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ABSTRACT ) o :

K Adaptive behavior is defined as the degree to which_
1ndi¢1duals are able to function and saintain themselves
independently, and meet the culturally imposed demands cf personal an
social responsibility. In 1969, the Aserican Association on Hental
Deficiency sponsored the development c¢f the Adagtive Behavior Scale -

- to provide a comprebensive assessment cf adagtive bhebavicxr. This |
scale was designed to be used in ccnjunction with intelligence tests
for the diagnosis and placement of retarded schocl age ckildren. The
Public School Versioca of the scale was publlshed in 1974. This Teport
summarizes the research on the Public Scheccl Version which was
conducted subsequent_to its publication. This sSupglemental .
information includes réports of additicnal studies of the validity of

* the scale, information on domain score reliabilities, and the .
relationship of IQ to dcmain sgores. 1In crder tc¢ assist users in the
'%pplzcation of the scale to decisicn saking apd to the development of
individual education plans, this supplément alsc provides informatiocn
about the dimensionality of the scale and saaples cf ddaptive ‘
Behavior profiles which can be prepared to aid in intergreting the
results. The author concludes that the scale, as part of a
comprehensive case study, can provide invaluable infcrmaticn for
improving adaptive tehavior, and for assessing intellectual *
functioning. (Author/BR)
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VQSupplemeni to the Manual for the Public School Version
’ . ) R
- . of the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale 1974 Revision

Abstract-

¥ v .

This report summarizes. research on the Public School Version of the

Aaaptive Behavior Scale which was conducted subsequent to the publiéation

’

. of the first version of the Scale in 1974 and 1975. This material is

intended to be a Manual supplement.

The supplemental information summarized.in this }eport includes reports
of additional studies of the validity of the Scale, information on

domain)scoré reliabilities and the relationsgiﬁzgf,IQ to domain scores.

>

In order to assigs;Lsers in the application of the Scale to éducational
decision making and developing individual education plans, the Manual
Supplement also provides inﬁg;mation about the dimeﬁsionality of the

—
Scale, mnd samples of Adaptive Behavior profiles which can be prepared

to aid in interpreting the results. .
\ . .
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part of a program of reseaych in Special

The study reported here was

Education by Nadine M. Lambert.
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The study was carried out during the academic year ©1976-1977 under. the
’ ' o .

~auspices of ‘the Special Education Research Program, supported by

. Grant No. 76-62-G between the State Department of Education and Nadine

-~

M. Lambert. _ »

-
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This substudy of the grant is reproduced bgre in this form for

distribution as a technical report under the éfaht, and in order to /

. X hd

make complete findings available for others. engaged in this research

s .
area. Results of this study are the sole responsibility of the inves-
tigator. ‘Official endorsement of the California State-Department of

.
» -

Education is not implied.
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: " Background .

+

Many of those involved in the education of mentally handicapped

. children incorrectly believe that until landmark litigation (Charles S.

v. Board of Education, San Francisco; Larry P. v. Riles; Diana v.

Y

California State Board of Education) challenged procedures for placement

)
of mi;dLy mentally re?arded children in special classes, recommended
practice was\to use only intelligence tests to determine eligitflity.
HoGever, handbooks for assessment of children to dete}mine eligibility
for placement in special programs were available to assist psychologists
in tﬁe diagnoétic;process shortly after the passage of enabling legisla-
tion in California (19L7-1948) which permitted school distritcts to
recover the excess costs of educaﬁiag mindly retarded children.

In addition, guidelires such as those published by the State Departs

ment of Education (Daly & Henderson, 1959) detailed a wide variety of

N

}

information which was to be integrated {ngo'the ¢ase study, such as' -
psychometric examiration, educational examination,‘social history,
developmental h&story, family history,‘and physical e;amiﬁation. - ‘ {
While the assessment of socizl development, social history, or social
functioning was intended to appraiSe—aspects of f%erchild}shindependenqe,
gsocial maturity, ard interpersonél skills which we now refe; to as .
adaptfve behavior, the term adaptive behavior was not‘used.;htir.the
publication of the 1961 AAMD Manual on.Terminology. Adapﬁive beﬂavio;

4 - )
was defined there as: (1% tae degree to which individuals are able to

S
N
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function‘and maintain themselves independently, and (2) the degreg'to .
which they meet satisfactorily thé culturally imposed dem;nds of personal,
and social responsibility. : 3 e ! '
Onck& ;daptivé behavior was ekplicitly define@, the task of develbping,;’ﬁ\
rel;able and valid tools for assessing this area of social functioning . ‘\

‘was gndertaken by a ‘team working for the Aﬁerican Association on Mental .

* Deficiency in Kansas. The item development'and validation procedures A
(Nihira & Shellhaas, 1970) consisted of analyzing the relationship between
,{étings of independently derived estimates of adaptive behavior and
selected items while controlling -for the contribution of inteliigence.
Initially, many of the several hundred items which were tried out yere.
eliminated because they d4id not correlate with adaptive behavior assess-
ment or because they were simply préxies for inteiligence. As new items
were written, evaluateé, and contrasted with 6ne gpother, a scale measuring
adaptive behavior gs independent as possible{from measured intelligence

- began to emerge. Part One of the first editioa of the Scale consisted of

10 domains asseésing adaptive be%avior in areas sufh as economic act%vity,

self direction, responsibility, and indépendent functioﬁing.

As the scale development proceeded, Nihira and his co-workers realized
that dnothe; aspect of adaptive behavior had been ignored in'the item
development of Par% One. This aspect of adaptive behavior reflected

J

the degree to which an individual could meét the dépands for appropriate

behavior in the school énd communitf setting. The items for agyelopment

of Part Two of the Scale came from & study of critical incidents pro@uced

by teachers and community and residential workers and reflected behaviors

which, if present *o a great ex‘ent, would make }t impossible for the

, .
individual to remain in‘the -nvironment. Item analysis proceeded in a-

w -

4
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‘similar fashion as for Part One and resulted in the creation of 1k

<> . +
bégg;io} domains useful in appraising social—emotional‘adaptatipnal prob-
3 A - »
‘ lems. The 1969 edition of the Scale (Nihira, JFoster, Shellaas & Leland,

-

1969) provided a compreﬁénsive assessment of adaptive behavior, thch

included items measuring self-reliance and social development (Part One),
. .
with eppraisal of social adaptation relying on the nature of the.indi-

vidual's affective characteristics (Part Two). . .

Development of the Public School Version

Early in the 1970's, in response to concern over appropriateness of

measures employed %o assess intellectual development and adaptive behavior, '
& team at the University of California, Berkeley, which included this .
¢ - + ~
author, investigated the appropriateness and validity of a wide variety
of procedures for diagnosing mild mental retardation. The results of
our extensive review of the li“erature and our recommendations for assess-
ment gractice Lambert, Wilcox, & Gleason, 19T4) included a review of

[ 4

methods for assessing adaptive behavior. Our inquiry determined that the
¥ ‘- ~

L

AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scalg was the ﬂest available, most carefully developed
. tool for assessing behavior associated with the-standard definition of
adaptive behavior and the best availablé' for use with school age children.
The Scale, however, had not been evaluated for its appropriateness in a -
public scheol setting and before recommending its use, we conducted pilot,
feastbility, and standardization studies of the Scale with nermal and

handicapped pupils attending public school. ”

The Pilot Phase

The first step was to evaluate the range of item values obtained.in &
public school population and to determine whether parents.or teachers would

~ ‘
be the most appropriate repo -ers nf chf;dren's adaptive behavior. We

2 *
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studied item scores and determined that the score ranges were adegquate
forlaq elementary g?hodl population. We gathered reports from parents

and teacﬁerg and could find o sign&ficant differencés_between their

rgtinés whether phe populatién was regular or mildly retarded child}en.

