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The stricture of adaptive bebavior as a function of age and status of bandicap
was investigated i two samples with mental retardation and five samples without
retardation. Exploratory factor analysis of the subscale scores from a
comprebensie, nationally standardized measure of adaptive bebavior (Scales of
Independenr Behavior) revealed a large Adaptive or Pevsonal Independence
dimension. Although not consistently identified in all samples, secondarn' Academic,
Personal Responsibility, and Community/Vocational dimensions were also
identified. Possible diffevences were identified in the striccture of adaptive bebavior

as a function of age.

Adaptive functioning —the extent to which
an individual takes care of personal needs,
exhibits social competence, and refrains from
exhibiting problem behaviors—has received in-
creased auention over the past 2 decades .in
service classification, eligibility decisions, and
program planning (Bruininks, Thurlow, & Gilman,
1987, Wit & Martens, 1984). A number of
developments are often cited as producing this
increased emphasis on adaptive behavior assess-
ment. First, recent court decisions and legislation
regarding fairness in special education frequently
have resulted in the mandated assessment of
adaptive hehavior in special education identifica-
tion and placement procedures. Second, the

Support for this study was provided under Grant
No. G00843004 from the US. Department of Education.
Points of view or opinions stated In this report do not
necessarily represent the official position of the US.
Department of Education. Requests for reprints should
be sent to Robert Bruininks, 6 Pattee Hall, University of
Minnesota, 150 Fillsbury Dr., SE, Minncapolis, MN 55455.

mainstreaming, or normalization, movement h
increased the need to assess and train behaviors
that are important in the transition of individuals
with handicaps into integrated learning and living
environments (Holman & Bruininks, 1985). Third.
concern about bias in assessment has focused
attention on procedures such as adaptive behavior
assessment. By focusing largely upon nonschool
behaviors, professionals who assess adaptive
behavior atempt 1o increase fairness in classifica-
tion and placement decisions and thereby lessen
the disproportionate  representation of ethnic
munorities in special education and other service
programs. Fourth, adaptive behavior assessment is
viewed as a means for eflective parent involve-
ment in educational planning. Finally, the inclu-
sion of adaptive behavior, defined by Grossman
(1983) as “significant limitations in an individual's
effectiveness in meeting the standards of mwra-
tion, learning, personal independence, andor
social responsibility that are expected for his or
her age level and cultural group™ (p. 11) in the
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Amcricin Assoctation on Mental Retedation defi-
nition of mental retardation. has increased the
need to include adaptive behavior instruments in
routine assessment practices.

1t is interesting that the construct now called
“adaptive behavior” is relatively old (Reschly,
1985), having its contemporary roots in Doll's
(1934, 1953) social competency research and
writings. Nonctheless, previously reported studies
using a limited range of adaptive behavior
instruments seem to have had rouble operationa-
lizing the basic construct (Reschly, 1985), resulting
in noticeable variations in its operational defini-
tion #and assessment (Wit & Martens, 1984), The
most comprehensive research-based attempt 1o
elucidate the construct of adaptive behavior was
Mevers, Nihira, and Zetlin's (1979) authoritative
review of the adaptive behavior measurement
literature from 1965 to 1979. In their review of
factor analytic studies. thev found adaptive behav-
ior 1o be characterized by a wo-dimensional
structure. Across different instruments ap auten-
omy dimension consistently emerged (labeled
“functional autonomy,” “self-sulficiency.” or “inde-
pendence” by different researchers), as did a
second factor interpreted as representing a
responsibility dimension. Mevers et al. (1979)
considered these two dimensions 1o be factors
that “would universally be determinced in any
competent studies emploving the uwswal broad-
ranged AB [adaptive behavior] scale” (p. 464). It is
important, however, to note that most of the
studies Mevers et al. reviewed used the Adaptive
Behavior Scale (ABS, Nihira, Foster, Shellhaas, &
Leland, 1969) with institutionalized samples with
mental retardation. The primany use of the ABS,
initially developed with samples in institutions,
and the focus on samples in reswictive living
environments mayv limit to some extent Mevers et
al’s (1979) conclusions regarding the definition
and conceptual organization of adaptive behavior.

