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The relationships between ratings on the Idaho Alternate
Assessment (IAA) for 116 students with significant disabilities
and corresponding ratings for the same students on two
norm-referenced teacher rating scales were examined to gain
evidence about the validity of resulting IAA scores. To
contextualize these findings, another group of 54 students who
had disabilities, but were not officially eligible for the alternate
assessment also was assessed. Evidence to support the validity
of the inferences about IAA scores was mixed, yet promising.
Specifically, the relationship among the reading, language arts,
and mathematics achievement level ratings on the IAA and the
concurrent scores on the ACES-Academic Skills scales for the
eligible students varied across grade clusters, but in general
were moderate. These findings provided evidence that IAA scales
measure skills indicative of the state’s content standards. This
point was further reinforced by moderate to high correlations
between the IAA and Idaho State Achievement Test (ISAT) for the
not eligible students. Additional evidence concerning the valid
use of the IAA was provided by logistic regression results that
the scores do an excellent job of differentiating students who
were eligible from those not eligible to participate in an alternate
assessment. The collective evidence for the validity of the IAA
scores suggests it is a promising assessment for NCLB
accountability of students with significant disabilities. The
methods of establishing this evidence have the potential to
advance validation efforts of other states’ alternate assessments.
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Definitions and Characteristics of
Alternate Assessments

During the past several years, the ed-
ucational achievement of thousands of
students with significant disabilities in

the United States has not been ac-
counted for in a meaningful and sta-
tistically sound manner—even though
a vast majority of these students have
participated in state-level alternate as-

sessments. Alternate assessment is a
generic term for a family of meth-
ods used to assess the academic per-
formance of students with significant
disabilities or limited proficiency with
English. According to the U.S. De-
partment of Education, “An alternate
assessment must be aligned with the
State’s content standards, must yield
results separately in both reading/
language arts and mathematics, and
must be designed and implemented in a
manner that supports use of the results
as an indicator of AYP (adequate yearly
progress)” (USDOE, 2004, p. 15). Al-
ternate assessments are an important
component of each state’s assessment
system and, as such, are required to
meet the federal regulations outlined
in Title I of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

According to the USDOE nonregu-
latory document on Alternate Achieve-
ment Standards for Students with
the Most Significant Cognitive Dis-
abilities (August, 2005), alternate
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assessments must meet standards of
high technical quality—validity, reli-
ability, accessibility, objectivity, and
consistency—expected of other ed-
ucational tests (i.e., Standards for
Educational and Psychological Test-
ing, American Educational Research
Association, American Psychological
Association, & National Council for
Measurement in Education, 1999). In
addition, alternate assessments must
have an explicit structure, guidelines
for determining which students may
participate, clearly defined scoring cri-
teria and procedures, and a report
format that communicates student
performances in terms of academic
achievement standards. If the required
standards for technical quality and use
are met, then the results of alternate
assessments for up to 1% of the total
student population can be reported for
AYP purposes.

Three approaches to alternate as-
sessments of students with signifi-
cant cognitive disabilities are prevalent
across the country. These approaches
are labeled Portfolio Assessment, Per-
formance Assessment, and Comprehen-
sive Rating Scales of Achievement.
Other terms (e.g., body of work, per-
formance tasks/events, checklist) have
been used to label the various ap-
proaches to alternate assessment, but
these three terms represent the con-
sensus in the literature (Elliott &
Roach, in press). Although different
in name and a number of other
attributes, each of these three ap-
proaches to alternate assessment, in
general, requires the collection of ev-
idence samples—e.g., classroom work
products, video/audio recordings, inter-
views, structure observations—to char-
acterize students’ knowledge and skills
that are determined to be aligned or
linked to state grade level content stan-
dards. The evidence samples must then
be evaluated and scored to yield data
that can be summarized by a proficiency
level descriptor based upon a rigorously
established set of grade-level achieve-
ment standards.

All alternate assessments, regardless
of approach, must be demonstrated to
yield reliable and valid results. Thus, a
systematic plan to establish and main-
tain evidence about the validity of al-
ternate assessment results must be-
come part of each state’s assessment
system. Data that impact the reliabil-
ity and validity of assessment decisions
must be collected periodically to pro-
vide confidence in the results for users

and external reviewers. The design of
alternate assessment validity studies
and interpretation of the subsequent
results should be strongly influenced
by the technical requirements for high-
quality assessments. The key outcome
effectiveness data for such studies is
psychometric evidence from a series of
validity studies of alternate assessment
scores for students with significant dis-
abilities. The validity evaluations of
alternate assessment scores must be
driven by the design imperatives for
technically sound assessments and in-
terpreted against consensus standards
for high-quality tests as conceptual-
ized by classic and item response
theories. All high-quality assessments
should possess the characteristics of
validity, reliability, and usability. Ulti-
mately, a statement about the validity
of an assessment involves an evaluative
judgment of the degree to which inter-
pretations and uses of the assessment
results are justified (Kane, 2002).

Research on the Validity of Alternate
Assessment Results

The validity and utility of virtually
all alternate assessments has been
questioned. For example, Johnson and
Arnold (2004) published the first study
on validating an alternate assessment
portfolio. Specifically, they examine the
validity of the Washington (state) Al-
ternate Assessment System (WAAS)
and concluded that the results “indi-
cated serious shortcomings in the ev-
idence for content, response process,
and structural validity” (p. 266). They
went on to identify a number of sources
of invalidity for the WAAS, including
(1) some portfolios did not measure
the state content standards, (2) teach-
ers’ ability to assemble a portfolio con-
tributed greatly to students’ scores, and
(3) a student’s total portfolio score was
mainly determined by the generaliza-
tion skills scores, yet the basis for this
score was unclear. Johnson and Arnold
(2004) concluded, “It appears that the
portfolio is currently more a reflec-
tion of a teacher’s ability to compile
a portfolio according to the guidelines
than an accurate measure of a student’s
progress toward the IEP skill or of a
program’s success in getting students
to access content standards . . . . (T)he
alternate assessment’s utility as a state-
level programming tool . . . is question-
able” (p. 273).

Browder, Fallin, Davis, and Karvo-
nen (2003) expressed concerns with

performance-based approaches and
suggest that the technical character-
istics of these alternate assessments
may negatively influence students’ and
schools’ outcome scores. Initial data
from Kentucky’s efforts suggest that re-
liability of scores may be a source of
challenge for states’ portfolio-based al-
ternate assessments (Browder et al.,
2003). Challenges with the reliabil-
ity of ratings were also observed by
states attempting to use portfolios and
performance assessments as part of
their general large-scale assessment
systems (e.g., Vermont and Arizona).
These difficulties resulted in states’
inability to publicly report assess-
ment results (Koretz, McCaffrey, Klein,
Bell, & Stecher, 1993; Tindal et al.,
2003). Moreover, to demonstrate ad-
equate alignment to state standards,
performance assessments may need to
include numerous tasks and work sam-
ples, resulting in an extensive and
time-consuming assessment process.
Browder et al.’s (2003) review also
identified student risk factors (e.g., in-
stability of student behavior or health
status) as potential influences on stu-
dents’ alternate assessment results. In
the case of on-demand performance
tasks, fluctuations in student behavior
or physical well-being could potentially
result in inaccurate and invalid assess-
ment results.

