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Abstract: The uses of observations generated during testing were examined through (a) a 
quantitative synthesis of the available research literaLUre. (b) a study conducted with a na­
tionally representative sample of children (N . MO. including 71 with additional behavioral 
information), and (c) a study completed wlth children referred for psychoeducational evalu­
ations eN .. 140). Results demonstrated that behavloral and temperament qualities evaluated 
by test observations are related to children!> performance on the Wechsler Intelligence Scale 
for Children- Third Edition (WISC·UI; Wechsler. 1991 ). Test observations provided consid­
erably less inSight into children's adaptation and adjustment outside the test-session environ­
menLIQs from the WISC-lll showed limited prediction of classroom behavior, indicating that 
as much as 97% of [he score variation is tndependent. Findings are examined in light of re­
search on the situational specificity of behavior. 

Recording test-session behaviors is an im­
portant practice that fulfills a variety of assess­
ment functiOns. This article describes possible 
purposes for evaluating test-session behavior 
and empirically examines three commonly as­
sumed reasons for monitoring such activities: 
(a) to help illuminate the scorability of chil­
dren!> responses on formal tests administered 
during the same test session, (b) to document 
the degree to which the test environment is con­
ducive to optimal performance, and (c) to pro­
vide a sample of behavior from a controlled set­
ting that may then generalize and describe chil­
dren!> behaviors and attitudes in other situa­
tions. A best evidence synthesis will be used to 
evaluate these premises, reviewing the results of 
published studies and test manuals, followed by 
two empirical studies. The two studies will use 
a new instrument for evaluating children's test 
behavior with both a large, nationally stratified 
sample and a smaller sample of children re­
ferred for psychoeducational testing. Results 
will provide evidence to support the value of 
formally recording test-session behaviors, as 
well as indicating limitations on how behavioral 
observations from test sessions generalize to 
other contexts. 

The observation and recording of test be­
haviors is routine in the field of individual ap-

praisal. For example, students attending gradu­
ate programs in school and clinical psychology 
are taught to evaluate the behaviors children 
display when responding to items on individu­
ally administered tests. Ukewise, textbooks on 
individual appraisal and intelligence testing en­
courage the recording and interpreting of chil­
dren's test behaviors (Kamphaus, 1993; Kauf­
man, 1994; Sattler, 1988). 

Test observations completed by trained 
clinicians offer certain presumed advantages 
over the behavior ratings collected by parents 
and teachers. Specifically, test observations offer 
a standardized methodology for comparing a 
childs behavior to the behavior of others. The 
uniformity of conditions under which test ob­
servations occur render them relatively free of 
environmental variation (e.g., home or class­
room climate) that can interfere with the collec­
tion of valid observations. None of the major 
contexts of child development (e.g., home, 
school. and community) offers as hlgh a level of 
professional expertise, observational control, or 
uniformity of conditions as the context of indi­
vidual test-taking. 

The relative objectivity of examiners is an­
other benefit of test observations. Parmts, 
teachers, and others entrusted to rate childrens 
behaviors often lack fonnal training in data col-
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lection. Parents, in particular, can find observa­
tional measures difficult to complete because 
they may not be familiar with the behavior of 
children at a given age and grade level. Simi­
larly, extraneous variables (e.g., a desire to have 
a child either receive or not receive special ser· 
vices) can influence the ratings supplied by par­
ents and teachers. Examiners, on the other 
hand, are well-versed in the application of ob­
servational systems, knowledgeable about child 
development, and less likely to have a vested in­
terest in a given diagnostic outcome. 

Role and Function of 
Test Observations 

Three purposes often are assumed fo r the 
collection of test observations. First, test obser­
vations help to determine the scorability of re­
sponses to test items and serve as cross-checks 
on the validity of children's formal test scores. 
The importance and verity of this fust purpose 
is evident because test observations shed light 
on unusual physical characteristics (e.g., sen­
sory impairments, physical disabilities), and 
provide an opportunity to document special 
cultural and educational backgrounds that can 
adversely impact the validity of scores children 
obtain on formal standardized tests (see AERA, 
APA, and NCME Standards, 1985, pp. 73-80). 

Second, and related to the first, is the as­
sumption that the interpretation of formal test 
scores accurately re flects children's abilities 
and/or achievements. Therefore, a primary goal 
of individual appraisal is to provide a conducive 
test environment. Children must be suffiCiently 
at ease with the test situation, motivated, and 
aware of expectations to perform optimally. 
Standardized tests such as the Wechsler Intelli­
gence Scale for Children-Third Edition (WISC-
1II; Wechsler, 1991) and the Kaufman Assess­
ment Battery for Children (Kaufman &: Kauf­
man, 1983) try to stimulate high levels of moti­
vation by means of attractive packaging and the 
use of manipulatives and other intriguing mate­
rials. However, despite these efforts, Dahlstrom 
(1993) recently cautioned that, "as important as 
optimal and appropriate motivation is to the 
successful execution of any test procedure, it is 
surprising to find that many published instru­
ments still lack suitable methods of document­
ing a subjects test-taking compliance" (p. 396) . 
A formal, nomothetic method of recording and 
evaluating test -session behaviors would provide 

a mechanism for monitoring compliance, and 
thus, facilitate judgments about the extent to 
whlch children's formal test scores reflect their 
underlying abilities and achievements. 