A number of additional research stdies using
different adaptive behavior instruments have been
published more recendy, some of which have
contradicted Mevers et al’s (1979) conclusion thag
aduprive behavior is a two-dimensional construct.
Factor analysis of the Preschool Amainment Record
(Doll, 1966} with a childhood sample without
retardation (Hug. Barclay, Collins, & lamp, 1978)
and the ABS with an adult sample with retardation
(Katz-Garris, Hadley, Garris, & Barnhill, 1980)
identified  single-factor  selutions. Song et al.
(1984 ideniificd o factors in the Wisconsin
Behavior Rating Scile (Song et al, 1980) in
samples with and  withour  retardation. Their

Cognition factor was desceibed as very similar to
the Personal Self-Sufficicncy or  Independence
dimensions identified by Meyers ot al. (1979)
Their Psychomotor factor, however, was inconsis-
tent with Meyers et al’s (1979) Responsibility
factor. Rescarch studics by Arndr (1981) and
Millsap, Thackrey, and Cook (1987) also reinforce
a unidimensional adaptive behavior  structure.
Arndt (1981) identified a large general factor
through the use of oblique muliple group factor
analysis of a short-form version of the ABS in a
large institutionalized sample (& = 3,685 ). Millsap
er al. (1987) also identified a large general factor
in the standurdization sample (¥ = 2,085) of the
Adaptive Behavior Inventory for Chiidren (Mercer,
1979).

In contrast t© subscale level research, z
number of item-hased factor analtic studies have
suggested a more muhlidimensional  adaptive
behavior structure. Nihira (1978) identified 9 1o 10
factors in the ABS items in three samples with
retardation. Silverman, Silver, Lubin, and Sersen
(1983) idemified 8 consistent facturs in the
Minnesota Developmental Programming  Svstem
Behavioral Scales (Joiner & Krantz, 1979} in four
samples with retardation. In an adult sample with
retardation, Reynolds (1981) identified 3 factors
(Adaptive, Cognitive, Affective) in the Personal
Competency Scale. Finally, Widaman, Gibbs, and
Geary (1987) determined that the Client Develop-
ment Evaluation Repornt {(California State Depart-
ment of Developmental Services, 1978) was
characierized by a o-factor structure (of which 4
factors were in the adaptive hehavior domain) in
14 samples with retardation.

Lt is clear that recenr research has produced
results discrepant from Mevers et s (1979)
conclusions. McGrew and Bruininks (in press)
recent syathesis and extension of Mevers et al’s
{1979) review, however, suggests that some of the
differences between swdics are likely w he
aaributable to methodological variables. 1n partic-
ular, item-based factor analytic studies (which
consistently identify many more factors than those
using subscales) appear to be confounded by item
difficulty or developmental facors (McGrew &
Bruininks, 1988). McGrew and Bruininks con-
cluded that subscale level studies provide the hest
available research base from which e examine the
construct of adaptive behavior. Even the subscale
tevel studies published since Mevers et al s (1979)
review (Arndt, 1981; Hug «t al, 1974; Katz-Garris
ct al., 1980; Millsap et al,, 1987; Song et al, 1984),
however, conflict with the conelusion that adaptive
behavior is characterized by two consistent factors
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All but one of the recemly published studies (Song
et al., 198i) appear o suggest a unidimensional
adaptive behavior struciure. )

It is clear that the construct of adaptive
hehavior needs further exploration. Much of the
literature covers only a narrow range of instru-
ments and samples. Research s especially :nna.ﬁ._
1o explore the critical dimensions of the adaptive
behavior construct as a function of important
sample characteristics such as age, developmental
level, and type of handicap. Other problems with
available studies include the use of a limired range
of instruments and the frequent failure 10 remove
the effects of differences in chronological age (CA)
in samples hefore conducting factor analysis. The
current studv was designed 1o contribute further
information on these issues by presenting the
resulis of an investigation on the structure of
adaptive behavior as a function of age and fevel of
handicap through explorawery factor E.,.m._«.m_m.
controlling for effects of age, of the individual
subscales of 4 recenly developed, comprehensive,
nationally standardized measure of adaptive behav-
ior

Method
Samples

Seven samples were used. The five groups
without retardation were nationally representative
samples from the norming sample used in the
standardization of the Scales of Independent
Behavior {Bruininks, Woodcock, Weatherman, &
Hill, 1984). The two samples with retardation were
individuals from the various validity studies
reported in the Scales of Independent Behaviar
technical manual (Bruininks, Woodcock, H &
Weatherman, 1983). The samples with retardation
represented a mixture of individuals with mild w0
severe rerardation who were served in a variery of
community-based  special education and adult
service programs. Table 1 shows subjects” age by
sample.