Extended Reading and Math Tasks,
as described by Tindal et al. (2003),
represent a performance task or event
approach. Using curriculum-based
measurement (CBM) technology, this
approach consists of a continuum of
tasks that measure students’ basic
skills in reading and mathematics. An
extensive literature on the validity and
utility of CBM for monitoring students’
academic progress provides support for
this approach (Shinn, 1995). By includ-
ing assessment tasks at a range of skill
levels, this alternate assessment strat-
egy allows test users to individualize the
assessment by administering only those
tasks that are considered appropriate
to the student’s current skills and in-
structional experiences (Tindal et al.,
2003).

To date, there only have been a
few published studies where scores
from alternate assessments were cor-
related with other existing measures
of instructional programs or perfor-
mance for validity analysis purposes.
In one study, Turner, Baldwin, Klein-
ert, and Kearns (2000) examined the
correlation between students’ alternate
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assessment performance, as measured
by the Kentucky Alternate Portfolio,
and two measures of education effec-
tiveness: (a) quality of the student’s
educational program (as measured on
the Program Quality Indicator (PQI)
Checklist; Meyer, Eichinger, & Down-
ing, 1992) and (b) the quality of the
student’s IEP goals and objectives. The
results confirmed a moderately strong
and statistically significant relationship
between program quality indicators and
alternate assessment performance (r=
.50), but did not support a relationship
between the quality of students’ IEPs
and their alternate assessment scores.

A second study (Kampfer, Horvath,
Kleinert, & Kearns, 2001) examined
the relationship between a variety of
variables and students’ scores on the
Kentucky Alternate Portfolio. Of partic-
ular note were the correlations between
students’ involvement in the portfolio
process and their portfolio score (r =
.42) and between portfolio scores and
the extent to which the portfolio items
were “embedded” in student’s daily cur-
riculum and instruction (r = .37).
A subsequent hierarchical regression
analysis grouped variables into three
categories: teacher variables (years
teaching, years working with the portfo-
lio process, and participation in scoring
and training activities); instructional
variables (extent to which the portfolio
was embedded in instruction, student
involvement in the process, and teach-
ers’ perceptions of the education bene-
fit) and time (hours spent on portfolio).
This model accounted for 27.5% of the
variance in students’ portfolio scores
with instructional variables accounting
for the majority (24.1%) of this vari-
ance. Student demographic variables
appropriately did not contribute to the
variance in their scores on the alternate
assessment.

In summary, serious questions have
been raised about using the results
of statewide alternate assessments for
(a) monitoring educational perfor-
mance (status and/or progress) at the
levels of student, classroom, school,
and system and (b) making deci-
sions about curriculum and instruc-
tion. The evidence reported in peer
reviewed journals has been limited,
but what has been published generally
has been most negative about portfo-
lio assessments. Performance assess-
ment and comprehensive rating scale
approaches have fared better largely
because they have more aligned items,
sample more discrete knowledge and

skills, and fit a quantitative valid-
ity evidence paradigm reasonably well
(Roach, Elliott, & Webb, 2005).

Present Study

The Idaho Alternate Assessment (IAA)
was designed in 1999 and first im-
plemented during the 2000–01 school
year. The IAA is a comprehensive rat-
ing scale and was one of the first al-
ternate assessments approved by the
USDOE in 2006. The purposes of the IAA
are to document students’ progress to-
wards Idaho’s Academic Content Stan-
dards and to facilitate compliance with
IDEA and NCLB regulations concern-
ing the full inclusion of students with
severe disabilities in statewide assess-
ment systems. Students with a disability
who meet the criteria for participa-
tion in the alternate assessment have
been determined by an IEP team to
be performing at a skill level signifi-
cantly below that expected of grade-
level peers in the general education
curriculum even with appropriate ac-
commodations.

Individual alternate assessments ex-
ist for all the content areas and
grade levels identified in the Idaho as-
sessment program. These content ar-
eas (i.e., reading, language arts, and
mathematics) are all assessed using
classroom-based evidence and behav-
ior rating scale technology to document
teachers’ judgments of the proficiency
with which a given student exhibits de-
sired knowledge and skills. Currently,
the results of the assessment are re-
ported as one of four achievement
levels: Below Basic, Basic, Proficient,
or Advanced. Students achieving at
the Proficient or Advanced Levels on
the IAA are counted as Proficient for
purposes of adequate yearly progress
(AYP) calculations for NCLB reporting.

This study focused on the con-
current and discriminant validity of
the inferences made about IAA test
scores. Validity refers to the adequacy
and appropriateness of the score in-
terpretations made from assessments,
with regard to a particular use. Cri-
teria for evaluating the validity of
score inferences from tests and re-
lated assessment instruments have
been written about extensively, yet
few studies about the validity of al-
ternate assessment scores have been
published. A joint committee of the
American Educational Research As-
sociation, the American Psychological
Association, and the National Coun-

cil on Measurement in Education in
1999 revised their comprehensive list
of standards for tests that stresses the
importance of construct validity and
describes a variety of forms of evi-
dence indicative of a valid test. The
revised Standards for Educational Psy-
chological Testing (American Educa-
tional Research Association, American
Psychological Association, & National
Council for Measurement in Educa-
tion, 1999) include valuable informa-
tion for educators involved in testing
diverse groups of students, including
students with severe disabilities. In ad-
dition to the Testing Standards, the
U.S. Department of Education (April
2004) published the Standards and As-
sessment Peer Review Guidance: Infor-
mation and Examples for Meeting Re-
quirements of the No Child Left Behind
Act of 2001. This later document ex-
tends the Testing Standards and pro-
vides even more specific guidance con-
cerning validity evidence for state al-
ternate assessments like the IAA. For
example, the Technical Quality subsec-
tion [4.1] of the Peer Review Guidance
document specifically asks,

(b) Has the state ascertained that
the assessments, including alter-
nate assessments, are measuring the
knowledge and skills described in its
academic content standards and not
knowledge, skills, or other character-
istics that are not specified in the
academic content standards or grade
level expectations?
(e) Has the State ascertained that
test and item scores are related to out-
side variables as intended (e.g., scores
are correlated strongly with relevant
measures of academic achievement
and are weakly correlated, if at all,
with irrelevant characteristics, such
as demographics)? (p. 35)

The present study was a direct
examination of the relationships be-
tween ratings on the IAA for stu-
dents with significant disabilities and
their corresponding ratings on two
norm-referenced teacher rating scales.
One measures academic competence
(i.e., Academic Competence Evalu-
ation Scales or ACES), and the
other measures adaptive behavior (i.e.,
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales). In
addition, the relationship of the IAA
scores to students’ demographic char-
acteristics was also tested. Thus, the
present study examined students’ per-
formances on the IAA for a representa-
tive group of students with disabilities,
who according to their IEP teams were

32 Educational Measurement: Issues and Practice



eligible and actually participated in the
state’s alternate assessment and an-
other group of students who had disabil-
ities, but were not officially eligible for
the alternate assessment. Both groups
of students were assessed with an al-
ternate assessment and their results
were compared to other indirect assess-
ments of performance, all of which were
completed by students’ teachers. The
students who were not eligible for the
alternate assessment concurrently took
the state’s regular assessment (ISAT)
with accommodations.