A third assumed purpose of test observa­
tions is to provide a sample of behaviors that 
may reflect generalizable characteristics. This 
purpose parallels the primary function of indi­
vidual testing per se ; namely, to discover test­
session phenomena that characterize childrens 
growth and development in broad ways. Obser­
vations about childrens cooperation, persis­
tence, or engagement during testing often are 
regarded as indicative of propensities in broader 
life situations, and such observations are com­
monly believed to be useful for identlfying 
pathogeniC factors associated with current be­
haviors (Kaufman &: Reynolds, 1984). If test be­
haviors reflect dispositional qualities, then for­
mal assessment of such behavior might permit 
prediction of childrens behavior in other, more 
important contexts. Therefore. examiners are 
disposed to assume that certain test behaviors 
are not merely situational, but reveal children's 
typical and enduring qualities. 

Relations Among Test Behavior, Ability, 
and Behavior in Other Contexts 

When the concept of criterlon validity is 
applied to test observations, it concentrates on 
relationships between childrens test-session be­
havior and their scores on formal tests (e.g., IQ 
test scores, achievement test scores, etc.), In­
trasession validity is a term that has been used to 
describe the strength of associations between 
measures of test-session behaviors and the for­
mal test scores they accompany (Glutting &. 
McDermott, 1988; Glutting, Oakland, &: Mc­
Dermott, 1989). Thus, intrasession validity ad­
dresses the first and second assumed purposes 
of recording test-session behaviors, because it 
examines the potential impact of behaviors on 
childrens test scores and indicates the exlent to 
which childrens performance can actually be 
considered optimal. 

The construct of ecolOgical validity makes 
it important to examine relationships between 
test behaviors evaluated across similar contexts , 
as well as the generalizability of test behaviors 
to diverse settings (d. Neisser, 1991). The term 
exosession validity - similar in meaning to the 
constructs of external validity or generalizability 
- has been used to describe how robustly con-
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clusions about children's behaviors measured in 
the context of a particular test session might be 
related to their behavior and conduct in other 
situations (Glutting et aI., 1989). In other 
words, exosession validity is determined by 
evaluating the convergence between recorded 
test-session behaviors and behaviors observed 
in other contexts, such as teacher repons, 
which typically sample a broad array of behav­
iors over an extended period of time. Thus, the 
third previously identified purpose of test ob­
servations, providing a sample of behavior that 
can be generalized to other contexts, is a matter 
of exosession validity 

A related issue also should be considered. 
Substantial clinical information suggests that 
low IQ scores are associated with behavior 
problems in the school or home environments 
(e.g., Cook, Greenberg, & Kusche, 1994; 
Kolvin, Miller, Fleeting, & Kolvin, 1988; Tonge 
& Einfeld, 1991). However, in spite of the im­
portance of this topic to both child develop­
ment and clinical theory, few studies have sys­
tematically examined the degree to which 
scores on individually administered IQ tests are 
correlated with children's conduct in other con­
texts (as rated by parents or teachers). For this 
reason, a quantitative synthesis of available re­
search findings was carried out on the topics of: 
(a) the intrasession validity of test observations, 
(b) the exosession validity of test observations, 
and (c) relationships between children's IQ and 
their home or school deportment. 

Synthesis of Previous Research 

A small, but growing body of literature has 
begun to examine the validity of test observa­
tions. We conducted a best evidence synthesis 
of previous research as a preliminary matter to 
the two empirical studies that will be presented 
in this article. Various procedures were used to 
locate studies. First, terms such as "test behav­
ior," "test -session behavior," "IQ-behavior," "in­
telligence behavior," "intelligence-personality," 
"IQ-conduct disorder," "IQ-attention deficit," 
"IQ-avoidance," and "IQ-anxiety withdrawal" 
were used to search the PsychlNFO (American 
Psychological Association, 1991) data base for 
relevant sources. Sources identified in this way 
were then examined for references to other rel­
evant studies. The studies included in this syn­
thesis were published in refereed journals in the 
social sciences or in the technical manuals for 

psychometric instruments, and were limited to 
studies vvith children (not adults) that reported 
scores on a principle indicator (i.e., full scale 
IQ, the mental processing composite, or an 
equivalent - not simply using a subtest as an 
indicator of overall ability). 

Average coefficients were calculated ac­
cording to procedures recommended by 
Hunter, Schmidt, and Jackson (1982) and 
Rosenthal (1991). Wben a Single study pro­
vided multiple relevant correlation coefficients, 
they were averaged to provide a Single coeffi­
cient per sample. Correlations were then 
weighted by sample size and averaged across 
studies as described by Hunter and colleagues 
(1982). Correlations were not corrected for the 
reliability of measures because such adjust­
ments would increase their obtained value and 
not accurately reflect the degree of relationship 
that researchers and practitioners are likely to 
encounter in their own work (e.g., Rosenthal, 
1991). Confidence intervals also were calcu­
lated to gauge whether apparently different cor­
relations actually reflect different degrees of as­
sociation and to provide some indication of the 
underlying variability in estimation. 

Six studies were found on the topiC of in­
trasession validityl The sources yielded a total 
of 33 correlation coefficients. The overall rela­
tionship was -.34 (95% confidence interval: 
-.29 to -.41) between childrens test behaviors 
and IQs obtained during the same test session. 
Four sources were identified for the topic of ex­
osession validity2 The studies produced 26 cor­
relations. The average relationship was .18 
(95% confidence interval: .15 to .22) between 
children's test behaviors and their conduct in 
other contexts, such as in their classroom or 
community Lastly, 11 investigations compared 
associations between childrens IQ and their 
home and school behavior3 A total of 38 coef­
ficients was available and the relationship was 
-.19 (95% confidence interval: -.22 to -.17). 

