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. Abstract . | .

-
»

‘Data from queﬁg}onnaires completed by 44 Child Service Demon—

. Fa . ’ .
stration Centers were analyzed, providing information on the number

- of children served, the definition of LD used, the kinds of assess-

v o _ . :
ment data collected and the purpose for which they were used, the.

B .
spec¢ific assessment devides used to collect data and the purpose for

'
L)

o which they were used, the typiéal composition of the placement team, = ,

and the ma{br sequential steps in the assessment/decision-making pro-

’ Y
<

cess. Regults suggested that assessment and decision making in the_
. L 8 N ) ‘
field of learning disabilities are qh%racterized by variability and
r " inconsistency. The implications of the findings for current aésess— \»

ment practicgs are summagized.
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Current Assessment and Decision—Making‘Practices.1n‘

L

Model Programs.for the Learning Disabled,
3 \ ‘

. ) )
With the enactment of the Education for 4ll Handicapped Children

Act (P.L. 94-142), educators have been chalienged to identify all
. N * *
handicapped children and ensure that they are appropriately éerveq

*

through programs thét meet their needs. A major aspect of meeting

this challenge involves the appropriate assessment of children so

- - -

that those requiring services can he identified.

.

;Assessment, broadly defined, is the process of collecting data

-~

for the purpose of making educational decisions. Educators routinely

A o

~

use assesémenf data for the purpose of making screening/identificatiop,

, ] _ '
classification/placement, instructional planning, pupil evaluaF{pn,

and program‘evaluation decisions (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978). Assess-

-~

ment is a pervasive activity in educational settings today. .Yet, there

are few guidelines qé;ﬁo what constitutes appropriate educatdonal
I :

assessment. Ysseldyke (1977), Ysseldyke and Algozzine {(in press),

»
®

and Ysseldyke and Thurlow (1978} have discé§sed several specific issues

@

-

that have evolved gt each level of'data collection’ and dec{sion making.
) N .

As Ysseldyke and Algozzine (ih press) state, ''the issues are especially

pronounced .when educators make decisions about children thought ta

< - ~

have® learning digabilities" (p. 1). To‘date, it has beeén extremely

3

dafficult to characterize the ways in which decisions are made for

’

:or about children said to be learning disabled, and even more dif-

’

* ‘ .
ficult to characterize the extent to which the data collected in the
, ‘ ;

assessment process are useful (or even used) in decision making.

b

$)

o




" to specify their reasons for identifying children as learning disabled,

* ducted a survey of those who had labeled children learning,diéahlea,

A}

Mercer, Morgnone, and Wolking” (1976) addressed one majoér concern

relevant to the asséssmént of learning disabled children: the fact:

>

. - w ® .
thgt different states¥have estf£blished different criteria .for chary-

- ' : ' ‘ ’
acterjization of children as learning disabled. Adelman (Note 1) comn-

. . o
N *

-

dttempting to ascertain those factors considered important: in the
« ‘ : N o, '

. - - . » > ’ . .
labeling/identificaqion process. Although f%y labelers were willing

[N

- I .
»

the limited data collected indicated that the labeling process was .

L4

dependent on findings of poor performance on achievement tests’ and/or-
’ . : . -

~

ungystematic direct and reported behavioral observatjionsT™e._

Despite the fact that there has been no operational égfinitibn of

Y
v

learning. disabi}lities, and the fact that criteg}a used in identifying
children as learning disabled have been both’highly varian%iﬁnd

- [ .
nebd}bus, educators have for some time been making Qecisioné.about

- ‘ 3 ’ ; . N
ehildren. One major group of educators involved in the assessment
- { -

. \ . «
and decision-making process as it relates to learning disabled young-
A ) . .

sters is the Child Servicé Demonstration Centers. These centers have
, .

been fuﬂded’b§ the U.S. Office of- Educattion, Bureau of Education fPr
éhe Handfcapped, through Title VI1-G of the Elementaryy and.Secondary

Education Act- to initiate_and maintain ddality service programs for
1] )l ¢ M
leafning disabled children (G&llespie—SilVer, Note 2). Essentially,
[ e )

their, purpose is to develop and refine exemplary instructionalvprograms‘
L hin 4 ' v v

chpéble of servimg as models of services for learning disabled youngsters.
. 4 1 .

There are currently 52 Child Service Demonstration Centers (CSDCs)
. , : . .
in 26 states. Funded*agencies include local education agendies, state

[y

AY
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’

_  education agancies, colleges and univers{gies, and a variety of other
'J ' . []

educatiodémal entérprises. ’ Each CSDC is cﬁqrged with the task of pro-

4

viding services within a specific focus, including, for-example,

-

y .
[l

A .

programming fbr.bilingual learning disabled children, individuélized
¢ . . .
planning and programming, interdisciplina;y assessment, and_compénsa—

.

tory education. While surveys havg been made éf the characteristicsy

'ofxthg.populatfon served and.remedial programs (kifk.& Elﬁins, 1§755,

there are little data on the assessment process in serving leérning
S0 disabled children.

One study that attempted to investigate screening and identifica-
- . . . -

N .tion procedures with learning disabled younggtefs (f‘crady & Anderson,

-

"Note.3)'reported some relevant findings: (@) there was little consis-
tency in the ways childre were.operdationally defined as learning dis- "

. abled, and (b) teacher referrals were the major avenue for identifica-, 'j .
. . . . { ' : '
tion of learning disabled children. The authors of theé ;éport, how-

ever., chose not to focug on specific assessment devices employed, nor ¢

did they attempt to- answer their own questions regarding the person(s)

7 ' responsible for decision making and the stages of the decision making

3 : : : . '
??bcess. . ) ‘ . .
. . .,

v

The task of assessing children is basic'to identification, place;

ment, and instructional planning for LD children, as well as to pupi]' . .
P . - ' .
evaluation and program evaluation. This research ,jnvestigated the .
. ’ ‘ . i

currently used -assessment and decision-making praétices reported by

. P \

a sample of thq 52 CSDCs. : . . N
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Method
. o ) e . . .
Subjects - , ‘
. 2 - « ) .

