items . Socio-economic status :
= Age Group and Classification .
. _ g 8 v 12
- o, egx Spec. T ... Reg.  Spec. Qec Reg. -Spec.
'I. Independent ' ' o : .
Functioning _ 17 o .ws 17 / ) NS 3, 15 , NS NS
II. Physical . ) L . : ' ‘ ‘
Development 6 NS 26 NS 24 . NS NS
IT1. Economic ' ' <
Activity ’ 4 . NS NS , NS NS NS NS
IV. .Language o ' .o .
..Development .- 9 NS NS 32, 40 NS, . NS NS
... V. Number and ' . _' - < .
~  Time Concepts 3 NS NS NS NS NS - NS
VI. Vocational Activ. 3 NS NS . NS NS NS NS
VII. Self Direction 5 NS NS o NS - NS NS NS 5
VIII. Responsibility 2 ©ONS _Ns ‘ NS NS NS NS
IX. Socialization 7 g2x* * NS s NS 65 NS NS
Total Number of . ] . ’ \
S1gn1f1cant Items ‘56 1 2 _ 2 4 0 O~
*NS = None Significant ° **Actual Item Number from Scale
) - o . =)

18
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pages 12 - 14-).* It should be noted that a major portion of the 56 items

. @

special education groups at each of the three age levels 8, 10, and 12,

'Within the hige domains discriminate'eatisfactorily betwegn regular and
and fgf the total population. There #e a few items that do not appear
to pé functioning as intended, however, most of them at the upper age
level. Their deletion from the scale might aid in the revision of the

procedure. .

Obj’ctive Three was to -compare the normative date ebtained from
this st dy ‘of Texas children with the norms provided by *he AAMD A
v1sua] i spect1on of the two sets of norms indicates a h1%h degree of
agreemené between the norms obta1ned from the present study and the

]

original Ca11forn1aodata No further comparison was conswdered
. !

\

t

between the two sets of norms. A total score was caleulat
o

instrumentgand norms provided for subjects.in this study. .Vhe original
i n

necessary once it was established that there were no maaorld1screpanc1es

1d for the

L

normative deta did not provide a measure like this, and fuixﬂey research

| ' ) . :
seems warrarited concerning its usefu]ness ‘ |
¢ \

» \

The final objective of this proaect was to examine the Ross1b1]1ty
of shortening| the scale by d1scard1ng 1tems that are not funct1on1ng
well within the scale. One of the problems with the ABS~PSV has been
the amount of time required to record the i fi}matien. If‘the\scé]e

" can be shortened by deleting itenis,-it would be more practica]\for use

by'c]éssroom teachers. The results of this project indicate th t

AT

several items may be discarded from the scale without changing’ 1ﬁs
\

overa]] effectiveness. A shortened; version will need to be va11§a;ed

e

!

N

4
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TABtE 6 ° L "‘ ” ]2 - R .

‘ ITEM VALIDITY ANALYSIS I
ITEM.CORRELATION WITH GROUP CLASSIFICATION :
(REGULAR VS. SPECIAL)- . - -

T g

Domain I . _.“Independent Functioning. (17)- Tl

N AN
Age Level.

T 0 - 1g[};ﬂ."~ , Total

Item 8
1. 32 . .46 ' 41 . .37
2. .56 ) .50 ’ .58. .49 "
3. .16* ‘ . .18* .. 15% .15%
. 30 27 Lk 3w .29
5. 30 .27 , 4% -.25
6. J7* ' .22* ¢ T 1T7* .15%
7. .34 . .31 - 25 .28
8. .28 ©L16* : .30* .23
: 9. .37 .33 28% .34
10. .31 .32 .32 .31
11. L14* .32 .60 " .29
12. .32 .33 21* ’ .27
13. .28 . .27 \25% - .25
14. . - .37 .36 . 24* ' .32
5.  ~ . .20 .61 .48 .38 7 .
16. * =, .52 , .68 71 - .57
17. .34 .66 .69 .47 . -
Total ‘ .50 .56 .57 .51
Domain II Physical Development (6) |
Age Level .
- : |
3 ¥ .
Item 8 &4 12 Total
1. 28 »4..25 08% .23 ;
2. .23 4 .05% A 4% 1
3. .28 426 .26* .25 ;
. .20 WK £ 19 .25 )
. 5. . .00* s < A3 A VA 07%,
6. S VAR .16* s 07* 13 i
Total . .30 | = T35 L 22F ~.30 |
| . : :
w \