The pattern of coefficients shows modest 
but meaningful levels of intrasession validity 
(average r ~ -.34). Moreover, the magnitude of 
intrasession validity is higher than that found 
for exosession validity or for relationships be­
tween children's IQ and their home and school 
adjustment, as demonstrated by the fact that the 
respective 95% confidence intervals do not 
overlap (even after differences in the directions 
of the correlations were taken into account by 
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ignoring signs associated with the coefficients). 
The results were expected and lead to the infer­
ence that test observations possess reasonable 
intrasession validity, but more limited exoses­
sion validity. This inference comports well wi th 
information regarding the situational specifiCity 
of children's behavior. A meta-analysis by 
Achenbach , McConaughy, and Howell (1987) 
demonstrated that much of the behavior ob­
served by parents at home, and teachers in 
school, is contextually dependent and specific 
to the sit uation in which it occurs. 

Limit.ations of Previous Research 

Test observations in the studies just cited 
were obtained through the use of ad hoc item 
collections or strucmred evaluations on the Test 
Behavior Observation Guide (TBOG; Caldwell , 
1951; WatsOn, 195 1) or Stanford Binet Obser­
vation Schedules (SBOS; Terman 1& Merrill , 
1960; Thorndike, Hagen, 1& Sattler, 1986). The 
TBOG and SBOS have long-standing histories 
in the field of clinical assessment and, like all 
current measures for rating children's test be­
haviors - including such instruments as the 
Behavior and Attitude Checklist (Sattler, 1988) 
and Test Behavior Checklist (Aylward 1& Mac­
Gruder, 1986) - are of some value in codifying 
test observations. Nevertheless, a number of 
qualities limit the utility of these measures. 

Sound observation should consider all rel­
evant and verifiable aspects of child function­
ing, including normal development (McDer­
mott, 1986). Unfortunately, most items on test­
behavior scales overlook norroal and healthy 
adjustment. Instead, they limit themselves to 
evaluating pathological symptoms and negative 
behaviors. This approach is especially short­
Sighted because the ability to record healthy and 
suitable behaviors can be increased simply by 
altering item valences on ratmg scales. 

A potentially more serious problem relates 
to the identification of integral dimensions (Le. , 
scales) underlying items sets. The majority of 
test behavior instruments are composed of un­
di ffe rentiated lists of symptoms or inductively 
derived symptom "domains." Interestingly, the 
measures used in previous studies present no 
evidence in support of either a single unifying 
construct of test behavior or of separate do­
mains of behavior. 

Perhaps the greatest deficiency of most cur­
rent measures of test behavior is the absence of 

the very basis for making differential child com­
parisons. Typically, these scales do not supply 
norms for evaluating how one child's behaviors 
compare to those of others or for determining 
the extent of children's compliance to test de­
mands. As a result, examiners are left to their 
own resources in determining when a given 
child's test behavior is normal and compliant 
versus exceptional and noncompliant. 

The two empirical studies that follow em­
ploy a new, nationally standardized scale of test 
behavior. Ihe studies explore intrasession valid­
ity and exosession validity using the scale's nor­
mative cohort and a separate sample of children 
referred for psychoeducational evaluations. In 
addition, relationships between children's IQs 
and their school behavior are analyzed for the 
referred sample. 

Observational Measure 

The Guide to [he Assessment of l est Ses­
sion Behavior for the WISC-Ill and WIAT 
(GAISB; Glutting 1& Oakland, 1993) is a brief 
(29-item), behaVior-rating instrument for 
quickly and reliably evaluating the test-session 
behavior of children administered one or both 
of the WISC-III or the Wechsler Individual 
Achievement Test (WIAT; Wechsler, 1992). De­
Signed for use with children aged 6 years 0 
months, to 16 years 11 months, the GATSB was 
conormed with the WlSC-IIl (N = 640) and a 
second norming was completed with the WlAT 
(N = 640). Thus, examiners can use the GATSB 
to accura tely determine the level of children's 
compliance during admin istrat ions of the 
WISC·Ill and WIAT andlor evaluate whether a 
child's behavior di ffers substantially from the 
behavior of other children. Because examiners 
complete ratings (using the 3-point alternatives 
of "usually applies," "somewhat applies," "does­
n't apply") immediately after testing, the process 
of rating does not interfere with the child 's 
WISC-Ill or WIAT test performance, and the 
behavioral picture is recorded while easily re­
called. 

Principal components analysis and princi­
pal axis factor analYSis (using both orthogonal 
and oblique rotations) yielded three dimensions 
for the standardization sample: AVOidance, Inat­
tentiveness. and Uncooperative Mood. These 
dimensions are theoretically congruent, align 
with findings from previous studies of children's 
test behavior, and are similar to established di-
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mensions for evaluating children's adjustment 
and well-being (d. Achenbach & Edelbrock, 
1983; Quay, 1986). Empirically derived stan­
dard scores are offered for each of the three 
scales and for the total score, which is a combi­
nation of scores from the GATSB's scales (Ms for 
the four scales = 50, SDs = 10). Alpha coeffi­
cients for the normative sample show that the 
GATSB supplies reliable estimates of childrens 
test behaviors (respectively, rs = .86, .84, .88, 
.92). 

Method 

Samples 

Data for the current study included all chil­
dren from the GATSB's WISC-lII standardiza­
tion sample (N = 640). Equal numbers of males 
and females were included in the sample. 
Norms for the GATSB are reported according to 
three age levels. An analysis of variance 
(AN OVA) was conducted on raw scores to de­
termine whether norms should be provided for 
each year of age for which the GATSB was de­
signed or whether several year levels could be 
collapsed into groups without losing any essen­
tial information. Results showed three age levels 
were reqUired: 6-B years (n = 212), 9-12 (n = 

211), and 13-16 (n = 217). Teacher ratings of 
classroom behavior also were collected for a 
smaller subset of 71 children from the stan­
dardization sample. 