We examined éco}e differences attributable to sex and ethnic status and
fou%d that any systematic eféects attributable to these factors were mini- ~

mal. ' The consequences of the pilot phése led us to proceed with a broader-

based feasibility study and'to use teachers-as reporters of the adaptive

.
.

behavior functioring of school children in & standardization project.

" .
Teachers or Parents as Reporters of Adaptive Behavior .

The decision to psé teacher judgments of adaptive behavior rather than

s

those of parents in the standardization rested on: (1) the desire to in=-

volve teachers in the assessment process because ultimately they will be

relied upofi to provide educational programs fof'exceptional‘childrén, (2)

-

_the relative economy of teacher-supplied data because parents are often

difficult to reach, and (3) the potential reliability of, teacher reports.s

To study further any potential discrepancy between teacher and parent

reports we obtained independently a sample of 200 mildly and moderately
*

retarded children from white and Spanish-speaking backgrounds. .The .
results of this substudy have been completed, and Cole (1976) showed that

there were no significant differences betWeen parent. and teacher ratings

regardless of the sex or ethnic status of the child. Thus, though the

standardization data were collected from teachers, the Scale is applicable

¢

as well for use in interviewing parents about the adaptive behavior status
of theiggfhildren or in training parent #roups about adaptive behavior

concepts after which they car, complete a rating of the child independently
/ / .

L

Just-as the teacher does. Ratings from both parents and teachers provide

’!
1 : .
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a ?ood basié for comp%ring'the child's functioning .in these two environ- \ ’
‘ments a;d !L turn produce ansexcellent set of data for pianniﬁ?‘home and
v .
school activities to promote developmentt
We'reélized that for some }tems and. for som& children teachers might
not‘knod the{r pupils well enough-to prov?dé accgréte'evaiuations of

their adaptive behavior aqs would need parental assistance. ' ,
s 53 ! .

ggprbpriateness of the Adaptiwe Behavior Scale in Public Schools

In the early phase of 'our work educators and psychologists expressed .
s i .
concern about the appropriateness of items reflecting social incompetence

in the appraisal of children's functioning in the school setting. To ~

[}

assess the range of adaptive behavior functioning over the entire spectrum
from incompetence to competence, and from total dependency to fndependence,

requires items reflecting a wide range of social functioning. Two-types

¥

of information provided evidence on the appropriateness of:the iﬁém content

for ratings 5? school behavior.

The first test of school appropriateness centered on deteimin?ng
wgether teachers had enough information to rate children on the itéms. In
our instructions to teachers we géked them to indicéte whether they had

_an opportunity to observe the behavior of the child who was being rated.

If the teacher had not observed exactly the same behavior, but had observed «

-
i

similar behavior, we asked the teacher to infer the appropriate rating.

N ‘ - \.M

and to’put an’"I" opposite the rating. When teachers had‘n%t hed an

opportunity to observe similar behavior and had to make a gugss based on

their general knowledge of the pupil, they placed a "G" oppo ite the

rating. From counts of the frequencies of "I's" or "G's" for\each item,

we had an empirical test of ‘he degree, to which teachers considered the
‘ *
item to be appropriate. ,

. - ¢ "
1 . -
' e
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The'second feasibility‘ﬁes came from data prov1ded by spe01al educq-

tion, pupil personnel, and research staffs of partlclpatlng school}dlstrlcts.

Each staff member rev1ewed the Scale and 1ndlcated those 1tems whlch he

or she believed were impossible for teachers yo rate or which were inappro- -

priéxe to the school setting.. . : ' <

I

The oomblnatlon of "information ﬁ;om teachers and staff spe01allsts '

]
-

prov1ded a basis for deCLd rg whefher to retain ltems for the public school
- - )J

version.

»
-

Gcale and the nine remaining domains were retaingd) On

of Self Abusive behavior and oexually Aberrant behavior

4

The Domestic actiwvity domain was'deleted from Part One of the

Part Two .the domains

werg’@;iefed, but

i

\\ ‘ the remain$ng 12 domains were“gudged to be appropriate,

‘”x i Validity and Reliability' of the Public School Version
T - :

The Standardization Ropulation \ .

~

The élementary schocl population which served as subjects in the feasi-

biiity and standardization studies ~f the Public School Version of the -
Adaptive Behavior 3:ale (Lambart, Windmiller, & Cole, T@TS; Lambert,,

Windmiller, Cole, & Figuerocs,. 197/ a, b) was defined on the basis nf six

\ . .
setfowl and demograpnic variables. These were (1) class placemént: regilar,

, EMR (educable mentally retarded) and EH

A

, TMR (trainable,mentally retarded),

(educationally handicapped);

sixth grade;

&

(2) age: "

children enrolled in second through

(3) sex; (4) popula-ion density of residence; (5) socioecondmic

statds: census tract data on percentage of "unemployment and averagé'educa-
| tion level; and (6) ethnié status: black, white, Asian{ and Spanish-speaking
background. The propo€}z6g’of pupils with the above characteristics in © -

each school distric* in the state were evaluated using statewide school

. > - v

. census information, and schools representative of the state's populgtion
‘ )

characteristics were identifi-d.
\

. : '1 IV




A populatlon of 2,800 chlldren ‘was selected with the objective of

-

ij> ) . sampllng approximately equal numbers of regular and EMR subjects and.

smaller representatlve samples of TMR pupils and those asslgned to programs

T - for the edrcationally handlcapped.l We ad so samgled equal/pumbers of

' males and femaleskand an equivalent distribution of,sdbjects in the major
B ! ]

. ' ethnic groups. The objective of the sampling procedure was to Producé -
2 ’ H

-

B v +

. . representative groups of male and female children from

~

backgf unds in" the selected age range in the several clag ification groups

. rather than to identiﬁy a representative'schodl popul tion fh which

. ) children %n the special education categorles were selected<as a proportdon

. ) _of the total school population which these class1f1catlons represent,.

N

We.also examzned the approprlateness of the placements of the EMR

’ pnplls 1n our standardization population. T‘% data for the Callfornla ‘
- « @ (4

“ i - study -were collected in 1972, several years a ter the Diana v. California

"State Board of Education consent decree required school district reports ’

1 ¢ -

‘ of the ethnic represenfation in special education progralhs and & year

o : after the state legislature required a f53valuation of all pupils il

" © programs for the EMR. These actions supported our confidence in ,thé

« T

vapproprlateness of the placements of the EMR subjects. To affirm, addi-
, tlonally, the status of “the EMR puplls, ve analyzed the 1IQ d1str1butions
¢ ?f these puplls at the Canlu51on cf the . data collection. These gnalyses

/ s showed that only L, 3> and 3% respectlvely oﬁ the whlte, black; and .

- - .
% /

Spanish background subjects had an IQ score higher than two sbvandardf"devi—n ’ ,

o v

L]

ations below the mean’ and ‘that. they would have met the ellglbility

2
“eritexria which were defined in Educatlon Code statutes phenplnfeffect.

.

N Ttem Validities of the Public School. Version 4
£ * "
The Manual (Lambert, et al., 1975) of the public school versipn of i .
. . - . \
. .. ) .
A ‘ & !

M .
~
. s
® .
. , 1
. - ’
.