This study was designed to address
several of the critical elements [specif-
ically 4.1 (b), (d), (e), and (g)]
of the Technical Quality section in
the USDOE’s Standards and Assess-
ments Peer Review Guidance document
(April, 2004) and was influenced by
classical test theory practices where
understanding the construct(s) mea-
sured by a new test is advanced through
comparisons with established tests that
measure validated constructs. This
methodological approach to validity ev-
idence is commonly referred to as a
multitrait multimethod (MTMM) de-
sign; however, in the assessment of
students with severe disabilities it is
extremely difficult, if not impossible, to
use methods of assessment that do not
utilize third party observations or eval-
uations to a significant degree. Thus,
the multimethod aspect of the MTMM
approach was compromised, and as a
result there is the potential for more
common or shared variance due to the
use of the same informant to report his
or her observations via rating scales.

As conceptualized by Campbell and
Fiske (1959), the MTMM approach al-
lows for an integrative multivariate
framework within which information
about convergent and discriminant ev-
idence is systematically gathered in a
single study. All common assessment
instruments in this study were teacher
judgment tools using rating scale tech-
nology to formalize scores for students’
performances. It was expected that
students’ IAA scores for the Reading,
Language Arts, and Mathematics Scales
would correlate minimally with demo-
graphic characteristics, but strongly
with their Academic Competence Eval-
uation Scales (ACES) Academic Skills
scores and moderately with their ACES
Academic Enabler scores. Similarly, it
was expected that students’ IAA scale
scores would correlate moderately with
the Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scales

(VABS) Communication and Daily Liv-
ing Skills scales, but only minimally
with their Vineland Socialization scale
given the academic focus of the IAA
scales. Finally, it was expected that
students who were not eligible for an
alternate assessment would score sig-
nificantly higher on the IAA than stu-
dents who were eligible and their IAA
scores would correlate moderately to
their ISAT test results. Collectively,
the evidence from testing these predic-
tions provided new information about
the validity of the IAA and, perhaps
more importantly, illustrates methods
for gathering evidence for the scores of
new alternate assessments required by
all states.

Method
Participants

Two samples of students and their re-
spective teachers participated in this
investigation. The two samples se-
lected represented 80 randomly se-
lected schools from 35 school districts
across the state of Idaho. The first and
larger sample comprised students with
significant cognitive disabilities (N =
116) who were eligible to take the IAA.
This sample was selected to address
issues concerning the concurrent va-
lidity of the IAA with the ACES and
Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale. The
smaller student sample (N = 54) in-
cluded students with disabilities de-
termined to be not eligible for the
IAA given their disabilities, state alter-
nate assessment participation criteria,
and their present educational pro-
grams. These students typically would
be administered the state’s large scale
assessment—the ISAT—with accom-
modations. This sample was selected to
allow a direct test of the concurrent and
discriminant validity of the IAA with the
ACES and also the IEP teams’ partici-
pation decisions.

The population of students in Idaho
in 2004 with significant disabilities who
qualified to take the IAA was 976.
Of these qualified students, 863 took
the assessment, resulting in a non-
participation rate for this assessment
of 11.6%. This nonparticipation rate is
compared to the general education test
where in 2004 nearly 140,000 students
were eligible to participate, but less
than 1% of them failed to do so.

IAA eligible participants. The par-
ticipants who were eligible for the IAA

were 116 students identified with a se-
vere disability in grades kindergarten
through 10th from across the state of
Idaho. Of the total number of students,
54 were elementary students (K-5th
grade), 29 were middle school students
(grades 6–8), and 33 were high school
students (grades 9–10). The sample
was comprised of 63 male and 53 fe-
male students; nearly the entire sam-
ple (103 or 88.8%) were Caucasian; of
the other ethnic/racial groups, only the
Hispanic group (6.9%) had more than
one student. Of the 116 eligible stu-
dents, 113 (97.4%) were officially clas-
sified having a cognitive impairment
(38%), deaf/blindness (4.3%), multi-
ple disabilities (48%), autism spectrum
disorder (4.3%), or traumatic brain in-
jury (2.6%).

Each of the participating students
was assessed by his/her primary teacher
(N = 116) with consent of the students’
parents. Teachers volunteered to par-
ticipate and were paid a small honorar-
ium for their time.

Non-eligible participants. The par-
ticipants who were deemed to not be el-
igible for the IAA by their IEP teams in-
cluded 54 students (34 male, 20 female)
identified with disabilities (learning
disabilities 78%, emotional disturbance
9.2%, hearing impairment 3.7%, and
missing information on disability 9.2%).
None of these students were officially
eligible to participate in the IAA be-
cause their disabilities were not so se-
vere as to prevent participation with ac-
commodations in the regular statewide
test. This sample of students was ran-
domly selected and characterized as
82% Caucasian and nearly equally dis-
tributed from grades 1, 4, 8, and 10.

Materials

Academic Competence Evaluation
Scales (ACES; DiPerna & Elliott,
2000). The ACES was designed to mea-
sure students’ skills, attitudes, and be-
haviors that contribute to academic
competence (DiPerna & Elliott, 2000).
The teacher version of the ACES used in
this study was an 81-item questionnaire
with two separate scales (Academic
Skills and Academic Enablers), and
each of these scales included multiples
subscales. Specifically, the Academic
Skills Scale includes three subscales
(Reading/Language Arts, Mathematics,
and Critical Thinking), and the Aca-
demic Enablers Scale included four
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subscales (Interpersonal Skills, Moti-
vation, Study Skills, and Engagement).
Teachers are asked to provide two
five-point ratings for each item: Fre-
quency (or Proficiency) and Impor-
tance. Items on the ACES are phrased
in a positive manner. Teachers rate
items in terms of the level of the stu-
dents’ academic skills compared with
grade level expectation from “1 (Far Be-
low)” to “5 (Far Above).” Teachers rate
the existence/ frequency of academi-
cally enabling skills from “1 (never)”
to “5 (almost always).” Normative fre-
quency scores according to develop-
mental level K-2, 3–5, 6–8, 9–12 are
provided for the interpretation of in-
dividual student’s scores. A 3-level rat-
ing (1 = not important, 2 = important,
and 3 = critical), as well as an N/O
(not observed) option is available for
the teacher to document the perceived
importance of the skills/ behaviors on
the scale.

The internal consistency index co-
efficient α for ACES-Teacher has a
mean of .99 on the Academic Skills
and Academic Enablers scales across
grade levels. The test-retest reliability
of ACES-Teacher form over two to three
weeks’ interval ranges from .88 to .97.
The reported standard error of mea-
surement for the Academic Skills scale
ranges (depending on grade level) from
2.5 to 3.1 and for the Academic En-
ablers scale ranges from 3.6 to 4.7. The
developers also examined validity ev-
idence based on test content, inter-
nal structure, relationship with other
variables, and the consequence of test-
ing. Two subscales, Academic Skills and
Academic Enablers, were derived from
factor analysis. In relation to other
standardized achievement and behav-
ior measures, ACES also demonstrated
solid evidence for the convergent, dis-
criminate, and test-criteria validity.