Within each age level, children were strati­
fied by race and parent education levels. Four 
categories of racelethnicity were employed: 
White, African American, Hispanic, and Other. 
Similarly, the sample was stratified according to 
five parent education levels: 8th grade or less, 
9th through 11th grade, high school graduate 
or equivalent, 1 through 3 years of college or 
technical school, and 4 or more years of college. 
Stratification precision for race and parent edu­
cation levels is within 1 percentage point (plus 
or minus) of 1988 U.s. Census data. In addi­
tion, children's ability levels were required to be 
normally distributed and parallel those from the 
WISC-III standardization sample (i.e., Full 
Scale IQ M = 100, SD = 15). Otherwise, ratings 
on the GATSB would have been atypical of the 
common distribution mean, standard deviation, 
skewness, and kurtosis of children's ability 
scores, 

The second sample was drawn from chil­
dren referred for psychoeducational evaluations 
in the state of Arizona (N = 140; 52 females). 
The children attended public schools and 
ranged in age from 6 years 0 months to 16 years 
o months (M = 11.3 years, SD = 2.3 years). Of 
the sample, 54% were White, 9% were African 
American, and 37% were Mexican American. 
All of the children were English dominant. 

Criterion Measures 

Standardized scales were used as validity 
criteria. For the normative cohort, intrasession 
validity was assessed through IQs from the 
WISC-Ill: Full Scale IQ (FSIQ), Verbal Scale IQ 
(VIQ), Performance Scale IQ (PIQ), Verbal 
Comprehension Index (VCl), Perceptual Orga­
nization Index (POl), Freedom from Dis­
tractibility Index (FDl), and Processing Speed 
Index (PSI). Exosession validity consisted of an 
omnibus behaVior-problem score calculated 
from three teacher-rating scales. SpeCifically, 
each child had one of the following three scores: 
(a) the Total Scale score from the Teacher Refer­
ral Form (Achenbach & Ede1brock, 1983), (b) 
the Total Quotient from the Behavior Evaluation 
Scale (McCarney, Leigh, & Cornbleet, 1983), or 
(c) the Problem Behaviors score from the Social 
Skills Rating System (Gresham & Elliott, 1990). 
The problem score was simply whichever of the 
three omnibus indices was available for a child. 

Intrasession validity for the referred sample 
was evaluated by assessing the strength of rela­
tion between test-session behaviors (as mea­
sured by the GATSB) and performance on the 
WISC-lIl as a criterion measure. Exosession va­
lidity (ie., the generalizability of observations 
from the test session to other settings) was eval­
uated through teacher ratings on the Adjust­
ment Scales for Children and Adolescents 
(ASCA; McDermott, 1994). The ASCA was 
normed on 1,400 5- through 17-year-old chil­
dren stratified according to 1990 U.s. Census 
data on the follOwing variables: age, gender, 
academic level, ethnicity, handicapping condi­
tion, national region, community size, and par­
ent education. Standard scores on the ASCA are 
expressed as t-scores (M = 50, SD = 10). Ex­
ploratory and confirmatory components analy­
sis of the standardization sample uncovered six 
core scales: Attention Deficit-Hyperactivity, 
Solitary Aggressive (Provocative), Solitary Ag­
gressive (Impulsive), Oppositional Defiant, Dif-
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Table 1 
Distribution Statistics and Correlations of GATSB Predictors and 

WIse-III Criteria for the Normative Cohort 

M SD 

GATSB predictor 

Total score 50 2 10.1 
Avoidance 50.4 10.0 
Inattentiveness 49.8 9.8 
Uncooperative mood 50.7 9.6 

WIse-III criteria 

Full Scale IQ (FSIQ) 100.0 15.2 
Verbal Scale IQ (VIQ) 98.8 15.4 
Performance Scale IQ (PIQ) 101.7 15.4 
Verbal Comprehension Index (VCI) 98.9 15.2 
Perceptual Organization Index (PO!) 10l.3 15.7 
Freedom from Distractibility Index (FD!) 101.5 15.1 
Processing Speed Index (PS!) 103.4 14.8 

WISC-III criteria 

GATSB predictor FSIQ VIQ PIQ VCI POI FDI PSI 

Total score - .36 -.37 - .31 - .33 - .30 - .30 - .23 
Avoidance -.39 -.37 - .33 - .36 - .31 - .33 - .23 
Inattentiveness - .21 - .20 - .19 - .19 - .17 -.20 - .13 
Uncooperative mood -.28 -.26 - .25 - .24 - .23 -.23 - .20 

Note. No:: 640. 

fident, and Avoidant. The ASCA also yields two 
overall dimensions: Overreactivity (obtained by 
adding item scores from the first 4 core scales) 
and Underreactivity (based on item scores from 
the last 2 core scales). All eight ASCA scores 
were used as criteria. 

Procednres 

Examiners conducting the assessments 
were experienced in the individual administra­
tion of ability and achievement tests. All of the 
examiners were White (n = 146 for the norma­
tive cohort, " = 8 for the referred sample). Test 
behaviors were assessed through GATSB's com­
pleted immediately after administrations of the 
WISC-IlI. Classroom teachers evaluated chil­
dren on the behavior rating scales within a 
month of the test sessions. 