.
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s N N

N b s N ’ ‘ A ©
thgigxele,(pp. #41-42) pregents the-rindings of the item validities (for

<

D ;' all iteﬁs.including'those,deleted frem tﬁe public school version) for
R . - . .
. predicting adaptive’ behavior as inferred frem €hool classification status
{ ."['.'. ’ ’\/.‘. ) . . . e ‘: R
. geontroilypa. dpr sex and ethnic status. We-determined the significgnce.

) . . ° / \ : *o
partidl correlations ‘f item score, with ¢lassification -

‘ ’

deflined as regular or EMR school placement. We considered the
VAR - ' -
_rglationshig;of'item values to EMR and: regular class status to be a more
definitive tést of item validity than the corfelation of scores with

-
N .

< reguiar énd TMR statﬁé or wi?h EMR, and TMR status. In general, these

analyses showed that! 80 to 90% of the Part One items were significantly
L ¢ . - ) : . .

related (p.< .01) to' classification status from ages T through,k 12, and

’

that 20 to 75% of the items on Part Two were equal Miwas valid. We expected
\ ) S * .
to achieve & greater, degree of relationship bétwgen level of adaptive

‘%a . behavior {inferred from school classification) and items on Part One than

those on Part Two. Part On€e assesses independence and responsibility
' .« _functions associatéd with adaptiveg behavior while Part Two -assesses problems
in social-emotional funétioning whith are not restricted to individuals
" ¢

with evidence of mental retardation. 1In general, howeﬁgr, the number of
N R [ 3 <

valid items ‘increased with age on Part Two, suggesting a greater extent of

behavior disorders as EMR children growvw oldér.

Domain Validities of the Public School Version

‘Aﬂ ) '/Our analysis of the Validit& of the domain scores (Lambert,"in press)
included simultanecusly an analysis of the GQigu; contribution of school
' classification,’sex, and ethnic status to théﬁsedfes. We conducé%d identical
, ) _ PR
analyses for nine domgins of Part One and 11 domgins of Part Two for all

o -

age groups ir. the cample. Ve did no' include the educationally handicapped
. ’
sample in these analyses but* centered our efforts on determining whether

. )
& ~ . .

ERIC . 1< : .
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o .
differences i domain scores were associated with regular and EMR status.
. 4 ' )
Multiple regressiop,proéedures (Cohen, 1968; Darlington, 1968) make

i

possible inferences regarding the significance of variante attributable

4

to a variable when the effects of other variables of interest: are, accounted

.

for. Wé analyzea,(&) the wnique variance attributable~to adaQtivﬁ behavior

level as inferred from classification status when Yhe variance attributable

~
‘ '
-

' . % ' . .
to sex and ethnic status were accounted for, (2) the unique variance

attributable to sex acGounting for the variance attributable to ethnic

- .

" status -and_classifica®ion; and (3) the-unique variance attributable to

ethnic status accounting for the variance attributable to classification

’

and sex. ‘ . c

Details of the results of these extensive multiple regression analyses

\\

are pfg;ga)ed in Lambert (in press); hence, only a summary of t@e anglyses
will follow. ClassifiCQQi?n status was significantly associated ‘with Part
‘One domain scores foi’agesiT through 12 for aiildomains with the exception
of a nonsignificant contribution at age 8-9 on Vocational Activity. Thus;
in hS.apalyses of th ~§?§é;ctive validity of the scale ;nly one failed to
reach an alphé level of <.0l. Sigilarly, on Part Two domains the .0l

level of significance Qas not obtained in only 10 of 60 analyses. The ~
findings extended thosg from the‘itemyanalyses adﬁ demonstrated that dif-
ferences in domain scores based‘on the Public School Version are very
highly associated with the claSstgcation of regular and EMR pupiis and

can be considered valid for differentiating regular .elass pupils from those

S

assiéned to EMR programs. o N

The multiple regression analyses-of the unique contribution of sex to
domain score showed that’sex made no significant contributions at any ages

orr the Physical Development; Lconomic Activity, and Language Development

IS

{
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i - | ' T 10

~ i - < . f
domains. On the domains of Independent Functioning, Numbers and Time,
Vocational éetivity, 3elf Direction, andé§ocializétioh; sex contributed .
n~ [4
* significantly»at one age level‘ohly, eifﬁ%r fbé ages 8-9 or 9-10. Where
. A - ‘ .

sex differences occurred &n the Responsibility domain, one can tentatively

(BN A . - N ’ N
« account for them as differences in sex role demands made on boys and girls.
- N ‘ ° '
Differences in‘§ociafization practices for boys and girls most likely
> ”
M . J .
explain the somewhat greater influence of sex on Part Two domein scores.

-

After accounting for the variance in scores associated with classification
. ” .

and ethnic status, sex was sggnificantly associated with Part Two domain
¥ ’ & * ' . )
scores in 19 of 60 analyses. 3irls, for example, were judged }o be less

- destructive and'noncon?orming Qhantboys. 'Girls were also considered to
3 . . N
be less’ hyperactive than boys et all age levels. 1In order to provide suf-
LN T
ficient reference material for éppropriate interpretation of the domain

(X -~

scores, the Manual provides norms for boys and girls as well as the total

®

sample /in each and classi;;kation group'fbr«the Part Two domains. One
cannot generalize from these findings, however, and state that there is

an unwarranted sex bias in the'scores: The doimains on which there were

differences attributable to sex reflect behaviors which bd{f and girls

.acquire differentially, as a result of different standards for socialization; .

N =

* a © . MY .
‘therefore,’the. results, can be assumed tq,reflect the behavioral expectancies

of families and community,” rather than inherent differences between males
. - !
and females. " "

x~ -
. The increment of variance associated with ethnic status on Part One
LA % S - t

-

on the Scale was significant in byly one/gT Ls analyses.' The inference
- L. * 1 - “

follows’ﬁhat ethnic status does not contribute to domaiﬂ-;céres when the

~ effects of classification are account®d for on Part One &f the Gcale. Simi:
S w5 ) } ‘
larly on the Part Two domain., etlmic’ status contributed significant, .
£ ¢ B
unique variance to the scores in(L?’of 60 phalyses and only at two or
Q ' * a :
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. .

. three of fivehége leVelé on the Rebellious Behévior, Unﬂrustworthy'Behavibr;
» i ]

N .

and Anti-Social Behavior domains. We interpreted these few significant

contributions to be a reflection of different cultural demands which are

4

-g .‘ ~ ¢ - - -
reflected in maladaptive interpersonal behavior, which in turn influefced

fatings'assigned to the items of the Anti-Social and Untrustworthy Behavior

domains. Similérly,’rebellious behavior manifest in response to suthority,

‘ « -

»

diligence inpf011®wing4instructions, and punetpality is a function of the

N

pupil's classification_stétus,‘as well as the.ethnic group to which s/he

< belongs. - -

i .o . .
4

Even though the contribution of ethrnic status to Part Two domain scores

Y
» N
was significant for only three of ¥2 domains, we considered these results
AY '

5

s . / . ’
important enough tn prepare additional norms by ethnic status for the

public school version. These norms, along with the norms for the total
/ ' ‘ ’ »
@ semple and those by sex, provide the user with reference groups sufficient

for, adequate and fair interpretation of the results.

.

L

The remaining variables by -vhich subjects were identified in the study
. - 1Y A . .

vere population density and sociceconomic status. When each of these .
% ) ¢ P '
measures were correlated with domain seores, controlling for the effects

of class placement, sex, and ethnic status, there were, in a practical

[N

sense, ng ;jknificant results. "There were only }wo correlations which
A Y A
f

were significant at the .01 level on Payt On the Scale, and no correla-

a { »

tions which were significant at this level of Part Two over all of the
analyses of the contributions of these gemographic and social stétus'

variablesg. . -
d , / o . ]

-

On the basis o¢ the data reported in the study, we concluded that Epe
- BScale wasg valid for differentiating between pupils assigned to repular and
< . R ‘

4 a
EMR classes from ages 7 throiush 12. These analyses did not answer an '«

-
-~

Ly -

.