Vineland Adaptive Behavior
Scales (Sparrow, Balla, & Cicchetti,
1985). The Vineland (VABS) was
designed to assess individuals with
and without disabilities from birth to
adulthood in four domains: Commu-
nication, Daily Living, Socialization,
and Motor Skills. The Classroom
edition form used in this study has
244 items. The VABS is a widely used
instrument and was standardized on
3,000 individuals ranging in age from
birth to 19 years and representative
of a diverse demographic population.
Reliability of the VABS is adequate

for the overall four domains, but poor
for some of the subscales within each
domain. Median split-half reliability
coefficients across ages range from
.83 for Motor Skills to .90 for Daily
Living Skills. Inter-rater reliability
for the domains is lower and ranges
from .62 to .78. The standard error of
measurement for the various scales
ranges (depending on age) from 3.4 to
6.6. Validity data in the test manual
is limited, but a number of studies
since its publication have established
that it correlates strongly with other
measures of adaptive behavior but
much lower with measures of intelli-
gence (Witt, Elliott, Daly, Gresham, &
Kramer, 1998).

Idaho Alternate Assessments (Idaho
Department of Education, 1999). The
IAA for students with significant dis-
abilities is a set of teacher rating
scales focusing on the content areas
of reading, language arts, and mathe-
matics. The item content for the IAA
was developed by an item develop-
ment workgroup of special educators.
The content was determined to be
well aligned with the state’s general
education content standards (Roach,
2003). Teachers are required to rate ev-
idence collected for IAA items that align
with students’ IEP objectives using
two criteria: achievement level (four
levels: Nonexistent/Beginning, Emerg-
ing, Developing, and Generalized) and
progress level (four levels: Beginning,
Little, Good, and Excellent). These two
dimensions of performance, Achieve-
ment and Progress, are integrated
into a 16-point scoring framework that
ranges from a Nonexistent-Beginning to
Generalized-Excellent. In the present
study, however, we primarily examined
the relationships among IAA achieve-
ment level scores and achievement or
proficiency scores on the other mea-
sures to enhance the comparability of
the nature of the score comparisons.
For these comparisons, raw scores on
the IAA subscales of Reading, Language
Arts, and Math were used. (Note that
the Achievement Level Ratings corre-
late highly with Progress Level Ratings:
for Reading r = .98, for Language Arts
r = .94, and for Mathematics r = .97).
For the analysis where we compared
the scores of eligible to not eligible
students, we used the combined IAA
(achievement and progress) scores.

The IAA system consists of the fol-
lowing components:

• Reading—Idaho Alternate Assess-
ment Grades K-10. This form of the IAA
is designed to measure reading, listening,
and viewing skills of students chronolog-
ically placed in grades 3 through 11. The
rating form consists of 12 items.

• Language—Idaho Alternate As-
sessment Grades 2–10. This scale con-
tains six (6) alternate knowledge and
skill items for the Idaho Achievement
Standards in writing and speaking. The
emphasis is on how a student learns to be
a successful expressive communicator in
writing and speaking.

• Mathematics—Idaho Alternate As-
sessment Grades 2–10. This scale
contains eighteen (18) alternate knowl-
edge and skills for Idaho Achievement
Standards in the categories of number
sense, computation, reasoning and prob-
lem solving, measurement, geometry, and
math models and functions. The empha-
sis is on using the basic concepts of num-
bers in functional daily and vocational
skills.

The reliability of the IAA rating scales
has been established using both coeffi-
cient alphas to indicate the degree of in-
ternal consistency and also inter-rater
reliability of item-level ratings, that is,
how well first and second raters agreed
when they rated the proficiency level
of the evidence provided for each test
item. The IAA Administration Guide
(undated) states that second raters are
required and that “at a minimum, an
agreement of 80% must be reached be-
tween the two raters” before a rating is
considered reliable. The coefficient al-
phas for the various scales ranged from
a low of .84 for Writing to a high of
.94 for Mathematics. Based on these co-
efficients, the reported standard error
of measurement for Reading is 2.2, for
Writing is 2.6, and for Mathematics is
2.6. The inter-rater agreements ranged
from a low of 10% to a high of 100%
with the mean inter-rater agreement
approaching 85%. For the students in
this study, the mean inter-rater agree-
ment across each scale was 92.5%.

Procedures

The second author coordinated par-
ticipant recruitment and data collec-
tion during the spring 2003 and 2004
statewide assessment window in May.
The academic competence and adap-
tive behavior ratings were collected
during the week before or just af-
ter the completion of the IAA. The
ACES and Vineland scales were scored
by the researchers. Because the IAA
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is completed on-line and simultane-
ously scored, teachers were not aware
of the proficiency level their students’
achieved on the IAA prior to the com-
pletion of the ACES or Vineland scales.

Data Analyses and Interpretation
Guidelines

Given the nature of the research
predictions, the data analyses primar-
ily involved correlation and regression
analyses to provide quantitative indices
of the relationships among various aca-
demic skills and related behaviors.
We also conducted some descriptive
and chi square analyses to facilitate
the comparison of the average IAA
ratings of the eligible and not eligi-
ble groups of students. The evidence
for the concurrent validity question
was correlations between the IAA and
the established norm-referenced as-
sessments (i.e., ACES and Vineland
Adaptive Behavior Scales). In general,
we attended to correlations between
the IAA scales and the composite or
total scale scores for the Vineland
and ACES, respectively, because the
scale scores are more reliable than the
scores for the various subscales. We
also looked for the correlations between
the same scales to be similar across

Table 1. Means and Standard Deviations for All Measures for Students Eligible
to Participate in the IAA

Middle High
Elementary School School

Students Students Students
(N = 50) (N = 27) (N = 32)

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
Academic Skills Total 35.78 (8.91) 32.70 (7.57) 35.54 (7.86)

Reading/Language Arts 12.84 (3.31) 12.48 (2.61) 35.54 (7.86)
Mathematics 9.29 (3.08) 8.59 (1.39) 9.04 (2.32)
Critical Thinking 13.46 (3.77) 11.63 (4.38) 13.71 (4.53)

Academic Enablers Total 84.66 (23.83) 95.67 (35.33) 112.63 (31.35)
Interpersonal Skills 30.80 (7.61) 33.00 (8.83) 35.97 (8.41)
Engagement Skills 14.59 (5.97) 16.59 (7.94) 21.21 (7.04)
Motivation 20.83 (6.81) 23.15 (11.28) 27.23 (9.86)
Study Skills 19.69 (7.90) 23.71 (11.28) 27.23 (9.86)

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale—Classroom Edition
Communication Domain (Receptive + Expressive + Written) 49.89 (16.70) 41.28 (16.43) 53.32 (18.28)
Daily Living Skills Domain (Personal + Domestic + Community) 51.25 (14.85) 51.44 (21.84) 64.54 (17.47)
Socialization Domain (Interpersonal + Play + Coping) 61.04 (15.88) 59.54 (23.36) 76.13 (19.83)
Adaptive Behavior Composite 52.97 (14.06) 49.96 (17.35) 65.27 (14.77)

Idaho Alternate Assessment (Raw Achievement Rating Total)
Reading (12 items; raw score range 0–36) 14.37 (6.95) 16.72 (9.31) 18.75 (7.69)
Language Arts (6 items; raw score range 0–18) 5.00 (3.30) 6.90 (4.37) 7.00 (3.97)
Mathematics (18 items; raw score range 0–54) 12.41 (9.12) 18.10 (12.98) 20.94 (9.50)

grade clusters, thus providing a form
of within-study replication. As a guide
to interpreting the magnitude of these
correlations, we characterized correla-
tions below .30 as weak, correlations
between .30 and .60 as moderate, and
correlations greater than .60 as strong.
In addition to the magnitude of the cor-
relations, we provide information about
the statistical significance of the cor-
relations to facilitate comparisons and
clarify the probability that such corre-
lations could occur by chance.