Results 

Scores on the WlSC-1lI show a strong con­
cordance with the distribution of children's abil­
ity levels in the population. Distributional sta­
tistics for the GATSB and WISC-II1 normative 

cohort are presented in the upper part of Table 
1. The lower part of Table I provides intrases­
sion validity coefltcients between t -SCOres from 
the GATSB's four scales and IQs from the WlSC­
III. All 28 of the correlation coefltcients are sta­
tistically Significant (p < .0010, which could be 
compared with a Bonferroni-adjusted critical 
value of alpha = .0018 to maintain an overall al­
pha level of .05). The coefficients reveal that, 
among the GATSB's three primary scales, Avoid­
ance demonstrates the highest general relation­
ship to children's ability levels. Uncooperative 
Mood has the second highest relationship and is 
followed by Inattentiveness. 

The average correlation is -.27 (with 95% 
confidence interval of -.34 to -.17) between 
scores from the GATSB's four scales (including 
the total score) and IQs from the WISC-IlI. This 
averaged coefficient is congruent with the in­
trasession validity found in the meta-analysis of 
previous studies (average r = - .34) and it sup­
ports inferences that test observatiOns show 
modest but meaningful levels of intrasession va­
lidity. 
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Table 2 
Differences in WISC·III Full Scale lQs for Children Showing 

Compliant and Noncompliant Test Behaviors 

Mean 
WISC·III FSIQ t-value p 

GATSB Total score 

Compliant (n " 547) 
Noncompliant (n " 93) 

GATSB Avoidance scale 

Compliant (n " 536) 
Noncompliant (n" 104) 

GATSB Inattentiveness scale 

Compliant (n " 551) 
Noncompliant (n " 89) 

GATSB Uncooperative Mood scale 

Compliant (n " 559) 
Noncompliant (n" 81) 

101.5 
9Ll 

101.9 
90.5 

lOLl 
93.7 

101.3 
91.6 

Although the relationships just presented 
between test-session behavior and ability are 
significant (i.e., average r " -.27, average p < 
.001), statistical Significance does not speak to 
the pragmatic value (i.e., clinical or psychologi­
cal Significance) of the associations. We exam­
ined the question of practical utility by dividing 
children from the GATSB normative sample ac­
cording to whether they exhibited compliant or 
noncompliant test behaviors during administra­
tions of the WISC-III. Comparison groups were 
formed using GATSB t-scores in the average 
range (i.e., ,; 59) versus t-scores one standard 
deviation above the mean (i.e., ~ 60). Results 
(presented in Table 2) show that children with 
compliant test behaviors on the GATSB earn, on 
average, WISC-III FSIQs 7 to 10 points higher 
than those with noncompliant behaviors. The 
differences are striking and show that children 
with compliant test behaviors earn WISC-III 
IQs between one-half to two-thirds of a stan­
dard deviation higher than children with less 
suitable test behaviors. Thus, it becomes appar­
ent that childrens test behaviors are meaning­
fully related to the magnitude of IQs they obtain 
on the WISC-III. 

Intrasession validity also was examined for 
the referred sample (see Table 3). As expected, 
IQs on the WISC-III are lower (M FSIQ" 81.7). 
It is important to note that standard deviations 
obtained Wlth the referred sample are generally 

631 .001 

7.27 .001 

4.26 .001 

5.49 .001 

comparable to what would be expected in other 
samples (see Tables 3 and 4). Thus, it appears 
that range restrictions, commonly a problem 
when working with referred samples, are not 
operating to attenuate the magnitude of correla­
tions observed in this particular sample. 

The pattern of associations among the 
GATSB's three primary scales and the WISC-III 
criteria are somewhat different for the referred 
sample than those reported earlier for the nor­
mative group. Avoidance continues to show the 
highest set of associations with childrens ability 
levels, whereas the pattern reverses for the two 
other GATSB scales: Inattentiveness now has the 
second highest connection and is followed by 
Uncooperative Mood. The average overlap is 
-.24 across the 28 coefficients. This mean is 
somewhat lower than levels just reported for the 
GATSB's normative cohort (average r = -.27) 
and from previous studies (average r " -.34). 
Nevertheless, it remains higher than the exoses­
sion validity obtained during earlier studies (av­
erage r = .18) and it supports contentions that 
test observations are modestly, but meaning­
fully, related to the IQs of children referred for 
psychoeducational evaluations. 

Exosession validity between childrens test 
behaviors and their classroom conduct was 
evaluated for only a small segment the GATSBs 
normative group (n = 71). Another shortcoming 
is that comparisons were confined to a Single 
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Table 3 
Distribution Statistics and Correlations of GATSB Predictors and 

WIse-III Criteria for a Referred Sample 

M SD 

GABB predkto[" 

Total score 52.6 8.7 
Avoidance 54.4 10.3 
lnauentiveness 50.8 8.2 
Uncooperative mood 50.7 7.5 

WISe-Ill criteria 

Full Scale IQ (FSIQ) SU 15.3 
Verbal Scale IQ (VIQ) 80.6 15.0 
Performance Scale IQ (PIQ) 86.2 15.6 
Verbal Comprehension Index (Ve!) 814 15.2 
PercepLUal Organization Index (POI) 87. 1 16.7 
Freedom from Distractibility Index (FD!) 82.0 13.9 
Processing Speed Index (PS!)l 87.5 15.1 

---'--------- '-- - --'--------- -- '- '- ------------ '-'-------------.- .- .- --
WISe-III criteria 

GATSB predictor FSIQ V1Q PIQ Vel POI FDI PSI 

Total SCOTe - .33 - .28 - .34 - .25 - .32 -.31 - .31 
Avoidance - .39 - .33 -39 - 33 - 38 - .29 - .23 
Inattentiveness - .12 -.10 - .13 -.07 -.10 - .21 - .28 
Uncooperative mood - .1 7 -.1 5 - .IS -.11 - .13 -.18 - .21 

Note. N - 140. 
IThe Symbol Search subtest which contributes to the WISe-Ill PSI was not administered to all children. 
Consequemly, n .. 96. 

omnibus score of classroom behavior compiled 
from three instruments. The associations follow: 
.12 between the GATSB total score and the om­
nibus score of childrens classroom behavior, 
.22 for the Avoidance scale, .04 for Inattentive­
ness, and .17 for Uncooperative Mood. 