"Subjects were 44 Child Service Demonstration Centers located in

‘ ) ¢

26 U.S. states. These subjects weré'obtained from-a pool of the 52

CSDCs gunded during 1978-79,py the Bureau of Eduéapion for the Handi-

~capped, U.S. Office of Education. The"44 gubjects were shose cenf;rs

réturning the questionnaire sent to all CSDCs; this number reflected -

L - .
/

=
‘a response rate of 84.6 percent.
. * ’

P Five of the responding centers indicated that they weré not in-

-

. -

» , ’ . . . i . :
. » volved in assessment ard instructiop.” One center indicated that its .

functioh wag to train préfessionals who in turn assess learning dis-

" abled children. "Another center reported that it was collécting data -

{ . . o
from schools. yfor use ia&the development of computer assisted instruc-

‘ 1

" tion. Three centers indicated that their role was an *administrative .
Rt

. one in which they\worked with other CSDCs. .Thus, data for analysis

' Qere provided by a sample of 39 CSDCs representing 26 U.S. states.

Materials

A que&tionnairé was developed to investigate issues related to

‘

(a) the definition of “learniné disabilities'" used in the identifica-

tion of children to be served, (t‘e kinds of data and the specific
. : / '

instruments used for the purposes of screen%ng, placement, instruc-

* [

tional programming, pﬁbik evaluatidn, and program evaluation, (c)
the typical composition of the“féhm making placement decisions about

children, and (d) the usual sequence bf steps in the assessment/
. " \ .

decision-making process, 1n.addition, data were obtained on the date ,

each center began, and-the age range and number of children served




-, by each center. The questionnaire is'included.in Appendix A.

Procedure ' g -~
frocedure

Aol :

The questionnaire was-sent by mail to all 53 funded CSDCs,

t
with stamped enveloped enclosed for their return. A follow-up

¢ . - L »

‘. letter and second copy of~the questionnaire were mailed six weeks
later to those centers not responding to the first mailing
J . To facilitate analysis of the item asking CSDCs to describe the
- . sequence of major steps in the‘assessment/decission—making process,
. a "model" of the major steps was devéloped; Th&s model, which in-
cluded 13 steps, was derived from a brief review of the literature-
dealing with the team decision-maklng and Individualized Educational
Planning (IEP) processes (cf. Fillespie,'1978; Hoff,.Fentonl Yoshida, .
& Kaufman, ' 1978; Walkerfig., 1918;-Walker, J., 1976) as well as from ‘ ~
a review of a\sample dt'the resQPnses to this'item by CSDés and:

Special_Education‘Directors (ct. Ysseldyke & Poland, in preLs). A

description of each step and typical examples of_responses falling

4
. 4

within each step are. given in Appendix B. . : ) .

< | .' ’ Results

Center Information e .

L Qf the 38.centers responding with information about- the date the
" centey began, 312(81.6%) indicated that‘the'center had been tunded in

either l976, l9773 or 1978. Five LlQ.lZ) centers began in 1974, and
'two centers (5.3%{ indicated.that the center began prior to 1972 (1971 )
and 1964). : _ C.

‘ * .
The 36 centerg/which provided infopmAtion on fthe number of children . !

. \ .
. . & 4
o f
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they served repdrted a total ,of 4,218 children served during-1978-

/ .

. 79. Variability was great, with ‘oneé center indicating 1o children had

3
\

been served and another'indicafing 360 children had been served (X = 117.2,
. t »

SD = 96.4). éeVeral other centers.indica;ed tRat data were not available.

The age ranges of children served- were alsd_quite variablg'for the
* 39 centers providing‘thié information. Ten of_qhese Egpteré (25.62)
provided éervice to the engife school-age range (6-years to_l8 years),
> with four of these five extending above aﬁd/or below that range.. Mostt
.. o centers servegd a méré restricted age- pepulation: 16 (41ﬁ0%f focused ‘ .
K . onielementéry—age children, and nine (23.1%) focused on adolescent

children. Seven cengg;s (17.9%) included p‘eschool-age children in

)
.

the population served. : L o

hbefiéitions of Learning Disability

t . R . /

* _ Thirty-eight G8DCs reported, the definition of 'learning disabili-
ties" cufrently used by the’ﬁéﬁler in the identification of ¢hildren. b

, to be served. .Respondents were given four options:- (a) the defini-

~

tion proposed by thehmgtioﬂal-Advisory'Council on Handicapped Children

.

in‘I968, (b) the definition, from the proposed Fed&ral Regulations of
_ X . . . —
& ¥ovember 29, 1976, (c) the definition in the Federal Regulations ®f

December 29, 1977, and (d) other (to be speéified).. Overall, niﬂe
1

i ' : . '
centers.(23.7%) rgported use of the National Advisory Council defini-

. -

-

tion, two cehterSj(5.3%) reported use of the 1976fpvoposed Federal e

.

- - - ‘l
Regulations definition, 26 centers (68.4%) reported use of the 1977

. * : . . )
Federal Regulations definition, and three centers (7.97) regorted use -

) .
L]

of another definition. Included in the "other' criteria were state !