Procedure

The Scales of Independent Behavior had
been administered o all seven samples daring
standardization of the scale. This instrument,
nvpically adminiswered through a structured inter-
view, is o comprehensive measure of problem
hehaviors and adaptive behavior in motor, social
and communication, persunal kiving, and comma-
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Table 1
Subject Characterlstics by Sample

CA
Sample N Maan 5D Aarne
Without retardatror
Preschool 489 22 133 .\h@
Earty childhood 460 724 123 4695
Midd e cnildhood 496 1290 208 96767
Adolescent s 1927 153 168-215
Adult 198 4007 679 =215
W.ih retardation .
Chidrood 10 5205 250 76 187
Adolescent/
adt 178 3103 1237 L1E7
8 In mortns

nity living skills. It consists of 226 individual items
scored on a 4-point scale, The items are organized
into 14 subscales, which ave further organized ino
four clusters of adaptive behavior {Motor Skitls,
Social and Communication Skills, Personal Liviog
skills. and Communit-Living Skills), vach mehud-
ing two or more specific subscales. Bused on
45-area content classification svstem, Holmuan and
Bruininks (1985 ) found that the Scales of Indepen
dent Behavior, along with five other m
adaptive behavior scales. provide some of the
most extensive coverage of the adaptive behavi
domain. In addition to coverage of adaptive
behavior, the Scales of Independent Behavior
assesses maladaptive behavior through eight prob-
lem behavtor areas that can be scored cither
separately or according w three broad summan
indexes. The scores for the 14 adaptive behavior
subscales—the measures used in the current
investigation—were in the form of the W acore
metric, which is a special score ransformation of
the Rasch ability scales. The specific transtorma-
tion is described in Woodcock and Dabl (19711
and is further discussed in Braminks et al. (19485)
and Woodcock (1978) The W scores are the
preferred metric for statistical anal m.acn. w their
equal-interval measurenient characteristic,
Exploratory factor analytic procedures wure
completed for each of the seven samples. Boeaiuse
of the developmental nature of the W scores used
in the analyses, each anadusis was precedued by the
calculation of a subscale imercorrelation matvix
with the effec of CA removed (ie. partial
intercorrelation maerix). The removal of CA eftects
is important to note because mamy prior studies
did not partial out CA prior to RCOT dnaiysis.
Seven separdte coreiaion marices. vne for euch
sample, served as the input for cach explorawory
analysis. The specific facoring method emploved
was a principal components analysis widh
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in the diagonals. The resulting solutions emploved
varimax rotation. A factor loading salience crite-
rion of 40 or above was employed i the
interpretation of the factors.

In the absence of prior factor analytic
rescarch with the Scales of Independent Behavior,
an explormory factor  analytic approach  was
chosen over a confirmatory factor approach. Thus,
testing whether a certain fuctor solution was a
better fit than another solutton (e.g, whether a
wo- or three-fuctor solution provided a beuer fit
than a single factor solution) was not completed.
Because the determination of the “correa”
number of factors 1o retin is a fundamentally
unresolved issue in factor analysis (Carroll, 1983;
Cliff. 1988}, a number of criteria were used.
Although a number of the more objective factor
extraction criteriz were used (ie. eigenvalues =
1.0, scree test) to determine the number of final
factors, the interpretability of meaningful factors
was the primary criterion. In most cases the
interprewability of factors decreased as more
factors were extracted than were suggested by the
more cbjective criteria. The final solutions, based
primarily on interpretability of factors, retained no
factors with eigenvalues less than one. Although
the eigenvalue rule was not deliberately used, the
fact that only factors with eigenvalues greater than
one where retained supgests that the results may
be conservative estimates of the number of
possible factors (Carroll, 1983; Cliff, 1988).