The analysis was repeated with the referred 
sample (N = 140). The second analysis com­
pensated for shortcomings of the first exoses­
sion validity study. The teachers of children in 
the referred group used the same rating scale 
(I.e., the ASCA) . Furthermore, rather than using 
a solitary reckoning of classroom adjustment, 
comparisons were directed to associations be­
tween the GATSB's 4 scores and each of ASCI'!s 
8 measures. 

The GATSB and ASCA evaluate similar con­
structs, but do so in different contexts. Strong 
construct validity is suggested whenever an ap­
propriate pattern of convergent and divergent 
associations is found between similar tests 
(Campbell, 1960; Thorndike, 1982). Higher 

correlations were expected between identical, 
or convergent, scales of the GATSB and ASCA 
(e.g., GATSB Avoidance and ASCA Avoidance) 
and lower correlalions were expected between 
divergent scales (e.g., GATSB Avoidance and 
ASCA Attention Deficit-Hyperactive). 

Table 4 presents exosession validi ty coeffi­
cients between the GATSB and ASCA. Results 
show that the anticipated convergent associa­
tions are collectively higher than divergent asso­
ciations. Nonetheless, even though the pattern 
of coefficients supports suppositions of con­
struct validity, the magnitude of the relations is 
trivial. Only 13 of the 32 correlations are statis­
tically significant (p < .05) even without adjust­
ing the alpha level for the total number of com­
parisons made. More important, the mean coef­
ficient is quite low (average r = .16, with a 95% 
confidence interval of -.01 to +.32) and indi­
cates that approximately 97% of the variation in 
scores on either type of measure is unique (I.e., 
1-.162 = 97.4). The current outcomes between 
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Table 4 
Distribution Statistics and Correlations of GATSB Predictors and 

ASeA Criteria for a Refttred Sample 

M SD 

GATSB predictor 

Total score 52.6 8.7 
Avoidance 54.4 10.3 
Inattentiveness 50.8 8.2 
Uncooperative mood 50.7 7.5 

ASCA criteria 
Avoidant (A V) 53.4 10.8 
Diffident (OlF) 52.3 11.3 
UnderreactivityCUnder) 54.2 104 
Solitary Aggressive-Provocative (SAP) 55. 1 13. 1 
Solitary Aggressive-Impulsive (SAl) 55.3 12.4 
Attention Deficit-Hyperactivity (ADH) 58.0 10.5 
Oppositional Defiant (00) 57.6 16.2 
Overreanivi(y (Over) 59.2 ILl 

ASCA criteria 

GATSB predictor AV DlF Under SAP SAl ADH OD Over 

Avoidance .23 .37 .39 .05 .06 .01 .02 .01 
Inatlentaliveness .13 .00 .03 .20 .33 .24 .17 .24 
Uncooperative mood .10 .10 .05 .19 .29 .21 .05 .20 
TOlal score 1 .20 .23 .24 .15 .23 .17 .10 .17 

Note. N,. 140. Convergent associations are presented in boldface. 

18ecause the total score is a composite calculated from all afthe GATSBs primal)' scales, it was not used to analyze pat­
terns of convergent and divergent validity: 

the GATSB and ASCA are comparable to previ­
ous findings of exosession validity (average r ~ 
. 18) and argue for the conservative generaliza­
tion of childrens test behaviors to other con­
texts. 

A final analysis examined connections be­
tween IQs from the WISC-III and classroom be­
haviors measured by the ASCA. The most inter­
esting comparisons are likely to be those for the 
third and founh factors of the WISC-III. Low 
scores on the WISC-IlIs Freedom from Dis­
tractibility Index (FDI) have been linked to a 
variety of personality problems, including: inat­
tention, distractibility, hyperactivity, poor study 
skills. somatic complaints, and acting-out be­
haviors (see Wielkiewicz, 1990. for a review). 
Similarly. the WISC-IlIs new. founh Processing 
Speed Index (PSI) has been shown to be a sen­
sitive discriminator of children with attention 
defici t-hyperactivity disorder (Prifitera & 
Dersh, 1993; Schwean. Saklofske, Yackulic. & 

Quinn, 1993), as well as for those evidencing 
severe emotional disturbance (Teeter & Smith . 
1993) 

f our of the 56 correlations between the 
WIse-Ill and ASCA reached statistical signifi­
cance, at p < .05 (see Table 5). This ratio barely 
exceeds the chance rate of 3 Significant connec­
tions (i.e .. 56 X .05 = 2.8). The average coeffi­
cient also is meager (average r = -.04, with a 
95% confidence interval of -.20 to +.13) and 
indicates that as much as 99% of the score vari­
ation is unique to each instrument. Regarding 
the FDI and PSI. their typical relationship is 
- .11 with classroom adjustment variables mea­
sured by the ASCA. The highest correlation of 
the WISC-IlIs third and fourth factors occurs 
between the PSI and Oppositional Defiant class­
room behaviors (r = - .27). However. even this 
strongest of relationships has at least 93% 
unique score variation. The current findings of 
meager overlap should corne as no surprise: 11 
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Table 5 
Correlations Between WISe-III IQs and ASCA Ratings for a Referred Sample 