The examination of the ability of
the IAA to discriminate between the
eligible and not eligible group of stu-
dents was tested with a logistic regres-
sion analysis. We expected this analysis
with IAA total scores would yield ac-
curate identification of participants in
over 90% of the cases given the content
being assessed and the known compe-
tencies of the students. We also pre-
dicted that this classification accuracy
would not vary when demographic in-
formation was added to the regression
formula.

Results
The means and standard deviations for
the three measures of student func-
tioning are provided in Table 1. First,

it should be noted that all the do-
main and composite scores on the
Vineland for students at each grade
cluster levels were determined to be
at the “Low Adaptive Behavior Level” as
defined in the Vineland Technical Man-
ual (p. 81). This level characterizes the
lowest 2% of the students in the stan-
dardization sample of the Vineland. In
a similar vein, the means for the Aca-
demic Skills Scale and Subscales were
all in the lowest decile of the ACES
standardization sample. Some of the
Academic Enabler scores (i.e., Inter-
personal Skills and Motivation), par-
ticularly for middle and high school
students, however, were in the 2nd
or 3rd deciles. Collectively, this norm-
referenced data from the Vineland and
ACES indicated that the sample of stu-
dents who were eligible for the IAA were
students with generally the lowest lev-
els of adaptive behavior and academic
skills when compared to national rep-
resentative standardization samples of
peers in their age ranges.

A second observation from the rat-
ing scores in Table 1 is that the mean
performances of students on the IAA in-
creased incrementally across the three
grade clusters. This was an expected
outcome given that opportunity to learn
and perform the core skills measured

Summer 2007 35



Table 2. Correlations of IAA Subscale Scores
with Student Demographic Variables

IAA Reading IAA Language Arts IAA Mathematics

Students Sex .22∗ .21∗ .23∗
Students Race −.02 −.02 .05
Students Grade .20 .17 .24∗

∗p < .05.

by the IAA increase with years of
schooling.

Evidence to Support the Concurrent
Validity of the IAA Scores

The initial evidence of interest con-
cerned the fundamental relationships
among the IAA scales and student de-
mographic variables of sex, race, and
grade (Table 2). The low correlations
between these demographic variables
and scores on the IAA subscales, espe-
cially for the race variable, suggested
that the alternate assessment is pri-
marily measuring constructs other than
those represented by the demographic
variables. This, in turn, suggests little or
no bias due to demographic variables.

The featured relationships between
the constructs measured by the IAA and
the established measures of academic
competence and adaptive behavior are

Table 3. Correlation Matrix for the IAA-Reading, Vineland Adaptive Behavior
Scale, and Academic Competence Evaluation Scales for IAA Eligible Students

IAA-Reading

Middle High
Elementary School School

Students Students Students
(N = 50) (N = 27) (N = 32)

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
Academic Skills Total .35∗ .40∗ .24

Reading/Language Arts .27 .29 .16
Mathematics .22 .15 .27
Critical Thinking .41∗∗ .47∗ .15

Academic Enablers Total .37∗ .64∗∗ .44∗
Interpersonal Skills .36∗ .52∗∗ .55∗∗
Engagement Skills .42∗∗ .51∗∗ .48∗
Motivation .22 .64∗∗ .36
Study Skills .42∗ .66∗∗ .34

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale—Classroom Edition
Communication Domain (Receptive + Expressive + Written) .37∗∗ .61∗∗ .42∗
Daily Living Skills Domain (Personal + Domestic + Community) .33∗ .63∗∗ .29
Socialization Domain (Interpersonal + Play + Coping) .31∗ .73∗∗ .47∗∗
Adaptive Behavior Composite .36∗ .70∗∗ .25

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.

highlighted in Tables 3–5 for reading,
language arts, and mathematics, re-
spectively. The data in these tables
have been broken down into three grade
clusters—elementary, middle school,
and high school—and the boldface cor-
relations are of primary interest be-
cause they represent the strength of the
relationship between the most robust
measures of the constructs that each
instrument assesses.

Although there is some variability
in the correlations across the con-
tent areas, the IAA-to-VABS Adaptive
Behavior composite and the IAA-to-
ACES Academic Enablers total corre-
lations were consistently larger (i.e.,
mean r values between adaptive be-
havior and academic enabler totals are
nearly twice as large as the mean r for
academic skill totals) than the corre-
lations for the IAA-to-ACES Academic
Skills total. A closer look at the cor-

relations between the various ACES
Academic Skills subscales and the IAA
content areas of Reading, Language
Arts, and Mathematics, however, in-
dicates some rather inconsistent pat-
terns. These data suggest that the IAA
shares some significant variance with
measures of adaptive behavior and aca-
demic enablers and to a noticeably
lesser degree with a measure of aca-
demic skills.

In Table 6, we present the combined
correlations among the IAA, ACES, and
VABS for students in grades 3–10, the
group that would be relevant to NCLB
accountability analyses. The pattern of
relationships observed in Tables 3–5
is sharpened through the integration
of student groups from all grade lev-
els. Thus, Table 6 highlights the fact
that the IAA Reading, Language Arts,
and Mathematics scales all share sig-
nificantly more variance—over twice
as much—with the measures of adap-
tive behavior and academic enablers
than with measures of academic skills.
Transformations to z scores of the cor-
relations between the IAA and each of
the total scale scores on the ACES and
VABS within Reading and Mathematics
also indicated that the correlations be-
tween the IAA-Academic Enablers and
the IAA-Adaptive Behavior pairs were
always statistically larger (with z scores
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Table 4. Correlation Matrix for the IAA-Language Arts, Vineland Adaptive
Behavior Scale, and Academic Competence Evaluation Scales for IAA Eligible
Students

IAA-Language Arts

Middle High
Elementary School School

Students Students Students
(N = 18) (N = 25) (N = 19)

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
Academic Skills Total −.08 .32 .19

Reading/Language Arts −.05 .30 .05
Mathematics −.13 .19 .18
Critical Thinking .05 .31 .15

Academic Enablers Total .20 .42∗ .41
Interpersonal Skills .14 .36 .38∗
Engagement Skills .42∗ .43∗ .45∗
Motivation −.01 .36 .13
Study Skills .19 .40 .38

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale—Classroom Edition
Communication Domain (Receptive + Expressive + Written) .30 .54∗∗ .29
Daily Living Skills Domain (Personal + Domestic + Community) .30 .41∗ .26
Socialization Domain (Interpersonal + Play + Coping) .16 .51∗∗ .26
Adaptive Behavior Composite .27 .60∗∗ .27

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.