B

~

I3




. . . - ® . -
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additional 1mportant quesulon as 10 whether the mean scores for chfldren ) ot
. i . '

-~

withig,é classification group at each age.levelgwere the same. ;Acco}d—

' ingly, Cole (1976) undertook a iuitivariate analysis:of v;piance of tbé,' L
date collected for the r?gular, EMR' and TMR subjects. As one-would ’
' * ‘ |expect from the multﬂple regre;31on analyses whleh ;erek;éégrted' mesn f\$‘ M
. scores for, the three cla331f1cat10n groups at eaCh»qge'levelywere very e ¥

significantly different. The variance in scores explalned by age and

classification status ranged from 8 'to 39% for the Part One domains and “

>
LY
.
:

from 2 to 10% on the Part Two domains. The mean scores for regular Elass

subjects on Part One domains vere élways higher than those for EMR pupils,

M -

- which.in turn were Elways_higher for children in TMR classes. 'For Part

e Two domeins,, children in.regular classes always had lower scores, indicating -

* better adeptation for all domains. The mean scores of EMR subjects on

Part Two domains, however, were not always indicative of more adaptability"

.
-

¢ than those of TMR subjects. For example, EMR subjects manifested a greater

o extent of maladaption on the domains of Anti-Social®Behavior, Rebellious

Behavior, Untrustworthy Behavior, Hyperactivity, and’Psychglogical Distur-

bances. TMR subjects, on the other hand, had higher, more. negative scores
‘ . , ; i :
on Withdrawal, Stereotyped Behavior, Inappropriate Mannér%, Unacceptable

- ) ’ -~

. Vocal Habits, and Unacceptable or Eccentfic Habits. »Addltional study of ’ g

-

-

the interaction of leve} of intellectual functlonlng and manlfestatlons of

i

.g
o

kel N
- // emotional\disturb?nce of these several types can shed ligﬁi on the diagnos-
| . tic significance of these findings. . ’_ .
' , The findinés from the-multjpie.regression~analy;is showed that thére
was essentially no contributibﬁ of sex and ethnic status to Part One‘QOmains.
) when we controlled for classification status. Similafly, Cole's data sﬁfwed
, '

that there was neither a significan* sex nor ethnic status effect within

] i

$

S =h




" significant'differences in means (ranging from 1.3 to .07 raw score .points)

L o ‘ : , . 13
'w\“ ‘j——?:’: - . \ \. .

the group%@of EMR and T@R subjects. There were, howeyer, small though -

.

- . L 3

“ . -

‘between ethnic groups on six of nine domains. Even though small differ-

-~ .

.

ences can be éignificgnt inilarge samples such as those used.in these

studies, onl¥ 1 to 2% of variance was explained by cultural factors. The

.

contribution ‘of ethnic status to scores of regular d&ass pupils is min;mal:
There were no differences emong ethnic groups on, Independent Fﬁnctioning,

Pﬂ&sical Development, or Vocational Actiwvity. An examihation of the mean

. 7 -
scores over all subjeets showed, for example, that, the differences benefited

no particular ethnic group. For example, tﬁe Spanish background subjects

had higher scores on Responsibility, Socialization, and Economic Activity; .

~
L4

the black subjects scored higlrer on Independent Functioming; and the white

subjects were rated higher on Languagh Devélopment, Number and Time'Conceﬁts,-

-

Vocationgl Activity, and Self Direction. While culturhl(factors may be

a factor in adaptive behavior functioning represented by the Part One domains,

we can conclude from the da*a reported here that there is no systematic

bias in the scores which would favor oné or another ethnic ‘group.

’

There were significant différences between means for classification )

groups on all domains of Part Two of the Scale. The variance explained by

)
cdlassification status and age varied from 2 to 10%. /Differences between

means of ethnic status groups were significant for 6 out of 12 domains ;

for regular class sibjects, for L of 12 domains for EMR subjects, and for.

3 of 12 domains for the TMR pupils. The variance explained for the ethnic

status variables ranged from 1 to 2%. Since norms for differ¥§nt ethnic

= - ‘7

. A rd
groups within classification and age are available in the Manual, Psychol- ,

ogists and others who use the Scale have appropriate reference material
- ’ l‘ »
. to interpret results, taking into account, when gppropriate, differences .

4

e

» LR
l\‘/




1k
' L : A
! .ih functioning which might be attributable to cultural factors. -
’: ' K Meen differences betweé* domain scores fo? boys and girlg were not
- - 3 ?:sigh£}icant for pupils assigned to EMR and TMR classes. Theée were, how~ s
o _‘:?éévgr,_féur:démains onhPart One w@ere regular cléss boys and giris were .

s, Judged to *have 'significantly different levels of adaptive behavior. The,

v

B ’ difference in means was about -one:raw score point and the explained va;x—

.ance was from 1 (3 domains) %o 3% (Responsibility domain). Sex was only

»

' 1%. The Responsibility domain was the only one £8 whipﬁ sex made a signifi-

. = -y
- v cant’contribution after controlling for classification statu® in the

multiple regreésion analyses indicating that EMR and regular class females
A Y N % v *
function at a slightly, but zignificantly higher level than their male
’ ’ . ) . gt {

peers on the items asSessing Responsibility.

On the dasis of the findings summarized from these.stgdijs, we concluded

N

that\the Scale was valid for differentiating among pupils assigned to

regular, EMF, and "™R classes from ages 7 through 12. Even though our
1 .

data show that the Zcale.provides a valid'mj79hre of adaptive behayior,’we
* do not mean t6 imply thaézall children ¥ith scqres in a critical range neces-

. R . RV B
sarily should be glassified as retarded. The obtained scores must be
- » . \.
compared with other information, contrasted with reports from parents an%’
9 . " }
. N . (
v other observers of the child, and integrated into and evaluated as part

z

ks +

% - »
3 .

? .
of a comprehensive case study. . . o ] ‘
- \ R 4 .

(,Our research supports the assimption ‘that Pért One domains reflect

.
3

‘ : s . M vy ;
behaviors which are acquired by both boys an® girls Slmll&ﬁly across the . ) -<
- » . B , .
three major California ethnic groups which were represented in the study.’

. . A}

" The small differences between means within the regular class pdpulation o
’ : * . \ . - ' ’ " ’ .. ’
\ PR in?icate that the user of the scale must always exercise caution in inter-
1 . . M -

preting the resyl*s of adaptive behavior assessment, just as care would .

, o 21 ‘

. 13
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e 3 . . o
be reguired 1n 1nterpret1ng the result$'o% other tests Oge must ralways
: .
‘be sure that the child has had sufficient opportunity, to aequire <he skills
or competenc{es;being measured in the preparaidon\of an interpretation‘of

«

4 2 s s : * e ! ' s !
test findings. Our data show further that children whd were assigned to

EMR and TMR programs wére significantly different with respect to adaptive

~

N
i , .

behavior, and ‘that within these classifications boys and girls from dif-
ferent ethnic groups had, on .the average, similar levels of adaptive’

-

behavior. One can infer from such a result that the groups of EMR subjects

»

from the school districts which contributed to these studies were eligible

.
—

to be c73331f1ed as mentally r-!arded based on the cr1ter1a of retarded

intellectual and adaptive behavior fufictioning.