A

- guidelines, CSDC definition, and '"no definition” in compliance with Atate

")

-

. -
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«, law forbiddingilgbelipg of children. Three éenters indicated that

’

| two of the optipns were used as an operational definition. he,combii

nations included (a) the National Advisory Council definition and _ S
. - . i ] 3 ‘ ‘
the 1976 proposed Federal Regulations definition, (b) the 1976 pro-

“ o] . . Cot ,
' - mesed Federal Regulations ‘definition and the 1977 Federal Regulations '
o -definition, and (c¢) ‘the 1977 Federal Regulations definition and a . ‘\\
state guidelines definitibn. .
' ’ ‘ 4 . . ! . . )
- . R o

Assessment Data

Y
-

T?ble l-presenté thé responges of 39 CSDCs concerning the kinds of

/ - e - “ '

a e ’ Ve .
data collected about students and the purposes for which those data

were used. As indicated in the table, nearly all cehters psed ail kinds
- ‘ . ~N - M

) ’ . LY :
of data. All centers used norm-referenced tests and all but two cen-—
) N ’ . ' ‘' L ) . K .
. . ters used criterion-referenced tests. The 'kind of data least fre- v

’

h-quently used was medical data, yet these data were still used by more &

than 70 percent of the centers. Tﬂrposes- fo;i which the different

-

kinds of déta were used was relatively invariant: nearly all kinds
of data were used for all types of decisions ranging from screening to
' . program evaluation. The’least.variability was evidenced in the screen-

ing (range = 48.6% to 77.1%) and’ placement (range = 45.7% to 82.8%) areas.1¥

+ - - .
s The greatest variability was noted in the area of program evaluation

»

. ‘ ) . . .
- (range = 3.6%[ES 76.92), with medical data and hedical and social his-
\ tories being uged least-frequently, and nqrm—refq;enced~tests‘being S

6

.used most frequently. Norm-referenced tests were used most frequently

) in all areas, except, for the purpose of instfhctional programming

- ’ where criterion-referenced- tests and informal déViceilwere used more
. . : ’ ) -

" often.

'
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“ * ' Insert'Table 1 @bout here - A ‘ .
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R ~:.Kssessment Dévices ' _ ow - . " T

"i'::}ty-knine cshes, provided in:formation o) he Epecffic devfces e
o . . -.K‘ o
'uied a essing children and bhe purposes for which each was used '

D > [ 4 3

° (- - h .

The numbet of devices listed by the responding centers varied greatly,

’

ranging from tﬁree to 39 (X =_11, 5 SD 2 6 3).. One center noted that

A -~

Cir used over 50 assessmeht devices, But ligted only thosi sevqp used

Te o0
L - . O et

most_frequently. Pearsoa Pro
J.

ct—momént correlations were calculated

. .. . "\ o b

- * . - .'
between (a) the nUmber of "tgi1§ren sexved by eaoh CSDC and the npmber

... " N L3 . °
of devices selected and,between tb) the‘number S?\yQars each genter R

.
.

) L /‘ ‘. -

'had been in existence and the numbgr of devices selected These corre-

) : r L R - P C

%?tions werL computed to, obtain some measure of the relatiOnships
q . »

between the size of the‘CSDC andithe numbev of devioes selected and be-

3

N . . R Tt
tween the experience,history of the CSDC and the number of devices oo \ :

.vo - Y

_selected. The correlations“rx:—,182 and .320, respeCtiVely;;neither

a. - + .
- . PY L 2
- ﬂ’ R L e . o .
: N Q. . [ 24 -

£ 3 4
was significant.

<. »
.

. ° - .., .
The specif{ic devices used by three or more centers and the pyrposes

a e
' - L .. @ ~ . ‘..

Y . N |
" fot ‘'which they were used are pummarized in Table 2. Ihi%ty—one differ-

- " PR . . ~ . . . , b Py

" ent ‘comméscial’devices and a.variety of informal/center-develspéd in- |
. . ? ) .

"
. ol.‘

struments_were‘used by three or more centers; an additional 16“differ—
¢ o
. ! -

ent devices were uséd by only two, centers and an additlonaf‘lOS different

doan f}

devices yere_used by gnly-one center.._Lt is notable\that no one devic#,

A " -~ , - 41‘ ,

was used by all”cen@ers. Oﬁly five assepsnent devices were useds by
'r },
0

more than half of the respond:ng centers-—kev Math (59 O/) P1AT (53.8%),

" ’
f - .




ty * c . H

-
.

WISC/WISC-R (64.1%), WRAT (59,6%), and informal/center-developed instru- g

enters reporting the use of informal/ -

, f}“ ments (59.0%). Of .the 23
\ - .

3

~ center-developed assessment] devices, 17 used more than one such de-

- - . - r '
" vice; the number of sucliMBvices used by each center ranged from one

2

-~ . . ‘to saven'(i = 5\865 SD =.l.72)3§ ) ' re _
oL —_ - ] . - '
] . v/ . . - - . .
- - . e e e e e i e Y e e e re . R . .
. . - 0~ Insert.Table 2 about- here ~ .
M ’ (8 ) ’ ) \ Wt
: The data on the purposes for.which each assessment device-was used s
_ > - . '
o, o reveal that nearly 3ll .devices were uised for almogt all purposes. = - ©
N Assessment devices do not seem to have heen selected to serve’any one

LI . ) ) a o
. function. °The purpode for which tests were used least frequently was . " '

program evaluation.,:six of the devices. listed in Table 2 ,were not used

-
- 1
. - .

for this purpose. o N . . ‘

Thirty CSDCs provided information on_ﬁhe extEnt'to‘which each.: device
Y . i ; .

'was uged for each-buz;osé using a 6-point scale (1 = never, 2 = rarely, -.