Table 5. Correlation Matrix for the IAA-Mathematics, Vineland Adaptive
Behavior Scale, and Academic Competence Evaluation Scales for IAA Eligible
Students

IAA-Mathematics

Middle High
Elementary School School

Students Students Students
(N = 18) (N = 25) (N = 19)

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
Academic Skills Total .20 .39∗ .28

Reading/Language Arts .26 .26 .29
Mathematics .07 .19 .35
Critical Thinking .11 .45∗ .06

Academic Enablers Total .35 .79∗∗ .22
Interpersonal Skills .16 .66∗∗ .26
Engagement Skills .53∗∗ .64∗∗ .27
Motivation .22 .81∗∗ .07
Study Skills .44∗ .72∗∗ .25

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Scale—Classroom Edition
Communication Domain (Receptive + Expressive + Written) .60∗∗ .75∗∗ .68∗∗
Daily Living Skills Domain (Personal + Domestic + Community) .58∗∗ .77∗∗ .59∗∗
Socialization Domain (Interpersonal + Play + Coping) .55∗∗ .79∗∗ .48∗∗
Adaptive Behavior Composite .60∗∗ .78∗∗ .50∗

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.
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Table 6. Correlation Matrix for IAA Subscale Scores with ACES and Vineland
Scores for IAA Eligible Students in Grades 3–10 for NCLB Reports

IAA Reading IAA Language Arts IAA Mathematics
(N = 92) (N = 91) (N = 90)

ACES
Academic Skills Total .30∗∗ .19 .29∗∗

Reading/Language Arts .22∗ .16 .30∗∗
Mathematics .21∗ .17 .28∗∗
Critical Thinking .28∗ .14 .18

Academic Enablers Total .55∗∗ .40∗∗ .60∗∗
Interpersonal Skills .51∗∗ .35∗∗ .45∗∗
Engagement Skills .51∗∗ .47∗∗ .57∗∗
Motivation .52∗∗ .29∗∗ .52∗∗
Study Skills .51∗∗ .37∗∗ .58∗∗

Vineland Adaptive Behavior Composite .59∗∗ .45∗∗ .75∗∗
Communication Domain .59∗∗ .53∗∗ .78∗∗
Daily Living Skills Domain .57∗∗ .45∗∗ .76∗∗
Socialization Domain .61∗∗ .44∗∗ .70∗∗
Motor Skills Domain .55∗∗ .47∗∗ .65∗∗

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.

greater than 1.96, which is required for
a p < .05) than the IAA-Academic Skills
correlations.

Evidence to Support the Discriminant
and Consequential Validity of the IAA
Scores

To examine the ability of the IAA to
differentiate between groups of stu-
dents who were eligible for an alter-
nate assessment and those not eligible

Table 7. Means and Standard Deviations for All Measures for Students Not
Officially Eligible for the IAA

Middle High
Elementary School School

Students Students Students
(N = 20) (N = 10) (N = 14)

Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Academic Competence Evaluation Scales
Academic Skills Total 61.50 (20.23) 68.00 (21.45) 57.43 (22.17)

Reading/Language Arts 21.86 (6.26) 23.00 (6.67) 20.80 (8.44)
Mathematics 16.08 (5.63) 15.27 (6.21) 14.47 (6.80)
Critical Thinking 24.52 (8.95) 29.09 (8.95) 24.14 (10.78)

Academic Enablers Total 124.43 (29.50) 137.09 (30.00) 128.00 (32.92)
Interpersonal Skills 39.79 (8.15) 38.91 (7.85) 38.71 (8.10)
Engagement Skills 25.57 (7.55) 28.36 (5.10) 25.80 (6.58)
Motivation 27.91 (9.30) 33.10 (9.33) 26.67 (10.38)
Study Skills 33.39 (9.67) 36.73 (10.29) 31.92 (11.31)

Idaho Alternate Assessment (Raw Achievement Ratings Total)
Reading 27.39 (7.13) 29.91 (7.18) 26.36 (5.89)
Language Arts 13.68 (2.87) 14.64 (3.29) 12.93 (3.59)
Mathematics 38.12 (10.89) 42.91 (10.44) 39.87 (8.99)

for it, we established key characteris-
tics for the two groups on a common
measure with national norms. Table 7
provides the means and standard de-
viations of ACES ratings by teachers
of students with disabilities who did
not qualify to take the IAA, but in-
stead took the statewide achievement
test (i.e., ISAT). The means for ACES
Academic Skills total and Academic En-
ablers total are much higher than those
of the eligible group (Table 8) and place

these students in the 2nd decile and
4th decile, respectively. The not eligi-
ble group’s mean score on the IAA scales
also was much higher than that of the el-
igible counterparts. These differences
in the two groups were also evident
when their IAA scores (achievement
and progress combined) were trans-
formed to proficiency levels used for
NCLB reporting. Table 9 provides in-
formation about the groups’ actual IAA
scores, the percentage of students in
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Table 8. Comparisons of IAA Achievement Ratings for Students Eligible and Not
Eligible for an Alternate Assessment

Middle High
Elementary School School

Students Students Students
Content Area Student Status M (SD) M (SD) M (SD)

Reading Eligible for AA 14.37 (6.95) 16.72 (9.31) 18.75 (7.69)
Not Eligible for AA 27.39 (7.13) 29.91 (7.18) 26.36 (5.89)

Language Arts Eligible for AA 5.00 (3.30) 6.90 (4.37) 7.00 (3.97)
Not Eligible for AA 13.68 (2.87) 14.64 (3.29) 12.93 (3.59)

Mathematics Eligible for AA 12.41 (9.12) 18.10 (12.98) 20.94 (9.50)
Not Eligible for AA 38.12 (10.89) 42.91 (10.44) 39.87 (8.99)

Note: The Reading scale is composed of 12 items with a possible score range from 0 to 36 on the dimension of Achievement only;
the Language Arts scale is composed of 6 items with a possible score range from 0 to 18; and the Mathematics scale is composed
of 18 items with a possible score range from 0 to 54.

Table 9. Comparisons of the Number and Percentage of Proficient Performances
for Students Eligible and Not Eligible to Take the IAA

IAA IAA
AA IAA Proficiency Estimated

Eligibility Status % Proficient Cumulative
Content Area (N) Mean SD (Proficient + Advanced Levels) Percentile Rank

Reading Eligible (91) 93.20 39.61 72.5% 64%tile
Not Eligible (39) 157.62 31.04 97.4% 99%tile

Language Arts Eligible (91) 43.47 21.60 62.7% 61%tile
Not Eligible (40) 67.62 16.60 100% 84%tile

Math Eligible (90) 105.91 56.45 68.9% 54%tile
Not Eligible (38) 224.76 48.46 100% 98%tile

Note: All students in this sample were students with an IEP. Those students defined as Eligible meet the Participation Criteria for the
IAA and were administered the IAA during the standard testing period.
Those students defined as Not Eligible took the regular statewide assessment and then their teachers completed the IAA to assess
their knowledge and skills.

each group who would meet the state’s
cut-score criterion for Proficiency, and
the groups’ relative standing (cumula-
tive percentile rank) among all those
who were administered the IAA dur-
ing the 2003 and 2004 school years.
As documented in this table, 100% of
the not eligible students were function-
ing at the Proficient level for the al-
ternate assessment in Language Arts
and Mathematics, and 97.4% were Profi-
cient in Reading. In comparison, 72.5%,
62.7%, and 68.9% of the eligible group
were achieving at the Proficient level
respectively in Reading, Language Arts,
and Mathematics on the alternate
assessment.

A series of one-way ANOVAs were
conducted to test the significance of
the differences in the IAA achieve-
ment scores for these two groups of
students. The F-ratios based on a to-
tal sample of 130 students for Read-
ing (81.53), Language Arts (39.68), and

Mathematics (128.34) were all signif-
icant at the .0001 level of probabil-
ity. In addition, a series of chi-square
analyses were conducted to examine
the frequency distribution for the two
groups of students with regard to pro-
ficiency criterion. Specifically, the chi-
square results were: Readingχ 2 (1, N=
130) = 10.59, p = .001, Language Arts
χ 2 (1, N = 131) = 20.18, p = .0001,
and Mathematics χ 2 (1, N = 128) =
15.13, p = .0001. These results support
the prediction that the number of stu-
dent not eligible for the IAA who met
the criterion for Proficient performance
would be significantly greater than for
the eligible group of students. In sum-
mary and as expected, the ACES and
IAA rating data clearly established that
the students in the not eligible group
were a statistically significant higher
performing group of students than
their peers who were eligible for the
IAA.