Beliability of the Scale

Information to assess ffle internal consistency rellabllltles of the ,//,
e

Y

;
domain scores was avalf/ele from the data collected in the standardlz%pion

studiés. We determined that the rellabllltleswoL Part One domaln,éﬁores

varied from .70 to .92, with a mean of .88. Reliabilities oﬁ’%ﬁe Part Two

.domains varied from .80 to .92, with a mean of .87. Thgée relisbility

-
~

estimates can be contrasted with the 1nterrater rellabllltles reported in

"the gQTh revision ¢f the Scale {(Nihira, Foster Shellhaas, & Leland l97h)-

" The ranget of interrater reliabilities for Part One domalns was from .7l to

1 *

.93, with a mean reliability of .86. For the Part Two domains the Manual

»

reported the reliabilities to range from .LL to .77, with a.mean reliability

\

t . . R .
,of .5T. Unless two raters have equal opportunity "to observe an indiyiduel,

LN

“which is rarely the case, raters observe subjects under different environ-,

»

mental circumstances. Differences in environmehtal demands, in'part,

[

explain the somewha: lower average interrater reliabilities reported when
L] - .

compared with the internal consistency estimates.
2.
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Reletionship of Domain Scores to IG
R .
’ A logical guestion to raise about the data from administrations of
? .. ' -
the Adaptive Behavior Scale is whether domain scores are simply proxies

<
. N !

L
for intelligence. The subjectc for these studies were s€lected on the
A . ‘
: basis of their school classification, but not necessarily on the basis of
“ . Al

’ meeting & specified measured intelligence criterion. We ‘combined the ,

v
»

(4 3

- . . } .
regular and spécial education subjects and computed, the correlation between
jomain scores and reported IQs. The findings showed that on Part One .
domains over +the are range <f subfects, the magnitude of the relationship

ranges from abouz .17 ‘Vncationzl Activity, Self Direction, and Responsi-

: bility) o about .€7 Number and Time Concepts, Economic Activity,,and
N ' *+

A -
’ vanguage Developmen<). * The correlatipn between IQ and -Part Two domains

: . ranged from -.01 ‘lestrustive, Non-Tonforming) to -.21 (Withdrawdl, ‘Stereo- - 4
. p .

E

was oonsidersble variation in, the relationship of
>

sorrec over the age range of subjects, suggesting

jevel-pment 2° +hese social and intellectual attributes. -
,
*

’ : he 1 .i+de ~¥ *hese correlations informs us tha® this

'measure »F adaptive behavior and meagyred intelligence share a low fto

moderate amount - variance a%“ributable %o a common underlying factor

.

) In concluding *hig discussicn of
. ! i . .
Public 3chool Version i+ is important to point out that the item development

]
L]

phase (Nihira ev al., 1977) rade no at<empt to éliminate items on which

males and females »r individuals

bt

o different socioeconomic or ethnic status,
. .

-3

PP~

groups performed 4.fferertly. «The outcomes of- our studies of the contri-#

gs ¢ item and domain scores illusirade

- A
- ' 0
bution of sex ani =+hnic =tz

e

S L)
.

variations in adap*ive benavisr functiocning n? subjects grouped by sex and

S v
.

ERIC - 2. | -

P e : )
.
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.

ethnic status as measured by items selected to assess an indepenaently . //

’
.

degived adaptive,behavior criterion. The fact that the results of our

" .
studies show no consistent ethnic status or sex contribut?ons to domdin

. o

scores on Part One of the Scale make’ it possible to inferlihat Qéfferéhces *

in adaptive behavior assessment on this Scale reflect real differences in
adaptive behavior functioning and provide assessment df adaptive behavidr

"that can be applied fairly to boys and girls and to children of-+different
ethnic groups. The provision of additioral norms by sex and ethnic status

v

for Part Two of the 3cale ensures that users of the Scafle will have refer-

ence material to maxe fair and appropriate interpretation of the child's

A R ~

level of func-iorirs on lomains “c which sex or ethnic status made occasiongle= ., =K%
. . 3
significant contribitigns. : ) b
x . . -

Application of the Resul:s of ithe Puiblic School Version * \
y A

. . ‘( ‘r

N . . N » » < '

of the Adaptive Behavior -Scale to Educational Programming \

. . ' . \

.

. . . (]
‘The validity and relviability data from our studies of fthe adapfive ”
- 4 w0
" behavior of public school children support the fact that the Adaptive Béha-

vior Scale measures a wide range of levels of adaptive behavior of normal

-

1 .

1
-and handicapged children who are atterding school. It seems reasonable to
4 :

) . . \ ’
determining eligibility of children fcr placemen* in programs for mentally{

retarded pupils and for develsping educational plans to promote children's
-~ N -

‘
*

development.

. Federal and s+ta'e guidelines for programs for handicapped children .

>

require that children be assigned “o

»

the least restrictive environment for

s

learning. In the near future_ it s {;kély that the requirement’ of a diagnosis
\) £ N kN

of mild retardation such ad\pow requlrad to identify a child for programs ' -
T .

for the educable mﬁnfally/;ﬁzxrdéd will be replaced by descriptive statements
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of'individual differences of children which specify the degree of need

[t .

for special‘educafion attention and which can be used as the basis for

Whether or not diagnoses of mental retardation will continue to be

“

.

deveilopment of educational plans.

required as a condition of delivery of special education services to
educeble mentally retarded children, it is instructive to note that

.v -
children who are eligible under existing California Educational Code pro-

visions for EMR programs are children who are defined as academically

[

retarded, and evidence of clinical factors associated with the condition is

not required for diasgnosis. In the medical history of- those diagnofed as

moderately or severely retarded, such as individuals in TMR program$, one

*

would expect to find relevant clinical factors whith account for the condi-:
’ .

tion, such as those resulting from infggtions, metabolic disorders, trauma,

gross brain disease, urknown prenatal influences; chromosomal abnormalities,

or gestationai/disorders (5rossman, 1973). The California Education Code
- K

defines mildly mentally retarded pupils as ones who "because of retarded

intellectual development as determined by individual msychological examina-

tions are incapable of being educated profitably and efficiently through

ordinary.classroom instruction." The evidence of the child's handicap s

A}
failure in schoel which ic a result of differences in rate of development.

Children who .are eligible for placement 41 EMR programs therefore, would
. ! . .

not necessarily be chi}d@en whose functioning would be Jjudged to be retarded
4

in the commun%&y or home envirbnx&pt. The €ode presently states that a

. - rd
chi&d}s &ligibility for such programs be determined by a case study which

[ .
'

. includes a measure of his intellzctual functioning and adaptive behavior.

The psychologist who ismrequired to defermine the eligibility of children

‘
»

for programs for the educable méntally.retarded knows full well that he can

. 23&
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0
.

never state with fitality that such a child is "mentally retarded." On

v

1

the basis of individual psychological examination the psychologist can
L 4 .