Resulls

A review of Table 2 indicates that a three-
factor solution was identified as most appropriate
in the preschool sample without retardation.
Interpretation of the three factors was guided by
an inspection of the items within the subscales at
this age level Factor 1 appeared to represent a
large (40.5% of the unrowated variance) General
Developmental or Personal Independence factor,
with significant loadings on 10 of the 14 subscales.
The items at this age level for the salient (ie.,
factor loadings of 40 or above) Time and
Punctsalicy and Money and Value subscales for
Factor 2 (149% of the unrotated variance)
suggested a practical academic dimension with
quantitative characteristics. The third factor (7.8%
of the unrotated variance) had the most salient
Joadings for subscales wpping an individual's
ability to look after his or her own personal needs
(namely, Toileting, Dressing, and Self-Care) and
was interpreted as a Personal Responsibility factor.

Table 2
Varimax Rotated Three-Factor Matrix ol SIB Subscaley In
Preschoel Sample Without Retardation

Factor®

Subscale 1 2 3
Gross Molor .64 -.18 02
Fine Motor .80 Lol -.08
Social Interaction 86 02 ~.03
Language Comprehension 61 a9 25
Language Expression 63 26 21
80 - 16 13
- 21 18 €9
Dressing 43 ~.05 .68
Selt-Care 70 —-.00 42
Domestic Skills 18 16 61
Time and Punctuality —.05 .86 -.00
Money and Value -.02 77 26
Work Skiils 69 33 19
Home-Community 72 -1z 10

Note. Figures in itatcs represent loadings ot .40 or above

A review of Table 3 indicaws that adaptive
betiawvior, as defined by the Scales of Independent
Behavior subscales, is largely o unidimensional
factor during the schoolage vears (ie., early
childhoed, middle childhood, and  adolescent
samples). In each of these samples, the factor
extraction criteria (the eigenvalue and scree tests
in particular) consistently indicated single factor
solutions. Inspection of the unrotted solutions
revealed high loadings across all 14 subscales.
This finding was consistent with the inerpretation
of a General Developmental or Personal Indepen-
dence factor thar accounted for approximarely
60% 10> 80% of the unrotated variance.

Table 3

SIB Subscale Loadings on Unrotated General Factor for
‘Samplas Withoul Retardation

Middle
Early child-  Adoles-
Subscale childhood  hood cents
Gross Motor 76 g4 78
Fine Motor . B4 89 91
Social Interaction 76 .64 87
Language Comprehension BO 8 9
Language Expression B1 £3 94
Eating 78 64 89
Toileting 74 £4 85
Dressing 85 85 83
Selt-Care 82 87 o1
Domestic Shkiils &8 79 84
Time and Punciualily 78 89 (]}
Money and Value 79 87 91
Work Skills a2 .91 .95
Home-Communily 66 B7 93

Inspection of the results in the adult sample
without retardation initially suggested a three-
factor structure; however, the three-factor solution
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was not easily interpreted, with the resulting
rwo-factor structure uppearing o hest represent
the dJuata (Table 4). Consistent with the other age
groups, a large (40.5% of the unrotated .wm:mzmmv
General factor was represented by Factor 1
Interpretation of Factor 2 (30.7% of the :_...qc_m:.na
variance) required an examination of the ,_:QEE.
ual subscale items in order 1o determine ﬁ.:m
communality berween  the  Home-Community,
Gross Motor, and Work Skills subscales (the three
highest loading subscales). A nCE:E:E.?_o.nu.
tjonal factor appeared w be the best interpretation
of the second factor in this adult sample.

Table 5
SIB Subscale Loadings on Unrotated General Faclor for
A and Adult ples With Retardation

Subscale Loadirg
Gross Mator © 93
Fine Motor .ww
Social Interaction

Language Comprehensicn 95
Language Expression 92
Eating 90
Toileting 8g
Dressing N
Self-Care 90
Domestic Skills -]
Time and Punctuality .88
Money and Value 93
Work Skills Ex)
Home-Cemmunity B1

Table 4 . .