ASCA criteria 

WISe-III 
predictor AV D1F Under SAP SAl ADH OD Over 

FSIQ -.14 -.16 - .16 .05 .14 .03 .05 .04 
VIQ -.09 -.12 - .09 .05 .14 .03 .06 .06 
PIQ - .15 -.19 -.21 .0.5 .13 .03 .05 .02 
Vel -.06 -.12 -07 ,05 .15 ,06 ,06 ,08 
POI -.13 -.15 -.17 ,08 ,18 ,06 ,07 ,06 
FDI -.13 -,04 -.05 ,07 ,08 -.05 .06 ,00 
PS)l -.17 - ,18 -.22 -.22 - ,19 -,19 -.27 - ,26 

N(l!e. N m 140 , AV '" AVOidant; DIF '" Di ffident; Under"" UnderactivilY; SAP '" Solilary Aggressive-Provocative; 5.A.l. Soli­
!ary Aggressive-Impulsive; ADH "" Attention Defici t-Hyperactivuy; 00 =- Opposirion DeHant; Over ", Overreactivity; FSIQ 
• Full 5<:ale IQ; VIQ '" Verbal Scale lQ; P1Q '" Performance Scale lQ; Vcl '" Verbal Comprehension Index; POI '" Perce~ 
lUal Organization Inde.x; FDI - Freedom from Distraclibilily Index; PSI., Processing Speed Index. 

IThe Symbol Sea r<.:h SUbiesl , which contributes to the WISC-llI PSI, was nm administered to all children. Consequently. n 
.96. 

previous investigations showed an average rela­
tionship of - ,19 between children's scores on 
indiVidually administered lQ tests and their 
home and school behavior. 

Discussion 

Results from the follOWing three sources 
converge to indicate that test observations pos­
sess modest, but meaningful, levels of intrases­
sion validity: a quantitative synthesis of prior re­
search , a correlational analysis of data from a 
nationally representative sample, and another 
correlational analysis of data from a sample of 
referred children. The analyses also showed that 
children with noncompliant behaviors, as mea­
sured by the GATSB, were likely to obtain 
W1SC-1l1 FSIQs anywhere from 7 to 10 points 
lower than children with more suitable test be­
haVIors. Effect Sizes this large (.5 to ,7, and/or 
more than one-half of a standard deviation be­
tween groups) represent a substantial difference 
in lQs (d, Cooper, 1989). These results consis­
tently demonstrate that children's test behaviors 
are meaningfully related to the magnitude of 
scores they obtain on IQ tests, 

The appreciable IQ differences found be­
tween compliant and noncompliant children 
may cause some cl inicians to assume that test 
behaviors are causal components of ability 
scores. It must be emphasized ilial the relations 
are correlative and in no way imply causation. 
Rather, children with noncompliant test behav-

iors are simply more likely to obtain lower IQs 
than compliant children on average, At the 
same time, the magnitude of the IQ differences 
speaks to the importance of observing behav­
iors peripheral to scorable test responses, and it 
highlights the need for psychologists to faith­
fully record children's behavioral dispositions 
during testing, 

The generalizability of test behaviors across 
situations can be assessed by their associations 
with measures of children's adjustment in im­
portant contexts of development, The present 
results argue for either the extremely conserva­
tive generalization of test behaviors or for no ex­
trapolation at all , Notwithstanding several sta­
tistically Significant correlations, current find­
ings of both a nationally representative and a re­
ferred sample indicate that approximately 97% 
of the variation in test behaviors is specific to 
the context in which they occur, These findings 
are remarkably similar to results obtained from 
a quantitative synthesiS of earlier test-behavior 
studies and parallel literature addreSSing the 
generality of behaviors across home and school 
environments (Achenbach et aI., 1987), 

Individualized testing is a unique activity, 
distinct from everyday contexts. Limited ex­
osession validity can be expected whenever ob­
servation time is reduced and (he sampling of 
behavior variaLion is constrained, which is the 
typical si tuat ion for test-session obselVations. 
Of interest here is the relative lack of support 
for popular claims that test-session behaviors 



104 School Psychology Review, 1996, Va!. 25, No.1 

are generalizable to important phenomena 
found in natural child environments, such as 
behavioral adjustment and competence at home 
or in schoo!. These fmdings also are consistent 
with a more ecological perspective: the con­
straints and demand characteristics of the indi­
vidual testing environment are likely to elicit a 
sample of behaviors vvith relatively low associa­
tions to the same child's behavior in other set­
tings. 

The situational specificity of test behaviors 
may actually enhance their utility Schachar, 
Rutter, and Smith (1981) demonstrated that 
only a small portion of children with attention 
deficit-hyperactivity disorder (ADHD) dis­
played symptoms across both parent and 
teacher ratings. Children with cross-environ­
ment ADHD showed more noteworthy acade­
mic and cognitive impairments than children 
with situational hyperactivity The situational 
specificity of children's test behaviors may offer 
proof that test observations of poor sustained 
attention, deficient impulse control, and exces­
sive activity level will compliment or clarify be­
havioral descriptions provided by parents and 
teachers, and in this way, increase diagnostic 
precision. 