. ¢ e
state dnly that a child is "eligible" for the special education program
and provide some indication of the probability that the‘child's performance
will remain within specified limits suggested by the errors of measurement P

0

of the measures of inteliigenCe, adaﬁfive behavior and other assessment
s ‘ . -
methods which the psychologist employs. The cause of ‘the academic retarda-
tion of educable mentally retarded children is likely to be unknown, may
have a’clinical basis, but in all probability can best be understood as
a manifestatign nf individual differences in rate of cognitive and social
.-_developmenti “he task for the ysychologist is to assess the present intel-

lectual and social developmentél status of the child, contrast.his/her

,finaings with suﬁportive and contradictory evidence in the case history,

/

~ ° *
and determine whether “he child, at the time of referral and appraisal,

neeéds and is e¢ligiblé for special educatdn assistance, and if eli ible,
what types of educa~ional experiences will be most beneficial. %\
The shift away from diagnoses of etioloéies of handicapping conditions
\ ,
and toward educa*icral planring is a hajor positive trend iP schoeol psyéhé%dgy
and special educatioﬁ. We have always known that simply categorizing or
labeling c¢hildren and assignihg them to spectal programs would not guarantee ,
contihded developmental progress. We may have found ourselves spending )
more of our energies on diagnosing and placing than on developing educational’
“plans because the evidence.provided from most diagnostic tools is mot easily
adapted to educational recommendazions. Even though competent psyéhologists
never assume that the totali®y of an individual's intellectual potential

can be represented by a single Zeore, some have become trapped in a single

556;8 mentality when they have employed the IQ measure as the locus of
’ —

2L
[ SN

-

-
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individual functioning.' Similarly, if we'reduce,the wide variety of

individuel {ifferences in adaptive behavior funciioninglto a single score,

we encourage the same kind of simplistic assumptions abqut adaptive -

. ' .
behavior as we have encouraged in summing up a child's ﬁntellectual func~ '

! »

tioning in the IQ. _— -

The Dimensions of Adaptive Behavior, '

: The available data from several studies (Nihira, 1969a; Nihira, 1969b;
Lembert & Nicoll, 1976) provide no basis to conclude that adaptive behavior
P S s . P . - 2 . . ’
is & 31ngle,,nﬁitary characterisiic of individudl functioning. Rather,

- the dimensfionality »f adaptive behavinr as measured by the items and domains

can be defired by four clusters of dowains describing (1) func-

tional autono (Independent Functioning, Language Development, Economic
S b

;
Activity, Number ard Time Concepts, and.vocatibnal Activity, (2) Social
Responsibility-(Self—Direcéion, Responsibility, and Socialization, (3)

"~ Interpersonal Adjustment (Destructive Behavior, Anti-Social Behavior,
Rebellious Behavior, Untrustworthy Behavior, aﬁd Psychological Distﬁrbances),

~and (L) Intrapersoral: Adjustment (Stereotyped Behavior, Inappropriate
- ' ¥
* Manners, and Unaégeptable Vocal Habits). The first two dimensions closely
parallel the definition qf adaptive behavior as comprised of tho;e attributes
necessary for meintaining oneself independently and functionihg in a
personally and soéially responsible manner. The secpndltwo dimensions are
"associated with sociobehavigral adjustment factors which indicate the -
degree to whicﬁ the individual w&{} Pe able torﬁeet the environment;]
’ demands of the school envi}onments. . o ‘ i

- ThérPublic Schoal Version »f the Adaptive Behavior Scale provides

» data expressed as an individual's vercentile rank gpmpared with age and

o
. classification peers. The rr-ults are valuable for the dual,purposes of




, the Scale. Data collected in = 1 rge Scale field study conducted by the

- S~ .
,beh§vior is deveibped. Figure 1 illustrates an adaptive behavior profile .

for a child who was referred for special education. The raw scorés earned

—_— . T 21

. . L . N
(LQ determining the child's level of adaptive behavior as inferred from

performance on the domains essociated Qith the functional autonomy and

[

)

social résponsibility dimensions and ,(2) evaluating the potential for suc-

’

cessfully meeting environmental demands of regular and special education

” -
-

classrooms based on gyidehpe'of social-emotional maladaptation.
Y. . -

Determining the Level of Adaptive Behavior . .

, The Manual for the Publi& School Version of the Adaptive Behavior
Scale grovidesynorms for regular, EMR, TMR, and EH subjects from ages T
1 -

through 13, and g?ﬁitional norms for sex and ethnic status for Part Two of
Y,

,’ﬂ'“
Florida Staté'bepartment of Education (Note 1,°Note.2) provide

additional norms for subjects frdm 3 through 16. The-Flgrida data will be
. ) . i &
compared with data presently being studied on groups from 3 to T and from

I

13 to 16 and within a yeér, normati;e data on the Public School Version'

%ilS:E%;iude norms from ages 3 through 16 based on the cqmbinedfdaﬁa.
After “teachers ﬁgye beer. trained to‘usg the Scalé (Windmiller, 1977)

aﬁd havé cgmpleted their ratings, domain scores are compﬁted for each

child and checked fgr accuracy before an individual profile Bf adaptive\

-

on each Part One domain are listed at the bottom of* each column £or the

domain scores. Bécause the question being asked was whether the child's v

-
3

: . . : 4 . .
level of adaptive behavidér was low' enough to warrant consideration for o

. N .

special education placement; his/her profile of percentile ranks was drawn .

v

™

to reflect his/her position with respect foéggers of the same age in
T ~e

’

regular élass programs. Percentile ranks for Tégulé} clgss subjects for
t - [ 4

each raw score were plotted -1 *the profile, and they were at or lower than

: - . . E) » -
= ) ray .
~ N .
. 2 .

'
. . - R -
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. presented on the profile in Figure 1, indicates that EFG's sensory and motor

the 15th percentile for all domains associated with the functional autonomy

dimension described above with the exception of Physical Development.
. . . p

The shaded area on the profile outlines the proportion of subjects

. ¢ Fs + , - .
in the referencg group who fall between - one standard deviation from the //’/

‘ ’
mean domein score of the group. Some distributions of raw score on the

Adaptive Behavior Scale such as that for Physical Devélopment and those on
Part Two are skewed;lkherefore, percentile distributions were selected in'
faféi of standard score distributions because such reference data retain

the features of the domain distribution.

v

Physical Development provides.a rough indication of whether or not a
- . *

child's sensoryhand motor functioning are within normal limits. The Manual
s&ggests that a useful\rule-of thumb for iﬁ%erpreting this score is to use
a r;; score of 20 as an ind{ggtor of normal physicél develoément. Raw -
€bores on-this domain indicate whethgr the presence of p?ysical handicaps ‘ N
“should be @aken into conside;ation wvhen ingérpreting,a profile. /Raw

scgrés of 20 or higher usually mean a normal to perfect range offphysical
development. Approximately 90% of regular class pupils and T70% of EMR

children fall in this category. A raw score of 10 or lower }ndicates the
presence of one or more serious physical handiceps and referral to speciélisis
for evaluation of these problems would be mandatory. Scores between 10

and 20 suggest bossible‘ihysical handicaésrand the igems on the Physical
Development dqma;n should be examined to identify areas of sensory or ;otor ’

functioning which should be considered in the interpretation of ot.'r

domain scores. The Physical Development domain score‘(percentile) as

. -

development. is normal for his age.

.

To facilitate interpreta*%mn of the percentiles, the shaded area out-

5
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lines a range of furctioning that is clearly within average limits for
the group. Individﬁal scores within this range can be compared to the
mean of the reference gfogp in percentile ranks (the heavy dash line) and

-~

oné\can estimate the relative standing of the child with age peers as &

percentile value ‘below ér above the norm and within or without a critical
. h } .

’ !

score range.

Pupil EFG's scores on the Functional Autonomy domains fall below the
critical range indicated by the shaded area. This child does not have,
I'd .

however, any physiCal‘problems which would interfere with his ebility to

acquire higher levels of adaptive ¥ehavior on these *domeing. The low

level of his fuhctioning on these domains indicates that he may be eligible

3

for special educa@ién’placement. His .performence is at a somewhat higher,

r K

though stiil borderline level on the domains associated with social respon-
sibility. A report summarizing his adaptive behavior functioning on Part

dne of the Scale w

ggi indicate that with respect to independence skills,
his behavior is seriously below that .of regular class pupils of his age,

but his ability } initigte and carry out tasks and get along well socially

with peers, while also at a,lpw level, is within an acceptable range of
L] . - b

functioning for regular class puﬁils. His performance also can be compared
=
with pupils in EMR programs .