Varimax Rotated Two-Factor Matrix of SI8 for

Two Samples

Faciar

Sample/Subscale 1 2

Adulis withcut retardation
Grass Motor o7 mw
Fine Motor 54 pil
Social interaclion 74 -
Language Comprehension B8 0
tanguage Expressian .67
Eating 74 - WM
Toileling 17 B
Dressing 77 3
Self-Cate .78 o
Domesiic Skills 35 ¥
Time and Punctualily .63 .
Money and Value 70 o
Work Skills 57 o
Home-Commurity - 12

Chidren with retardanon
Gross Matar 84 ww
Fine Motor .87 >
Sozial Interaction 70 P
Lanquage Comprehension 70 33
Language Exprassion ww Ma

57 .68

Dressing w_m wm
Self-Care 3 »
Domestic Skils 51 u
Time ang Punctuahty 37 e
Mcney and Vaiue wm &
Work Skels .mu p

Homegommunity

Nole Figures in italics hac loadngs of 40 or above

Tables 4 and § present the solutions for the
o samples of persons with retardation. Although
the childhood sample produced a wo-factor
solution {Tahle 4), the most seriking finding svus
the presence of a large (70.5% of the unrotated
variance) General factor (Factor 1). Factor 2{79%
of the unrotated variance) appeared to represent
an Academic/Concepiual factor because the major-
itv of subscales with salient loadings were those
emphasizing cognitively oriented skills (namely,
Language Expression, Language Comprehensiun,

Time and Punctuality, Money and Value). Similar
10 the three school-age samples without retarda-
tion, the factor extraction criteria consistently
indicated that a single facor solution was most
appropriate in the adult sample with retardation,
which was characterized by a large (82.0% of the
unrotaed variance) single general factor, with all
subscales loading at or above 81. (sce Table 5)

When all samples were combined, the
exploratory analyses produced four single-factor
solutions, wo two-factor  solutions, and one
three-factor solution.  Close  inspection of the
percentage of unrotated variance auributed to
each dimension, as well as the first unrouted
principal component in each solution, .mcmmnzaa
that the second and third adaptive behavior factors
accounted for limited variance compared to a
consistently large General Competence of Per-
sonal Independence dimension.

Discussion

The current investigation, which explored the
factor strucure of adaptive behavior in samples
with and without retardation from preschool w
adult ages, consisently converged on 4 ‘_r_im
General Competence of Adaptive Behavior dimen-
sion. Averaged across ihese seven samples. the
General Adaptive Behavior factor unnc_.::c.a for
approximately &% of the total unrowated variance,
and the second and third facturs (when present)
wpically accounted for 10% of the unrotated
variance. The presence of such a large On:r..EH
Adaptive Behavior factor reinforces the conclusion
(McGrew & Bruininks, in press: Meyers al,
1979) thar a substantial porion of the mfﬂ_:d
behavior construct {as measured by availuble
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adaptive hehavior scales) is represented by a large
Persomal Independence factor. The presence of
only one  Respensibility factor (e Personal
Responsibility in the preschool sample without
retardation) differed from Meyers et al’s (1979)
conclusion that the adaptive behavior construct
contiins @ second “Responsibilin”  dimension.
Also discrepant from prior factor anulvtic research
was the presence of an Academically Oriented
factor in the childhood sample with retardation
and the preschool sample withour retardation. The
presence of 1 CommuninAocaional factor in dw
aduolt sample withour retardation is also unique
the current research study. Because community
and work adjustment is an impormant criterion in
defining mental rerardation in Lue adolescence
and adulthood (Grossman, 1983: Reschly, 1986),
the presence of a CommunityAocational dimen-
sion in the Scales of Independent Behavior is a

When compared 1o Mevers et al’s (1979)
review and factor analytic studies completed since
that review {Arndt, 198%; Hug et al, 1978;
Katz-Garris et al., 1980; Millsap et al, 1987; Song et
al, 1980), the idenufication of Academic and
CommuninvNocational  factors, a5 well as the
failure 1o consistently identify a Responsibiliy
factor, suggests possible scale andior sample
differences in the adaptive behavior factor analytic
literarure,  Although the presence of a large
Personal Independence factor suggests the Scales
of Independent Behavior is similar to most othel
adaptive behavior instruments, the presence of
unique second or third factors does suggest at
least shight differences in the operatonalized
meussurenient of aduptive behavior by different
adaptive behavior scales. This finding is consistent
with McGrew and Druininks’ (in press) review of
adaptive behavior subscale level factor analytic
studies, in which they found that the number of
factors extracted, and the avpe of second or third
factors extracted, is most likely relmed o differ-
ences in the specific adaptive behavior scales used
in different investigations,