As for the usefulness of IQs in predicting 
behavior, results showed marginal overlap be­
tween IQs from the WISC-lII and children's 
classroom demeanor on the ASCA. This last set 
of findings indicate that children are not well­
served by behavior hypotheses generated from 
the score patterns and IQs they receive on indi­
Vidually administered tests of ability (e.g., infer­
ences associated with inattention, distractibility, 
or somatic complaints). Instead, observations 
obtained from parent and teacher ratings are 
better methods for assessing children's emo­
tional adjustment because their utility is well­
documented and supported empirically 

Future Directions 

The results of the present studies could be 
expanded in a variety of ways. The quantitative 
syntheSiS of findings in the literature could be 
extended to include more sources, making fea­
sible the identification of mediating variables 
(or sources of heterogeneity) that might affect 
relations between test -session behaviors and ei­
ther IQ or more general reports of behavior. The 
goal of the present syntheSiS was to combine the 
effects reported in sources of good quality and 

to establish a baseline against which to judge 
the outcomes of our empirical studies. How­
ever, whether or not the strength of association 
between the constructs of test-session behavior, 
IQ, and behavior across other settings is uni­
form across differing samples and research de­
signs is a question worth further investigation. 
Similarly, although the present study relied on 
an instrument with well-established validity, re­
liability, and utility, it would be helpful to have 
additional studies examine test-session behavior 
with other measures of IQ besides the WISe-III. 
Finally, the potential correlation between test­
session behavior and stable individual con­
structs such as personality and temperament 
has not been directly evaluated, although the 
relative lack of generalizability of test-session 
behaviors to behavior in other contexts suggests 
that such a relation would account for only a 
small portion of the variance in either construct. 

Additional pragmatic reasons for consider­
ing test-session behavior in a formalized way in­
clude concerns of professional liability and the 
potential for confounding of scores by halo ef­
fect. School psychologists must be alert to legal 
issues, including possible litigation that might 
ensue from (a) failing to follow established pro­
tocols of test administration, (b) improper scor­
ing and tabulation of test results, and (c) creat­
ing an atmosphere detrimental to optimal test 
performance. The established intrasession va­
lidity of test observations makes them useful for 
documenting whether important test behaviors 
affect the quality of scores children obtain on 
standardized tests. The formal documentation 
of test-session behaviors not only helps assess 
the interpretability of scores, but also records 
the extent to which the testing situation is con­
ducive to optimal performance. 

Psychologists conducting individual ap­
praisals have direct knowledge of children's 
ability levels. Halo effects occur when psychol­
ogists are positively or negatively disposed by 
children's IQ-test scores and rate test behaviors 
accordingly. An assessment of qualities directly 
measured by a test and those related to test-tak­
ing behaviors are not independent. It is likely 
that ratings of test-taking behaviors are influ­
enced to some unknown (and perhaps un­
knowable) degree by children's overall intellec­
tual performance, and attempts to separate the 
two would not be possible during traditional 
one-la-one clinical assessments. 
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The distorting effects of halo are an imped­
iment to accurate appraisaL Even so, no evi­
dence exists that knowledge of children, test 
performance and their test-taking behaviors in­
validates or confounds one or both measures. 
Furthermore, the professional training of school 
psychologists, the uniformity and observational 
control of test sessions, and the lack of a vested 
interest in a diagnostic outcome make test ob­
servations appear less susceptible to halo than 
behavior ratings completed by parents and 
teachers. 

The correlational studies in this article used 
the GATSB, a new measure for evaluating chil­
dren's test behaviors. The studies uncovered 
two valid reasons for recording test behaviors: 
Ca) to reliably determine whether children's test­
session behaviors are substantially different 
from those of same-aged peers and (b) to deter­
mine the extent to which children's test behav­
iors affect the quality of scores they obtain on 
formal IQ and achievement tests. The vast ma­
jority of children referred for psychoeducational 
assessments will display appropriate levels of 
involvement, attentiveness, and cooperation 
during test sessions. However, a number of chil­
dren show inappropriate behaviors. The GATSB 
is currently the only test -observation measure to 
provide norms - an essential requirement for 
any instrument deSigned to facilitate interindi­
vidual comparisons and decision making. Thus, 
the GATSB has a considerable advantage in 
identifying children whose test behaviors are 
unsuitable or inappropriate, and in turn, it will 
help to describe and label the specific test -be­
havior dimensions that influence the scores 
children obtain on formal tests of ability and 
achievement. 
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Footnotes 

1 The follOwing investigations examined intrasession 
validity: Glutting, Oakland, and McDermott (1989); Gor­
don, DiNiro, Mettelman, and Tallmadge (1989); Laosa 
(1986); Lynam, Moffitt, and Stouthamer-Loeber (1993); 
Matheny, Brown-Dolan, and Wilson (1974); and Moriarty 
(1961). 
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lThe following investigations examined exosession va­
lidity: Glutting and McDermott (1988); Glutting et al. 
(1989); Gordon et aL (1989); and Lynam et a1. (1993). 

3The following investigations examined relationships 
between children's IQ-test scores and their home and school 
behavior: Beck and Spruill (1987); JaTIn, Share, Matthews, 

and Maclean (1986); Hinshaw, Morrison, Carte, and Com­
sweet (1987); Lefkowitz and Tesiny (1985); McGee, Ander­
son, Williams, and Silva (1986); McGee, Williams, and Silva 
(1985); Milich, Loney, and Landau (1982); Oakland (1980); 
and Tesiny, Lefkowitz, and Gordon (1980). 
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