Figure 2'sh9ws EFG's profile with respect to the EMR reference group.
> - ¢ N

As one can see, his performance varies around the domain medns for the EMR

- L}

pupils of his age. His adaptive behavior is typical ofi those pupils who ’

. > .
were assigned to EMR classes in the 'standardization populdtion, 96 or 97%

of whom were el¥gible on the basis of the ‘measured intelligence criterion.

What decisions should be made? On the average, nine out of 10 regular

class bupi%s have acquired nirher lLevel adaptive behavior skills than EFG

) /

—~

o)
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E F. G using EMR norms .
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o

on all areas except those related to,social and persongl,responsibility.
- . - ' - ’
EFG's performance in some areas indicates that he needs special education

‘ ) .
‘ N
assistance to improve his functional independence skills and ‘the acquisi-

tion of knowledge necessary %o perform indepenhently. He 1is responsible
.and ﬁrobably would carry out assignments given to him as well &s some.other‘
igﬂfdren in a regular class. If his measured intellectual functioning is -

also marginal, consideration shoyld be given to continuing him in a regular

%

class assignment with speﬁfal instruction either within the regular class

or in a resource room.

.

The degree to which a child can succeed in & regular class program can
be inferred from information provided by domain score percentiles on Part

Two ofithe Scale. Figure 3 shows EFG's profile with respect to the regular D

4

class norms. From this chart, one can determine that EFG is ir a critical

range (outside the shaded -area) with respect to Anti-Social Behaviqr, d

s

Hyperagkive Tendencies, and Psychological Disturbances. One now can predict

~

. . . .
that his behavior in a regular classroom would be judge€d by the teacher

P
to be hyperactive and antisocial and that even though he demands lots of
r . . ? >

teacher atten*ion, when criticized he responds défensively'and feels per- .

secuted. EFG's interpersonal problems exceed the average for children in

the EMR norms (see Figure L) so that even in a’special education class group

he would have more than the aver g degree of diffi;ulties in‘these areas,
The information from an analysiys of adaptive behavior 3;£§iles should

never be uséd as a single source oé ;Aformation for determinigg eligibility

5 ‘ g 4

for special educatinn assistance. Parents cap be interviewed and complete |

a complementary adaptive behavior rating. Consistencies between perceptions

of the child at schonol and 2t home, and evidence from other areas in the

. M
\ .

. A . r
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case Etudy can be sought for confirmation q{ the adaptive Béhavior assessg~ -«

mgn%. In the case of EFG, .parents, teachers, and psychologist will»have' )

L] 4 ,
to collaborate to .determine where the child¥ill learn most efficiently

. and what combination of regular and special egﬁéation program will provide
] , e . o
L the best set of opportunities:for improving his level of functioning.
4 { [
} . . 'y . .
1 . Once the pattern of regular and special instructional settings has been

7 / T .
determined, the next &nd most crucial step is the development of an educa~

N

. tion plan. ‘ \ ' ’ o .o
. N ~
' Developing Individual Educatiorial Plans from =
the Assessment of Adaﬁﬁive Behavior .
< Inp the previous sectien, the author'pointed out that there is no rule
which will perm%t the psycholog{st to state with as;urance thaé below a
particular cut—;ff point a child conclusively can be considered @o hévg/
.retarded adaptive behavior. Psyshologiét§§ however, can,specify the
probability that a true measuréﬁzill lie betggen rénge of obtained scores. .

Since studies have shown/}ﬁat the comprehensive set of items associated

\

with edaptive: behayior is not measuring & single unitary trait, use of
one overall measure of adaptive behavior is nog warranted. The Adaptive

s - Behavior Scalé, therefore, provides measures of different types .of social
’ ‘ i ~

functioning rather than a summative score. Integrating the results of
the Scale into a diagnostic perspective requires pro?essionaI'Judgment in

the interpretation of the child's social functioning in the context of

-~

his school, home, and cultural environment. As the AANB Manual on Terminology
i Y

and Classification in Mental Retardation points out, "neither 3@ nor adaptive
behavior are sufficient for indiwidual diegnosis er classification purposes .’

Applied as part of a cogprehensive assessment procedure and supplemented .

with clinical Jjudgment and interdisciplinary and parental &ollaboration,

£ L .
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N L 3 . .
the use of the Adaptive Behavior Scale will enable the educator to appraise

the relative social functioning o§~the‘EETidM§nd to make a determination )

- . 4

of the)appgopriateness of educational placement options.
: : . ) .
: . . s as
. The author believes that® finding the progrem where the child can learn

L a

2

best is infinitely more important than programming, the child through a

- € .

labeling/ritual, Even if we could all aé?ee on what evidence warrants the

.

-7 ’
conclusion that a thild who functions as a mildly retarded child is truly
#

mentally retarded, what help have we given the child when 21l dur energies

, ‘ . .

are expended ir ‘he lebeling effcrw? 4nd if we discover that a large

.

number of youngsters whe are functioring as mildly re<arded children 4o

not qualify for the label, hocw nave &e helped them by cogsluding that the’
' H

label does not apply? , ' . /

Pt

Many of us involved in <ne assessment, placement, and programming

-
~ L2
[y

processes for hardicapped childrern are turning their attention away from
* S -

. ! R - . - . . € ‘ .
labeling toward planning. If we can b2 sure that the child's and parents'

rights to due process are ersured, that “o the best of our knowledge and

skills & chilid demcnst;a:a; thas ke, or she is eligible for special educa-
‘ ’ A . :
“ion placemen*, and ‘hat we make proviiion for regular evaluation df the
hild's status, then our prcfessional objectives should turn toward the
! 7

' R .

(¢

educational planring prbcess.

-

One of the main strengths of the Adaptive Behavior Scale is that it

. .

]

gives ‘an individualized profile which cﬁn be used to develop an appropriate

educational progfam for 'the pupil. THe.profile of a child's various aéap-
five g?havioré describes sisfher status on several domains, such &s ’

Independent Functioning, Language Devel9pment, and Respons;bility. Begause
educational.éoals,for all handicapped‘cpildren al%eyé inélydé thé develop-

ment of ind¥pendent functioning and personal and social responsibility, |,

' 3¢ . L

e



[ 3]_ ’

. . /// the profile provide; the basis from which a program of remediation can be

developed. This is a crucial enterprise because children in some public

school classes for the mildly retarded may not have been taught or helped

.

to develop beyond their assessed deficiencies. Consequently, in guch in-

N - stances, the degree to which an extensive progrem of individualized

k4

behavioral instruction would alter a child's abilities and expectations

&

~ -~ for personal and vocational success can never be known. As teacllers,

parents, and psychologists collaborate to develop educational plans, it is

,important to keep in mind that e

educational plans must be individualized,

that is, children with similar profiles may Sgsuire quite different educa-
tional programs. Moreover, the nature of a child's adaptive behavior must
be considered with respect to expectancies of both the school and environ-

.

ment and prior oppcriunities to acquire particular aspects 8f adaptive

~y

behavior functioning.

As the teacher znd psychologist refer to the child's profile and con-

.