3 = occésionally, 4 =nfrequently, 5-= almost always; 6 = always)’:- - :
. * . . . . oo - .
‘ ' u . *

' _ " Means and standard devia®ions of thesde data ‘are presented in Tablé 3 -

“for the five assessment devices -used by more thap half of the centers. .

. -~ I . . . \
As is evident from the standard deviations, there was a great deal of

. N . . - ." J ’ K
. . \\h variability in the ratings -given to each device for each purpose. In A

. . every case, at \least pﬁe CSDC -gave a‘réfing of l (hever gsgd) and at

L4

S e ~

leasf one other CSDC gave a.rating of 6‘(alwa93\used). In terms of mean
ratﬁpgs, four of tfe devices were used ‘more than "frequently” for at

L _least one purposeh _PIAT'for placéhent and pupil evaluation, QISC/WIQC—R T

9

';"z oo for placgment, WRAT for program evaluation, and'informal/cenﬁer-developed'




10 | . . , E

Overall, the PIAT and the

. 1 . '

devices for ‘Instructional progrdmming.

informal/center-developed devices had the highest usage ratings.

, canter-developed devices hac the hif ‘
. Lom s e *._.'..’_;...._.._'""'~ o .
R “InBert Table 3 about here . C.
S R P AU * '

* Data on the commercial tests used for/assessment by three or more
-, . ' ’ r
centers -(those listed in Table 2) were judged in termg of their techni-

t

Technical adequacy was evaluated on th;oe dimensions‘

a

cal adequacy

norms, - reliability, and validdty Tests considered to be technically

inadequate were.th0se which did nqt'include information on a dimension

A

-

and those which did not meet¥ the criteria specified by Salvia and Yssel-:
dyke (1978), Ysseldyke (l978a), and the APA (1972) Standards + The tests

-~
usea\by\the CSDCs. are evaluated in Table 4. ‘The evaluation indicated -

~

.. re

that of the 30 specific instrume?ks ysed by -three or more centersl’bnl&f

o' . . .
eight (26 77) had techgically adequate norms. Of the 30 gevices,.lo
(33.3%) had reliability adequate for vse in decision making, while nine.

(30 0% ) had technically adequate validity Of the four devices used by

)

moré than half of the centers (key Math, P1AI, W1QCJR, and WRAT), two

(50. 0/) had technically adequate norms, three (75. 0/) had adPQuate

reliabilitv, and two (50 07) had adequate validity ' y

——— s e O o S ———— " —— ——— ——

Insert Table 4 about here

—— e e e e e e s e e e e e s e e s 4 e e
. .

¥
4

Placement‘Ieam Composition

%

Thirtyreigﬁt centers provided information on the typscal compési—

-

tion of-the ‘group of individuals making placement decisicns about chil-

dren setrved bv the center. The number of fpdividuals typlcally involved

4

.
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Y - . ' i
. K v/
: in placement decisions_ranged /Aom three , to 16 different persons
. . N 2 . )
KE ‘8. 2 bD & 2 7). Téble 5 presents a list of the'specific personnel v,
RN - _
. ' included on the CSDC placement teams as well as the percentage of
f}};' CSDCs including each type of member As indicated'in the table, regu- .
.)/’ S lar classroom’teachers were most frequently included as memhere of the o
L : : N -
Lo CSDC p%acement_teams. Parents and LD specialists were also mentioned)
‘. ”“ - N ¢
g by more than 75 percent of the CSDCs. > ' _ . . :
. ' S .t N e :
- . e e , . \ i
_ Insert Table 5 about here i t
- ' — i P - , -
- . ‘
Steps in the Assessment Process, AR
Tne CSDCs were asked to liét”the'major steps in their center's
2 . . .
assessment /decision-making process. Thirty-five centers" responded,
. . " 4 - . .
12 I _.‘ . . . . . -
with four of these provid%ngzréndnéed flow chart rather than listing
" . 0 -~ . ' ! , -
steps on the questionnaire. The number of steps‘designated on the
: S ) ~ ’ \ ‘ .
questionnaire by the 31 centers ranged from four to 13, ‘with the mean .
_ .number of stepé Being 8.97 (SD = 2.62). - . - : . LA . ’
Responses of the 35 “enters were analyzed by investigating rhe- :
exrent to which 13 basic aspects of assessment and decision making Tl ¢

. were included by sthe: centers. Table 6 presents'the 13 aspects and the

Pl
percentage of centers mentioning each aspect‘(regardless of the poslw—*\

X4

tion within the sequenc‘. Two steps were mentioned most frequently:

the referral or 'finding" of a child (94.3%) and assessment (97.1%);
\ . B . . .. . P/"\\
" . . these were the only steps mentioned by at least 50 percent of the 35

>

-

CSDCs. : ) o ' .

——— > g — — — —

-
.

Insert Tdble 6 about here o _ : T




-

; _ , .
.step included a description of either the content of the assessment *

- ’ !
. J"‘ .
frequently mentioned by the CSDCs. .Psychological assessments/g;d“ ’

k4

By . L)

The assessment stép was often specified in consaiderably more de-

" . N /
tail than the other steps, Seventéen of the’34 centers listing this
] " N '

v

--q
.
LI o . . w

(N = 16) and/or.the;ﬁrofessionals involved in the assessment (N = 4)..

L] . -

Table 7 presents the assessment content areas and professionals ‘most

. - [

observaqéon Jprocedures were the most frequently specified content

areas. The psychologist and regular class teacher were the professionals . : #

.

most &reQuently mentioned. . e L ¢ s

3

4o :

r} 3 [}
3 . »

13 - N W

- s s s > e 4 o At st A et et A s s o oy ot e

Notab'lv, the appOLntment of an assessment team (11.47), the eligi—' N
\ . . \[ . "
bility determination (14 3%) parental permissiqp for placement (lluéy),

.