P

‘ ')

|
*Not Significant; p<.0] Vo , .
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0 13
Domain III _ Economic Activity (4)
_Age Level - “ . j'
tem . 8 10 . 12 Total
1 .43 .73 o 70 . BNV
2. .37 r .55 .67 . .46
3. .34 .46 .33* .32.
, 4. ' 57 44 . 46 43
Total .56 - .65 65 . . 55 .
N ~ Domain IV | Language Development (9):
- ] » Age Level ' i .
Item / 8 10 212 S 'Total
1. .55 .53 55 . W51
2. . -.09* -.11* . .06* - -.08*
3. .28 - . .31 , +35 .32
4. .37 .35 32% 35
- 5, .20
6. .67 .60 ] .57 -.60
7. .35 .20* .4 ‘ <29
8. .44 ' .29 .25% ' .32
9. .48 - .50 «. 65 .49
Total .55 - 49 .53 .49
I Domain V ‘ . Numbers and Time (3)
' Age Level -
tem : 8 - 10 ' 12 Tota]
] 37 .27 _.20% .29 -
2. - .52 7 . .40% - .42 .45
3. . .57 40 .42 .45
Total .60 - .56~ 59 - .53 N
* Not significant; p<.01 v )
2] i

’
A



K

-

*Not Significantﬁ‘p<.01

Al

22

¥ 79.. -~
p 3 v ’ o
Doma{n VI - - - Yocational Activity (3) ° ;0
’-{i‘ Age Level s ®
. Item . 8 S0 . 12 .7t Tgtal
1. qT* 29 © .58 .23
25 | .35 .30 T 44 .35
3. ¢ .30 .33 .38 . .32
Total y .33 .34 .46 35
if . TN ’
. i _ .
Domain VII Self Directiom.(5) )
i . A
3&' Age Leve]
. w R N v .
Itew i 8 10 12 Total -
1. ; .31 .22% .45 < .30
2. : .37 .31 ,45 . 1,37 -
3. .23 .39 .28* .27
4, .29 .38 44 .35
5. - .35 40 .41 .37
Total a1 YA .54 .85
Domain VIII Responsibility (2) ”
. — - .
)l Age Level
Item - - 8 10~ 12 Total .
1. 22k .18* .47 22
2. - .31 .30 - .48 .33
(jota4/ ~729 27 — 52 31
‘Bomain IX Socialization (7)-
Age Leveli‘
Ttem =~ - 8 0 12 Total
1. 32 29 BT .32
2. 6% .35 .33% .24
3. J10% .39 .34 .20
4, .32 .18* 6% .22
5. L 22% .40 .50 .31
6. L22% L 22% L 29% .24
7. .28 . 20% .. 25* .27
' Total .34 .45 .45 .38
£
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wtth’bther samples of subjects, but the results indicate that such an

%effdrt may be feasible. ) .

o " SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS

A review of the findings of this investigation indicates that the
ABS PSV seems to _be-a suitable and effective 1nstrument for measurnng
. adaptive behav1or w1th1n the 1imits of the AAMD def1n1t1on The o
ma30r1ty of the items hdd adequate discriminatory power to differentiate
‘ between regular-and specie]ﬁeducation groups.. However, since a.few ’

specific ftems do not appear to‘be adequate discriminators, it is

<" pecommended that a shdrtened version of the instrument be devised and

.

. validatedw Deletion of such items could save data collection time‘and/
: . effort, which are cdhceinsﬁotten expressed by those usjng the Adaptive
] thavfor\Scaie in its present form.

Further attentjon should be devoted to the use of the derived total

score since 1t seems to be a satisfactory d1scr1m1nator between groups

o Of regu]ar and spectg1 educat1on students. It appears to have potential
~ o gse.in screening children who are being considered for possib1e placement
NI ,1n.3pet1a‘] education c]asses P .
. Tt Y F P + .
“e . ~c= 7 FEurther rep11cat1on of this study 1s‘recommended to add more - °
- B 4

1nformat1on to the present bank of normat1ve data w1th additional

1nformat1on about the instrument available to educators’ faced with the o

s fbkqb]ems of(assessing adgﬁtive behaviors, the AAMD Adapt1ve'Behavior
“« v-. Scale-Public School Version may prove to be an effective procedure

; v &2\ "4
. .
L s o .

«? , . . - — P

A -
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