. sider its educationzl implications, they can view the results aerpec1fY1ng

-

an individuzlized et of possible educational objectives. The items within.,

Lo

each domgin specify a set of adaptive beﬁéviors which can be acquired by
n?rmal and most retarded children guring théi; developing years. The score
received on a domain, when compared with norm group, indicates how well
individual children are func£ioning with respect to age level peers of
similar educational status.. When & score on a domain is -lower than\would

be desirable for a particular child, reference- to his/her ratings on each

of the individual items comprising that domain suggests a set of instruction-

H

al or//;arning objectives which can form the basis of en individual eduéa-

~ ; .

-

tional plan. : . ”

Educational Planning Considerations Regarding Part One Domains

The Part One domains are Independent Functioning, Physical Development,

S
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-

Economic Activity, Language Development, Numbers and Time, DomestiégActivity
(which is not included in the public school. version), Vocational Activity,
Self-Direction’, Responsibility, and éocialieation. Several ET these doﬁains
such as Independent Functioning, Vocational Activity, and Self-Direction

focus on the acquisition of skills which prométe independence, responsibility,
or gutonomy. To increase competenée in these areas, children should be-

v

> i
provided with opportunities to be exposed to new experiences that enhance

_ Browth and to meke choices and decisions consistent with their capabilities.

In all cases the activities which are provided should be co;crete, well-
defined, and have clearly specified reinforcement contingencies.

Children c;n be exposed to activities and information in which ?hey ‘“
have the' opportunity to attempt and to succeed on tasks requiring new levels

of competence for rerforming regular and routine operations well. Continued
<

.responsibility for the performence of newly learned behaviors increases

: . L3
independence and feelings of success.

’

~ To achieve competence or. other activities within the domains 6ﬂ Inde-

IS 1
]

pendent’ Functioning, Vocational Activity,.and Self-Direction involves the
need to provide children with opportunities to make choices and decisions
among several:gguivalent altern;tives consistent with their capabilities.
In these instances, cause and effect for each alternative should be demon-

- .

strated where possible. The choice to be made can be limited initially to

) presentation of two options such as "Would you like to play on the bars

outside with the other children or would you rather stay inside with me and

-

work.on your project?" Both should be carefﬁlly delineated apd have their

consequences illustrated. As the child learns to choose and follow through

[}

from these experiences,. the changes for making more dec131bns with more

complex options and opportuniuieskfor responsibility can be inhcreased.

. <
. D B
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Other domain; focus -en concepts or activities‘which require learning
e specific-knowledge or information, like the domains of Number the Time
Concepts and Economic Activity. By introducing concepts, activities, and
materials related to tﬁqsé domains in ; cohcrefé way, the child can learn
the concepﬁ;and experience the process. Actually going to a store and
buying something and paying for it is a useful, concrete way éf téaching
concepts and procédures to children who are unable to.deal with abstractions..
Tﬁe experiefice may have to be repeated ﬁany tihqs for children to be able
to incorporate it successfully in their behavior repeftoire. In many of

these types of activities, it is important for teachers to consider the
)

value of their own behavior as a model for the children to emulate.

v

Still other domains such as Language Development and Socialization
»

involve both learning and developmental considerations. In establishing

¥

an educational plan for children inl these behavioral domeins, teachers and
psychologis?s should appraise the child's current level of development,
meking assessments of mmis/her cognitive, language, and social development, +
~if necessary, before establishing an appro?riate set of educational goals

for him/her. - Then, by offering a wide variety of opportunities for self-

expression or social interaction, the teacher can observe evidence of new
} .

levels of maturation and can determine when the readiness of the chigd t

make the next step in learning has occurred,

, v -

Matching Educational Planning Recommendations on Part oﬁZ—BémL§a5<pJ

A —g

Available Curricula

[

The Texas State Learming ReSource Center (Note 3) provided an excellsnt

>

example of the curriculum materials available to assist the teacher in

carrying out educational planning recommendations. -It has catalogued in-

structional packages with th- items from Part One domains. With @hese

) ' .
ERIC I \
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materials at hand, those collaeborating to provide and evaluate instruction
- - »

for handicapped children can select from the most appropriate resourceé
from those which are identified. The instructional guideljines suggested
t

by the Texas document should encourage others who use the Scale to create

~
&

similar curriculum packages based on local needs and resources. {

Eg‘;ational Planning Considerations Regarding Part Two Bemains
The behaviors which are assessed on‘Part Two of the Adaptive Behavior

_Scale are related to social and emotional development and, as noted earlier,

S

the more frequent the behaviors-and the higher the child's score, the fore
likely the child is to be perceived as a problem or as a“disturbance and

the greater ;he\probability that he is experiencing serious emotional

L3

distress. When evidence exists to assume a child's adjustment reflefts _

a severely disrupted system‘hnd that he is a threat to‘himself or others,

e
- .

the teacher should review the sase with the psychologist and they sﬁould

£

consider a referral to an appropriate source for further évaluation and

=

treatment. - R ' . »

Some of the behaviors described within the domains on Part Two lend.
)

-

-

. - themselves to improvement through a well-structured program of classroem

fy
An educational pragram such as the one proposed by Hewett (1968; Hewett &
Forness, 1974) is an éxcellent regimen for assisting educationally retarded
i L ' ,
~2hd emotionally handicapped pupils to function C}feétively in a classrd®nm

setting while pfoviding them with académicllearning experiences within

<
\ their capebilities. - , i
N . ]
Evaluation of Individual Educational Plans . o
N At the conclusion 5f the reviéw of the informationﬁﬁrovided by the

i

P{bfile Summary Sheet, the teacher, in collaboraﬁion with the psycﬁolbgist,

will have developed a set of learning and behavioral objectives for the

3
management, where improved performance is monitored and consistently rewarded.~

© edt



indiyidual cﬁilq. These objectives will vary, from child to cﬁilé.since-
- - v . ¢ . Q

LA they are” dependent on individual pupils' developmental levels, their
© - ourrent level of academic and Social functionjfig, and the appropriateness_.
-~ ‘ . * ’~ - ' .

e .
‘of the objectives for their particular educational program. A procedure

h Y . ) . - .
; ) for ev tion of the educational plan should be developed e?ncomitantly
with a time scﬁeduleﬁfor conducting it. Readministration of the Adaptive
- . “ . . ‘ ]
- * . ) v
Behavigr Scale may bé considered as the most appropriate method for

., " N -
.

appraiBing the child's progress. , However, requesting adaptive behavior
H

‘ ] ratings from other adults in the school who have contact with the child,

get%ing'a third-party assessment, or conducting an interview with,»oth
» B ' v -
'parents of the child provide additional inﬁprﬁation by which to evaluate

. ’
the effectiveness of the child's program.

. , ~

. Conclusion -
. ¢ .- ] Q" . .
§>%\ ‘ . We undertook the study of adgptive behavior of normal and handicapped

-

. public school cﬁiidren to determine whether a modification of the AAMD
] .

- Adabtiie Behdvior Scale<xnﬁﬁ.pf3vide a valid and reliabie measure of

Y

adaptive behavior functiéning. The summary of our research presented here

provides ample evidence of .the usefulness of the scale for obtaining an

. evaluation of the child's adaptive behavior functioning, and the vali&ity
‘ B and reliability-of 1ts\measures. Ozj bellef is that the scale w111 be an

1ndlspensable adjunct to the assessment of intellectual functloning and,
' as part of a comprehensive case study,_ thé Scale can provide invaluable

LS
<

information ,in developing educational plans, to improve the adaptive.behavior

skills of the chi t schoo} and at home.
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. . }potnotes

4

.-

1 We included a small representEET;;T;;mple of pupils assigned
to programs for EH children. The requirement for classification into

. this program was that the child Lhave serious learning deficienc{ps aud

be withia the normal range of 'intelligence.