-and the development of strategies to implement an. IEP (14.3%) were

A

mentioned hy less than'lS'percent of the GSDCs. Also of interest 15'

the finding that gnly 42.8  percent of the centers ‘mentioned the djmelop—

R .

ment of an [ndividualized Education Plan (IEP) as a speciflc Step

1t should be noted, however; that the low percentages cannét be taken‘. A

]

as evidence that these steps do not occnr;.instead, they may simply .
suggest thaL-the steps are. not considered to be major steps in ‘the
assessment/decision~making sequence. |

In terns of sequencing, nearlv.nii CShts canToymod to the sequence

presented in Table 6. Even when several steps were omitted from a “

list, the order of the remaining steps c&hformed to that in' the table.
All of the CSDCs except five listed ‘referral or child fihg as the
o ) ‘ -

v
‘-~. . ~

¢ — -
~
~
-~
3
-
I
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first major step; two centers preceded the referral step with a step

»”

(\ ’ involvdng the”existence of. an in-school problem and one preceded ic
with the appointment of the assessment team. ,Two of the centers-did
” " not mention' a referral step; both 'indicated that the assessment was

) _ the first major éteﬁ. of interesf was the finding ‘that SL.Apefcedt

v L4

of the CSDCs specifically noted that the. referral came from.the teacher

)

- M . g
. (25.7% .also ingluded parent referrals). .
\ . a'

o~ When a different order from that.presented in fable 6 was.éiven, . Lt
the ma}ot differencé oc;urred‘}n'thé positiord of placement decision. | *
- ' Mosg com;oﬁly'(Z0.0Z of the CSDPCs) thé slacéﬁent'decision pre;eded tge
’ : . .
developmen§ of tﬁe IEP.- Almost 10 Rercent (8.6%) of the nter{’alsg' .
indicated that the placémgnt deFision‘waS ﬁhdb'gefore pa;ents'were con-
Facted.aBouE &ﬂe asgeSsqent.iéjhlts: Qng f@nf%r indiq?ted that the-
oo ‘ placement.deciéipn waélqué prior to'bhé‘éésessmentﬂ.. : e

L]
Lo . »

Over half of the CSDCs (54¢/3%) noted .that a final majqQr step in

their asséssmeht/deciqion-mak ng process was the foliow—up or review

v

~ o 4 . . =
v

. of the placement or IEP. gt
. ) . | |
: ' Discussion . V '

e "L - ) ' [ )
| Chjild Service Demonstration Centers for Learning Disabilities were

v .
, :

established for; the’purpose of serving as models of what "ought to be" '

%

for ledrning d%sabied children. During the 1978-79 academic yéar, 39

of the 52 CSDCs made decisions about a laréé number of children, pro-
- J . ae v

viding services to oyer 4,000 youngsfers ranging from 3 to 21 ‘years of

, ‘age. The majority of these centers were funded after the ‘enactment of - g

0

* P.L. 94-142. For the most’ part, the CSDCs have contributed to current

.

4 . .

1

-




. . "

*

educational pxactice and have attempted to document theit.success

N it

’; . ’ (cf ?illespie—Silver, Note’Z) HoweQer, the results of the present

survey, with respect to the assessment and decision-making practices,

are both enlighteﬂing and disturbing.

_ The assesSmeAt ang declsion making process can be described as
- (
' . multidisciplinary A range of individuals comprise the placement team. :

[
». ¢

‘.. Teachers, howeVer‘ appear to havevmnjor,respbnsibilit -in the entire

.

" . assessment and'decision-making'process. They are the mgst frequently
< ' . . S ! '

cited source of referrals for psychoeducational 4§sessment, a finding

’ ’

~ which ig‘in agcord thh the conclusibn*of McGrady. and Anderson (Note 2)

that teaché} referrals are the major avenue for the identification of. -
. N ‘1",'
learning disabled children Regular'classrobm teachers .also are the .-

.

s most freqhently included member ol the placement team. These’findings adl
‘. , ~ .

Vo serve'to highlight the often expressed¥need for teacher-training in
T + . o Y . f .

~

assessment-related -areas (Wwalsh, Serafica, & Bibace, 1976) espec¢ially

in view of the reported dissatisfaction of regular tlassroom teachers -

N
-

R with the team decisioanaking process (Yoshida, Fenton, Maxwell, &
Q .. ) .
Kaufman, 1978). e

A

While the assessment and decision-making process gay be character—~.
ized in.a pos1t1ve light- by its mul‘discipl}inary nature, it also »iq

characterized by both variability and inconsistency Using the infor-

mation [rom CSDCs as a sample of what is happening in the field of

learning disabilities, it appears that different groups define their.

3bopulations differéntly and collect different kinds of data. There is

no apparent relationship between the massive number of tests adminis-

tered and the inférmation needed to place children and plam programs

»




for them. In fact, few of ,the assessment devices used most often are e
/ ' A .
even technically adequate.- As noted by others lvia & Ysseldvke, 1978}
v N4 ‘ .

Yséeldyke, 1973, 1578&, 1978b, 1979;:Ysse1dyke Algozzine,- in pregs} . v

. .

Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Regan, & Potter, 1979; Ysse dyke_& Salvia, 1974),

, the technical inadequacy oﬁ:stanﬁardized te

.