Closer inspection of the exploratory resulis
suggest possible developmental differences in the
construct of adaptive behavior, A review of the
number of factors identified in the five samples
without retardation shows two- or three-factor
solutions in the extreme age  samples (ie
preschool and aduld). In contrast, only single-
factor  solutions were present berween  these
extreme age samples. The occurrence of single-
fuctor  solutions during  the years of  formal
educarion suggests possible ditfferemial environ-

mental influences as a ult of  schooling
Individuals at the preschool and adult age levels
typically do not share similar educational experi-
ences. These observations suggests the hvpothesis
that adaptive behavior may be more multidimen-
sional during those years of life not dominated by
a single set of common experiences (e, school).
The influence of o stndard set of educativnal
experiences may reduce the dimensivnaline of
adaptive functioning during the formal school
vears, There is also some likelihooed, however, thar
the nature of skills achieved may differ during
these developmental periods During the pre-
school period, items on adaptive behavior scales
assess carly mawraonal skills and results of
learning to master self-help, mobility, communicy,
and personal-care skills. During adotescence and
adulthood. adaptive behavior skills tpically re-
quire increased muastering of social interactions,
use of COMMUNILY resources, econonic [ransac-
tivns, and emplovment-reled  behaviers, The
combination of differences in skills mastered at
stages of the life cyvcle and the effects of the
environment may  difterentially  influence  the
structure of adaptive behavior skills by age. This
hypothesis, as welt as the alternative hypothesis
thar this trend may be reflective of developmental
changes in adaptive behuvior, suggests a focus for
future research.

An important feature of this study was the
examination of factor SUructures acruss age groups
and in samples with and withour reardation. An
important finding was the lack of any naticeible
difference in the number of adaptive behavior
factors in samples with and without retardation
Both single-factor and ewo-factor solutions were
identified in each npe of sample. Also, similar
Persomal Independence and  Acadenic  factors
were present in samples with and  without
retardation. Although 3 different number of tactors
were extracted from comparable age groups (ie,
2 for children with retardation, | for nonretarded
children, 1 for adolescentsfadults with retardation,
2 for nonretarded adults), these Jifferences were
not systematically related o sample tpe (e,
retarded  vs. nonretarded). Further, given the
muodest size of the second factors that emerged,
the pooling of adolescents and adulis with
retardation may have musked the presence of a
second factor in thar group, Overall, the present
study  provides  data generally  supportive of
McGrew and Bruininks' (in press) conclusion that
aduptive behavior factor analiic rescarch does not
appear w show any difference in the structure of
adiptive behavior as a function of degree of
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menl retardation or presence or absence of
retardation,
although the use of the same adupuve
behavior scale in samples with and  sithout
retardation, as well as in rent samples across
the entire hife-span, adds importut infornsation
our understanding of the adaptive  behavior
construct, considerable  additional  rescarch s
needed. First, rescarch into the development of
mure comprehensive adaprive behavior scales is
necessary. Almost all published adaptive behavior
scales <o not adequatels measure centain criticd
personal  comperenee dimenstons (eg., motvie
tional orientation, social intelligence) (Greenspan
1979; Mevers et al, 1979). The development of
scales  thar tap  these  additional  dimensions,
followed by subsequent factor analvtic research
(hath exploratory and confirmarony), should add
imporant informution o our knowledge of the
construct of adaptive behavior. Second, research
in this area should include o broad range of
samples (eg. represecting different placement/
living settings and different degrees of retards
tion) and instruments (e.g., 10 assess motar,
adaptive behavior, maladaptive behavior, melli-
gence. achicvement, and  atfective behaviors).
Studies which the construct of  adaptive
behavior is analyzed in the conext of other
important constructs, with appropriate methodol-
ogy, should greadly increase our understnding of
the adaptive behavior construct. Keith and his
collengues™ covariance structure modleling C_ the
reltionships among adaptive belswior, intetli-
genee, and achievement { Keith, Fehrmann, Harri-
son, & Porebaum, 1987 Keith. Harrison, & Ehlv,
1989) and MeGrew and Bruininks (1987) multivar-
fate analyses (ie., factor, cluster, canoenical corre-
lation) of similar measures of adaptive behavior,
maladuptive behavior. intelligence, and achieve-
ment are examples of research that bas the
potential w add imporant insights w our under-
standing of these constructs Finally, sim
research necds 100 oceur i the domain
malacktprive behuvior. Analysis of the structare of
maladaptive behavior has been limited to
handful of studies (McGrew & Bruininks. 19587,
press: Mevers et al, 1979} Through rescarchy inall
of these dirvctions, it is likeh that improsenwents
can be uachigved  in understanding and
assessment of personal competence in educationl
and service programs for individuals with menaas