A logistic regression analysis for each
grade level cluster (i.e., elementary,
middle, high school) of students was
conducted to determine how well the
various IAA scales differentiate mem-
bership in the eligible and not eligi-
ble groups. (Although the purpose of
the IAA is not to predict or assign
membership to a group, the content
is designed to be most appropriate for
students functioning substantially be-
low grade level. Thus, it follows that
higher functioning students as deter-
mined by IEP teams review who are not
eligible for the IAA should out-perform
students who are eligible.) The results
of each of the three analyses indicated
that the IAA Mathematics scale was the
best predictor and that the Reading and
Language Arts scales contributed mini-
mally to the discriminant validity for the
IAA. Specifically, the resulting regres-
sion model accurately classified 93.4%
of the students. When student race and
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Table 10. Correlation Matrix for the IAA-Reading
& ACES for Students Not Officially Eligible for the
IAA

IAA-Reading

Elementary Middle School High School
Students Students Students
(N = 20) (N = 10) (N = 14)

ACES
Academic Skills Total .59∗∗ .62 .30

Reading/Language Arts .56∗∗ .65∗ .40
Mathematics .35 .32 .38
Critical Thinking .55∗ .62∗ .31

Academic Enablers Total .58∗∗ .53 .56
Interpersonal Skills .38 .44 .03
Engagement Skills .54∗∗ .76∗∗ .01
Motivation .64∗∗ .40 .36
Study Skills .57∗∗ .49 .37

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.

gender was added to a subsequent lo-
gistic regression with the IAA scores,
they did not improve the classification
accuracy beyond the 93.4% level.

An examination of the relationship
between ratings on the IAA and the
ACES for the not eligible group of stu-
dents provided additional relevant ev-
idence about the validity of the IAA.
Specifically, Tables 10–12 provide the
correlations for reading, language arts,
and mathematics. A review of the data
across these tables reveals that all the
correlations between the IAA scales and
the ACES Academic Skills scales are
moderate to very high (r range .30 to
.84). By comparison to the same IAA-
ACES Academic Skills relationships for
the eligible group of students, the cor-
relations for the not eligible group are
more than twice as robust. The pat-
tern of correlations between the IAA
scales and the ACES Academic En-
ablers scales for the not eligible group
ranged (r range .15 to .80) from low
to high in strength. These correlations
were very similar to those found (in
Tables 3–5) for the eligible group of
students.

A final set of correlations provides
some insights into the degree of shared
variance between the IAA and ISAT
scores for not eligible students in the
content areas of reading, language arts,
and mathematics. Table 13 displays
these correlations, as well as those be-
tween the IAA and ACES. As can be
seen, the IAA Reading score correlated
highest with the ISAT reading score

(r = .46), the IAA Language Arts score
correlated highest with the ISAT Read-
ing scale (r = .59) but also moderately
with Language Arts scale (r = .49), and
finally the IAA Mathematics score cor-
related highest with the ISAT Reading
scale (r = .67) but moderately high
with the Mathematics score (r= .56) as
well. The correlations between content-
similar scales on the IAA and ISAT were
all moderately high in strength, but
slightly lower than those between the
IAA and the ACES. It should be noted,

however, that these latter two measures
share a common rater source, whereas
the IAA and ISAT were generated by
different sources (i.e., the teacher rat-
ing versus an individual student assess-
ment).

The collection of evidence for the va-
lidity of the IAA scores from this series
of analyses is synthesized and discussed
in the next section within the context
of validity expectations and standards.

Discussion
This investigation focused on provid-
ing more information about the con-
structs measured by the IAA, a USDOE
approved alternate assessment, and
the ability of its resulting scores to
differentiate between groups of stu-
dents known to be eligible or not el-
igible to participate in the statewide
alternate assessment. The investiga-
tion was motivated by best practices in
test development as described in the
Standards for Educational and Psy-
chological Testing (American Educa-
tional Research Association, American
Psychological Association, & National
Council for Measurement in Educa-
tion, 1999) and assessment require-
ments of the No Child Left Behind Act
of 2001 as articulated in the USDE
Standards and Assessments Peer Re-
view Guidance (April, 2004) document.
Consistent with the conceptualization
of validity evidence in these documents,

Table 11. Correlation Matrix for the
IAA-Language Arts & ACES for Students Not
Officially Eligible for the IAA

IAA-Language Arts

Elementary Middle School High School
Students Students Students
(N = 20) (N = 10) (N = 14)

ACES
Academic Skills Total .59∗∗ .68∗∗ .50

Reading/Language Arts .59∗∗ .69 .36
Mathematics .46∗ .49 .46
Critical Thinking .57∗ .57 .52

Academic Enablers Total .28 .62∗ .75∗∗
Interpersonal Skills .26 .60 .29
Engagement Skills .24 .59 .39
Motivation .32 .52 .62∗∗
Study Skills .14 .59 .60∗∗

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.
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Table 12. Correlation Matrix for the IAA-Mathematics & ACES for Students Not
Officially Eligible for the IAA

IAA-Mathematics

Elementary Students Middle School Students High School Students
(N = 20) (N = 10) (N = 14)

ACES
Academic Skills Total .50∗ .80∗∗ .84∗∗

Reading/Language Arts .48 .80∗∗ .70∗∗
Mathematics .50∗ .55 .78∗∗
Critical Thinking .49 .78∗∗ .80∗∗

Academic Enablers Total .15 .76∗∗ .81∗∗
Interpersonal Skills .31 .77∗∗ .40
Engagement Skills .09 .80∗∗ .47
Motivation .17 .63∗ .76∗∗
Study Skills .04 .68∗ .73∗∗

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.

we utilized a multitrait (i.e., aca-
demic skills, academic enablers, adap-
tive behavior, and demographic char-
acteristics), multimethod (i.e., teacher
completed rating scales, demographic
survey, and for a subset of students
an individualized achievement test)
correlational design to provide infor-
mation about the relative strength of
relationships between the IAA Read-
ing, Language Arts, and Mathemat-
ics scales and more established mea-
sures of similar (i.e., ACES-Academic
Skills scale, ISAT) and different (i.e.,
ACES-Academic Enabler scale, VABS)
constructs. In addition to this design
approach, we used two samples of stu-
dents that differed with regard to their
perceived severity of disability and ul-
timately their eligibility to participate
in the statewide alternate assessment.
This use of known groups is a novel de-
sign element in the psychometric re-
search on alternate assessments and
provided useful evidence relevant for
examining the concurrent, discrimi-
nant, and consequential validity of the
IAA.

Before discussing the major findings,
it is important to note that the results of
this study are based on the assessment
of a representative sample of students
from across the state of Idaho. In most
cases, a student’s primary teacher com-
pleted the rating scales with required
knowledge about the student’s back-
ground. Assessment instruments like
the IAA, ACES, and VABS all assume
that teachers can objectively summa-
rize several weeks of direct interactions

with and observations of a student. Of
course, there is a potential for bias in
such ratings, but given that all the IAA
scale total scores met the state’s crite-
ria for reliability (i.e., inter-rater agree-
ment) and the ACES and VABS have
been rigorously studied and found to
consistently yield reliable scores, the
results from this study are considered
to be reliable and useful.