- . B R' . .
ical issues in making psychdeducational deécisions for and about‘learning .

disabled students. v .ﬂ} . S .
| o « -t ~
. Rothkopf (1973) raised some major questions regarding tﬁe‘role of -
. . s . .‘ “ . . . - . .' 1.'.
research in educational settings. The analogy hejused.may be' relevant,

to the current state of the art in dss®ssment and decision makKing re-

- -

flaﬁed to Leérning disabled students: ' . . S L(

’

v Ethdlogists have observed .captive starlings going

through the highly stereotyped aerial actpbétics of}their

L}
L]

insect-huntirng maneuvers without another iiviﬁg thing ‘ . .
withLa<§he empty gir of their cagesy besides themselves '
(Lorenz; 1937). The male of a small fresh waﬁér fish,

the gtickleback performs a complex zigzag dance in‘dn

L 4

_ n early pa¥t of its mating ritual.... In the stickleback
» . 0 . ' ‘\ : ‘ .
ti:>figzag dance, of the male ordinarily does not takg . v

pla®e without the presence of the pregnant’ female se;ving

2

. as releaser. Ethologists have however'sometimes observed . : :
4

the elaborate zigzag dance withOug;any.female or without P u
any other fish in the wicindty (Tinbergen, 1951, p. 62).

Loreﬂthas calléd tbe performanhe of these complex, . '
¢ hiéhly cbordinated reactions without the presence of a . .//‘;/
‘ ' “

suitable releaser, Leerlaufreaktion. “~This literally ’
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means an empty;ruq.rﬁaction,but it. 1s .usually rendered s
¢ .. . . '

in® the English literature as vacuum.reaction or sometimes

!
v o

as overflow reaction. -According to Lorenz. gcertain !

¢ - -

N

basic well integrated responses occut in certain species

when two conditions are met. "These are: 1) that internal

- ‘

v

hormpnal\éecrétiohs‘and.the tension system associated .

* -

with thém exc%Fds a certgiﬁ minimym levél, and 2) that

a suitable and highly:specific releasing stimulus occurs. v
E ¢ . 3 4 '

When no such specific ;eﬁeaser appears in the immediate '

environment- of the animal, the teﬁsion system continues

. ! »
to increase until-it finally gets so high-+that the reac-

tions will take pléée in essentfally complete form even

’ Qn the absence of a suitable releaser. Such Leerlauf

~

reactions do not bemefit the speciesl They are highly . .

elaborated acts for which no suitable occasion exists and.

s
-

which serve no purpose. (Rothkopf, 1975, p. £0) ' N

¢ A\l *

"We would'likg to suggest that many of our current effortgfin .

1 4

assessing LD youngsters %esemble leerlauf reéctiJ::. We very often

- S

R

éngage~in a highly complex set of behaviers Kasgessment) in the . °
- ° P .
absence of a suitable releaser. Those who assess children too often

do so without a cYear understanding of "why'" they engage in assessment.
y y gag

.
-

Clearly, considerable thought needs to be given to current assess-
‘ i .

ment practices. Not only must devices and techniques be varied in

T

light of the kinds 8? decisions to be made, .but those who assess chil-

dren must make greater efforts to select technically adequate’ instru-

¢



\ . - ) i '

. : o) .
ments. These data should help shed light on’the critical importance -

~ 3 b .0 ’ » . -

I ¢ and magnitude of the task facing us alil, o ’

* ¥ < .
)

» -
3 . . - . fad ¢
1]
. * .t v .
- "- ' - ' ’ LN -
. A t ) > -
y v . . AR )
4 -
A v . o - )
4 - »
e M ¢ P N *
' N 'S ' ,
. - .
—— n . \ - S
- N
b3 ¢ S
. 4 “
- - 4
A\
. . T . *
. & .
t '
N "
. , ¢ -
.t r . ' e
- . ,
t 4 ]
- . . .
. L
- -
. ) A ~S
A . .
[
. .
\ N .
0 > . s
R -
” - ~
a - : D
L] ] A
. '
. - 4
- L v B -
. ¥ ' . K - .
. . *
. 4
) - N P
. ¢ o
) » % ~
4 ? Vd . . AN
. -
’
o v
. -
”» . . .
~ ‘. N
R
]
\
o .
N
°
.
1 “
- - .8
1 N ‘e
-y
h .
)
9 /
¥
v
- - Ve .
- Y * . ¥

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. T T




»

1. Adelman, H. S. Diagnostic plassifibation of learning disabilities:

A
- . }Referenée Notes

.

Purpoge, concerns, and related practicesg. Los Angeles, Calif.: =

. N . . X

mimeogragh, 1977, e ..
. . . . ‘

: {
2. Gillespie-Silver, P. Decisions by design: A statewide model
for learning dfsébiliéies programming.' Paper developed‘for the

Naﬁional Leafﬁing Disabilities Assistance P}ojagt (290 South Main

. 'y .
Street, Andover, Massachusetts 01810), undated.
_ 3. "McGrady, H.'J., & AnﬁerSpn, G. S« Screening -and identification >
'proéedures in the Child Service Demonstration Programs. Tuycson,
N : - . > e ’
Arizona: University of Arizona, Final Report OEG-0-714425, 1974.
. . . . y
~ - N
\l 4 ' )
» / o '
\
v - N
0,\:
< ! ; A .
g .
e . .
& '
.
PR ¥y
. X3 s
,‘u 1




References ' ‘

. - , ) -
v . - ) - Y .
. ] « . .
"

.

. \ ' v
.American Psychological Assoclation. Standards for educational and . 7
psychological tests. Washinélon,°D.G.: A.P.A., 1972.. - v ‘
. T\ . ¥ " . ) .
Gillespié, P. H. A.plénned change-approachﬁto ghe'implementatiog of ' - B

the IEP provision of,P.L. 94-142." Tn Developing criteria for the’

. ' . . R A . ) .
. evaluation of individualized education program provisions. Washington, & -
i N y - . . A
. ] , Val
DvC.: United States Office of “Education, Bureau of Education for
' "5 N, -

«»
9

the Handicapped, 1978.