retardation,

Bruininks, McGrew, and Maruyama
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Differentjal Validity of the
K-ABC for\Lower Functioning
Preschool Bhildren Versus
Those of Higher Ability

/
The Kaufman Assessment Bigery for Children (K-ABC) and the Stanford-Binet

Americarn foromedd w1 e iirclernm

il Festar.d

Allan $. Bloom, Afina Mary Allard, Frank A, J.
Zelko, Wendy ). Airill, and Carolyn W. Topinka
Universits of Logfsville School of Medicing
William Pfohb

Western Kenplcky Uniersine

Intelligence Scale, Form L-3M, Yere administeied to 93 preschool children at risk for
learning problems. Lower and Wgher functfoning groups were determined by a

Stanford-Binet 1Q median split.

howugh she Stanford-Binet and K-ABC vielded

nearly identical results in the bighex group, K-ABC standard scores were
signiificantly higher than Sianford-BidRtIQ in the lower group. The Stanford-Binet
and K-ABC corvelated more strongly iNbe higher group than in the lotwer gronp
These findings question the abilin' of fhe MABC to discriminaie anong at-risk
preschoolers functioning in the No:\_. rangengf cognitive ability.

s

The Kaufman Assessmeny’ Batery for
Children (K-ABC) has been off considerable
clinical, theoretical, and Sqnm:mzm\n interest since
its appearance in 1983 (Kaufmfzn & Kaufman.
1983a). The development of the/K-ABC was based
on models of intellipence that differentiate “fluid’
(X-ABC Mental Processing m&_mmv from “crvstal-
lized” (K-ABC Achievement/Scale) abilities and
that emphasize the mannerf or process in which
intellectual tasks are approfiched (K-ABC Sequen-
tial vs. Simullaneous mﬂ,&a&. Althcugh there s
controversy regarding hows well it conforms to
these models (Jensen, /1984; Obrzut & Nelson,
1987; Sternberg, 1984). the K-ABC has been

This study was m:_a_wczr;_ in part by Project Grang
No. MCH 213441 from te Burean of Maternal and Child
Health and Resources: Development 1o the Kentucky
Division of Maternal and Child Health, The bifth author is
now affiliated with the Hope Center for the Developmen-
tally Disabled (Denveri Colorada) Requests for reprints
should be seat w in S Bloom, Child Evalwnion
Center, 335 E. Broadway, Louisville, KY 40202

demonstrated\to correlate reasonably well with
traditional medures of imeiligence for nonre-
tarded preschooNchildren (eg. Bracken. 1983
Durham, Bolen, CiNders, & Smith, 19831 and for
schoolage children Yith learning disahibities or
mental rewardation (e Nuglieri, 1983a, 19%3h;
Obrzut, Obrzut, & Shaw!

Altough  the  K-ABO
children as voung as 2 5. there have onls
been a few swudies of s Wlidi for voung
children who huve or are at riskNMpr developmen-
tal problems. OF the +3 validin sud{es reponed in
the K-ABC Interpretive Manual, onlWene involved
dn ...z»,n@:::& group that was I :3_:,:._:.‘,
preschool age (Klanderman. Wiseharty & Alter,
1983). Those chuldren had heen identithed ws at
risk for problems in Kindergaren becse of
speech and Tanguage impairments. high atsvite
levels, or multiple handicapping conditions that
included  physicat disabilities. The  correlution
obtained in that study berween the Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Scile, Form Lk 1Q (Sunford-Binet)

be uwsed with

Bloom, Allard, Zetko, Brill, Topinka, and Plohl
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