Major Findings

Evidence to support the validity of
the IAA was mixed, yet on balance,
promising. Specifically, we found the
IAA correlated minimally with key stu-

dent demographic variables. This was
an expected and desired outcome for
a rating scale assessment designed to
measure academic content.

The relationship between the read-
ing, language arts, and mathematics
achievement level ratings on the IAA
and the concurrent scores on the ACES-
Academic Skills scales for the eligible
students varied across grade clusters,
but in general were moderate at best.
When the correlations for the same
score relationships were examined for
the not eligible students, the magnitude
of the correlations increased notice-
ably. This finding was expected given
the score range on both instruments

Table 13. Correlation Matrix for the IAA, ACES,
and ISAT for Students with Disabilities Who Did
Not Qualify to Participate in the IAA

IAA

Reading Language Arts Mathematics
Proficiency Proficiency Proficiency

Score Score Score

ACES
Academic Skills Total .59∗∗ .48∗ .71∗∗
Academic Enablers Total .68∗∗ .60∗∗ .74∗∗

ISAT
Reading .46∗ .59∗∗ .67∗∗
Language Arts .30 .49∗ .48∗
Mathematics .21 .55∗ .56∗

∗p < .05.
∗∗p < .01.
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was less restricted for the not eligible
group of students. Collectively, these
findings provide evidence that the IAA
scales measure skills indicative of the
academic content characterized in the
state’s content standards. This point
was further reinforced by the moderate
to high correlations between the IAA
and ISAT for the not eligible students.
Thus, the evidence for both groups of
students provides support for the con-
struct validity of the IAA scores.

Although the scores between aca-
demic skills on the IAA and other mea-
sures indicated a meaningful amount
of shared variance (i.e., 20 to 40%),
there are cases, particularly at the ele-
mentary grade levels, where there was
more shared variance with the aca-
demic enabling and adaptive behavior
constructs. Neither of these constructs
is featured in the state’s academic con-
tent standards, yet both are clearly part
of successful achievement for students.
If replicated, however, these findings
could cause concern because they sug-
gest that the IAA may be a broader mea-
sure of student functioning than called
for by the state’s content standards. In
other words, the IAA appears to mea-
sure an array of academic skills in the
basic content areas of reading, writing,
and mathematics along with a number
of skills and behaviors typically char-
acterized as functional and part of the
process of learning.

Important evidence concerning the
valid use of the IAA was provided by the
findings that the resulting scores, espe-
cially for the Mathematics scale, do an
excellent job of differentiating students
who were eligible from those not eligi-
ble to participate in an alternate assess-
ment. As detailed in the results, the IAA
accurately classified a very high per-
centage of students at each grade clus-
ter into their known group. Although
the IAA is not intended as a classifica-
tion tool, these data suggested that the
IAA is sensitive to ability differences
portrayed by students with disabilities.
In addition, the resulting scores from
the IAA for the two groups were almost
non-overlapping with students in the el-
igible group functioning at the 59th per-
centile (on average) and the students
in the not eligible group functioning at
the 94th percentile (on average) when
compared to all students who took the
IAA in the previous two years. Thus,
the evidence supported our expecta-
tions about the measurement content
and sensitivity of the IAA.

Limitations and Implications

This validity study was undertaken
with care and the willing participa-
tion of many special educators with
experience in assessing the classroom
performance of students with signifi-
cant disabilities. The findings are based
upon a large and representative sam-
ple of students from those that actually
participated in the statewide assess-
ment, yet one must be cautious in mak-
ing strong conclusions without further
replications and related studies that
can serve to cross-validate the observed
trends.

As noted earlier, we primarily used
a rating scale approach that depended
on teachers’ knowledge of students’
skills and behaviors to provide assess-
ment results. Well-constructed rating
scales have been shown to correlate
highly with actual student perfor-
mances and work samples (DiPerna &
Elliott, 2000), but the MTMM approach
to examining relationships between
newly developed and more established
measures calls for multiple methods of
assessment to minimize inflated cor-
relations due to shared variance in
method or source of information. This
use of a single method of assessment
is not a unique limitation to this study
or to the state’s alternate assessment.
In fact, virtually all states are forced
to utilize an assessment approach that
features teachers’ or other educators’
judgments when it comes to assessing
students with significant cognitive dis-
abilities because these students cannot
be administered typical achievement
tests. By taking steps to ensure high
inter-rater reliability and the scoring
accuracy of the assessments, we have
minimized bias and threats to internal
validity. The addition of the ISAT, an
individualized achievement measure,
as a concurrent measure for a group
of students strengthened the informa-
tion and provided a means for making
stronger inferences about relationships
between measures based on teacher
judgments.

Another limitation of the study is that
the results generalize only to students
with significant disabilities who use al-
ternate assessment rating scales com-
parable to the IAA. While the results
may be limited in utility to others con-
ducting alternate assessments, the val-
idation design features of the study are
not. In fact, given the validity evidence
for alternate assessments outlined in
the U. S. Department of Education’s

Standards and Assessments document,
we believe the use of both an MTMM
and known groups method facilitates
understanding of a number of aspects
critical to the evolving efforts to estab-
lish the validity of alternate assessment
results.

Summary and Conclusions
This investigation of the Idaho Alter-
nate Assessment has advanced under-
standing of what the IAA measures
and its ability to differentiate levels
of functioning for students with sig-
nificantly different degrees of impair-
ment. There is sound evidence that
the IAA measures the reading, lan-
guage arts, and mathematic skills of
students and also measures a class of
behaviors (i.e., social skills, engage-
ment/motivation, and study skills) that
enable academic function and daily liv-
ing. This measurement of a broader
array of skills than called for by the
state’s academic content standards is
not surprising given the fact that the
classroom-based evidence used to sub-
stantiate achievement ratings often
comes from a curriculum that empha-
sizes functional living skills, fundamen-
tal behaviors that foster engagement,
and basic interpersonal communica-
tion. Although students with signifi-
cant disabilities have a right to access
the general reading, language arts, and
mathematics curriculum, they also still
have the need for instruction that fo-
cuses on basic living and communica-
tion skills. Thus, it may be appropriate
that the IAA is capturing a broader ar-
ray of skills than expected by the state’s
academic standards. From a construct
validity perspective, there is a meaning-
ful amount of construct-irrelevant vari-
ance in the IAA scores, yet the scores
are functioning rather well in differen-
tiating performances by known groups
of students. It is hypothesized that this
irrelevant variance will be reduced over
time as (a) students’ IEPs become di-
rected more at core academic skills and
(b) teachers continue to receive profes-
sional development that improves their
collection of standards-based evidence
for IAA ratings.

The evidence we have established for
the validity of the IAA scores suggests
it is a promising assessment of basic
academic skills of students with signif-
icant disabilities. Our evidence about
the validity of scores from this rating
scale approach to alternate assessment
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is not meant to argue against other
approaches to alternate assessment.
Research on the IAA’s use and tech-
nical properties has the potential to
advance inclusive assessment practices
in Idaho, as well in many other states
where a rating scale approach to alter-
nate assessment is implemented.
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