Hoff, M. K., Fenton, K. S., Yoshida, R. K., & Kaufman, M. J. Notice

. and consent: The school's responéibility to inform parents. .

.

Journal of School.Péychology, 1978, 16, 265-273.

Kirk, S. A., & Elkins, J. Characteristics of children enrolled in"

YN

the child sefvice demonstration centers, Journal of‘Learning

»

Disabilities, 1975, 8, 31-38. " - Ry

,

'‘Lorenz, K. Uber den Begriff der Instinkhandlung. Folia Biotheoreﬁiéa,'

19374 2, 18-50.. _
, v e ’ '
Mercex, .C. D., Forgnone, C., & Wolking, W. D. .Definitions of learning

. disdBilities used in the United States. Journal of Leérning
) . : i

Disabilities, 1976, 9, 376-386. !

Rothkéﬁf,.E. Z. What are we trying to understand and improve? Educa-

~

tion research as leerlaufreaktion. Educational Psyéhologist, 1973,

-~
—

;g;gtmﬂ y-"i . o S

1]

Salviag J., & Ysseldyke, 'J. E. Assessment in special and remedial

~education. Boston: Héughtgn«Mifflin, 1978. _ ' ‘

- I

Tinbergen, N. . The study of instinct. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1951..




- 1§ '.
L3 l‘ . , . \ . v - R .
. s s . .
, 20, . Ce v
. ‘ " < ’ , - N - ’ " . . .
B C “Walker, H. M. The individualized educational program (1EP) as a
C : f vehicle fpr delivexy of special education and related services to’

/

o, ‘.’ handicappeq cbildren. In Developing criteria for the evaluation

T

" ' of individualized educatien,preogrdm.provisions. Washington, D. C.:

: . . _ : ! .
' " ‘ . P . . .’
United.StateS.Office of Education, pureau of Education for the ..
) . . . ) v . - :.' ) .\ v
» Ha\d\icapped 1978. . S 5 T
- R . » N ”‘ \ .‘D i B
e Walkeﬂ; (Ed ), Functions of the placemént committee in spkcial~. 3 .
. e . | ) j
B education Washihgton, D C.: National Association of State )
- ' . . . / )
Directors of Special Education, 1976.. . . -
N Walsh, M. E., Serafica, F. C., & Bibace, R. Referral of the child’

with learning problems: Bridéing a communication gan. Pszcho}ogz

A

in the‘Schools,'l976, 13, .50-57. - : .
. " " Yoshida, R. X., Fenton, K. S., Maxwell,uJ.fP.,-& Kaufnan,_M. J.:

- : / Group decis1on making in the planning tean process Myth or

reality? Journal of dehosl Psychology, 1978, 16, 237-244.

-
.

Ysseldyke, J. E. Farewell to the psychometric robot : Training impli—

‘cations for school psychologists."Pennsylvania Psychologist,

3
+

_ 81973, 10-13.

- Y

. : Ysseldyke, J. E Assessingfthe learning disabled voungster: The

state of the art (Research Report No. 1). Minneapolis Univer- ¥

o

‘sity of Minnesota, Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities,
]

1977." . -

N

" Ysseldyke; J. E. Implementing the "Protection in evaluation proceoures"

provisions of P L 94 142 In Developing criteria fer evaluation

of the protection in evaluation procedures provision of Public

«Law 94-142, Wdshington, D.C.: U.S.0.E., B. E H., 1978, (a) .

’ ‘ .

IR




’ y Ysseldyke, J. E. Who'sicalling»Ehe‘plays~in séhool psychology.

) I

_*,?sycholggy'inﬂthe°Schools, 1978, 15, 373-378. (b)
. } ) o ’
YSseldyke, J. E. Issues in psychbeducatioﬁhl assessment . *In D. . )

-

M 4

"Reschly & G. Phye (Eds.), 'S

- - e D

chool psychology: Pep§§éctives and

.
.

issues. )’ New York: Academiis Press, 1979.... _ . . ",
. » . : ° 2 : ’ P )
o - g¥sseld

Ji E., & Aigozzine, R.T Perépeétives-oh assésément of
Y . w i L '.\*\. . '
. 'léarniqg Q£Saﬁleé students., Learning Disabilities Quarterly, in-

3

~

press.. - _ .00 ! C e v

P
v

"Y¥sseldyke; J..E., Algozzine, B., ﬁegan;'R;? & Poqtér,4ﬂ. Techriical

.

o a Ln

. 1

adequacy of tests used by professionals in simulated decision

N making (Research Report No.-9).- ﬁinneapolis: University of . .

»

. /4_1_ - . Minnesota,.Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities, 1979.

3_Ysseldyke,ﬂJ; E., & Poland, S. F. Current assessment and decision;
R A "‘* . con . .
: (L ) . - C “ -
X = -making practices in school gettings as reported by directors
T , . - . . ‘ . - ’ .

df,special'educaxion; Minnedpolis: Uniyersity of Minnesota, ' -

Institute for Resegrch on Learning.Disabilities, in'preés. ' ;

. B N .
s "k

Ysseldyke, J. E.,& Salvia, J. Diagnostic-prescriptive teaching:

: ’ : Two models. Exceptional Children, 1974, él, 181-186. ' v

. o . ' v

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Thurlow, M. L. Psychoeducational assessment and
. : ¢« s )

E decisionbmaking:' A review. 1In J. E. Ysseldyke & M: L. Thurlow/

¥ - . - ..
. v ! . ”

.

. . (Eds.), Synthesis of thEggggylgggg_pg§giu~jgkqlgificaqigﬂmggg'

—— e — .

assessment of learniqg:g;sabled'chi}dren (Moniograph No. 2). l = .

! . Minneapolis: University of Minnesota) Institute for Research on
. / ' o .
Learning Disabilitieg, 1978. .




[ l 1 . ¢ ‘: ',. ’ '.\ ) R
~ 0' ‘J ,’. ' hd ‘- N ' ¢ ‘ i \
RN . Foa, - - . .
. el _ ? ,
L i ‘e ‘.\L S ’.. ' ’
' - L s ¥ B y o © Table 1
o o e ’ B " . ) ¢ 2
. v Percehtageq of Child Service l)emonatr‘htlon Centerq Collecting Different : . E
) x - Kinds of Data for l)[ffp,rent Purposes .t 1
’ . \ . _ R N
0" ~ Y - DA . € ) -- ' . . ;\" . v . .t
Nt et Y ' . S s - , ) "‘]’u_rlp_'oﬁe for, Which Ugeilb .
Kind: of_ Data ~_ CSDCs Screening 4 PRlacement ~ ‘Instructional "+ Pupil Program, ,
: s . ' . ¥ using S e Programming Evaluatipn . ‘Evaluatiqp
: T T T A _ T — N
‘ Adaptive behavfor/social data  84.6 * 57.6 6.7 . 48.5 54.5 ° ._30)3
Criterfon-referenced tests-- 94.8 - *48.6 . 59 .4 \ 89.2 s . 13.0 5144 "
. Informal devices .89.7 60.0 45.7 . 88.6 7104 28.6 .
l-nc»erviewhs& | 87.2 58.8 T.61.8 . 41,2 y 41.2 26,5
. ) ) .' . "t - I3 - *
Medical & soclal histories . 82,0, 50. 0 65.6 21.9 o 25.0 #9:4
Medieal data T n.s 150.0 71.4 . ol - 25.0 - 3.6
* " “Norm-referenced tests 100.0 61.5 71.8 ~NLelse 6617 . " 76.9.
R LB PN . * o, ' - T . ' . . C .
Observat fon ‘ - 89.7 17.1°" 82.8 74.3. 74.3 37.1
. ‘ ! ) [ O - : * ) . ,
. Past records . 84,6 L69.7 2.1 364 o 36.4 .. 15.2
"‘)‘I : . - ; + : /--,._, - - P - : = R , .....L e s — - I A U S S
Percent ages re{l.eot numberp of CShCs ‘n(llcaling each kind of data was (olle('ted for one or more of flve p rposes.
. . 4 \ - v
1 4 Y . ‘
Percentages reflect numbers of CSDCs ualnp' data for each purpose Jmsed only on lese using emh "kind of dat
P 2("' ¥ ) * ) ) “ ) KW
? . ' ' ¥ - N ' [ PR / N ""'
» © v J -
} '.') - R} . “
4 v [ b o
2 - . - . )
.. . . . ’ - ‘ x | g
A ! - b . '_ ‘ » ,




4 [ 1]
. e .
W ~ , v '—}
. . 23
v ’
' Tahle 2 ¢
< . R . ‘
, Porcentagu of Child Service Demonstration Centers Using Different k|
G Assessment Dovi(eb for Different Purposes M
.-‘-—‘—._Q—. — ———— e, < e e iy e
4 e . ———— A—— - @ ‘ - - -
- Purpase for Khtch Used .
Tevice Cahe 5, & Screoniog . Ylacenment Instructional Pupil® A Provya-
. ¢ v using o~ Pr?grmn"ing( Evaluation JFvaluati.n
o s e e - - At e e d e g : -
S Beers 4 25,6 30,0 - - 600 40,0 " . 40,0 10.0
_/ ‘ ! : : . .
Bender 12.8 40.0 800 . 80.0. g 600 26.0
SHricance w2005 7 37.5 75.0 , no.o 62.5 ' 0.0
Cartow 12.8 0.0 80.0 - 100.0 ' 100.0 20.0
.. \ . a o - a .
CTRY - * 1.7 < 100.0 66.7 * Y . 311.13 3y}
Moty vit \ 20,5 37.5 75.0 - 79,0 ' 62.5 5.0
o L . :
T sMeRE Lan 7.7 66,7 - bn. 7 o Y] b7~ 33,8
il te .10, 50,0 3.0 : 25.0 25.0 . 75.0
. . Ld 1} r"
ld-p-Fristee 10,2, 50,0 100.9 50.0 « 100.0 75.0
(MR 20.5 25.0 87.5 o 5.0 . 75.0° 12.5
Ly i 39, ¢ . b 36.5 8.3 A9 6 6.6,
Sy ' 7.7 33,3 66.7 = (Y A 100, 0 . " 31,3
W 10.2 7540 75.0 1000 - 750 : .0
°
AR R 30.4 7.4 315.9 6.7 L7.6
Plars-Harris 20.5 75,0 50,1 0.0 3:.5 3705
pren 33.3° VLI 8.5 18,5 : Wh. 7 Tre
Dubee 7. e, e, ah 8 0 N
Siosqon 19,4 3.0 " iy, 7 )L 0 R ) 50,0 . L
Spacre g 12.% o0 R0.9 .o 80 0 L,
'\L;m'f;n‘. Aeh " L "!}‘.3 n.: 0,0 N LEAN ]
b ° W ¢ b
tinretd-Bicets 1'.¥ &N 0 ce8N n.o - A, 0 )0
24 el 7.3 53.3 b, hhLT IGONE Lh.T
N o .
Test of Aud Tonp b o hA.7 33.3 hh 7 T100.0 03
Utah ’ 7. / AT 100,06 33,0 _ By N
NALS | 15.4 50.0 Vb T 33,3 e A .0
: * PP A ' ..
Wepman . 23.1 55.6 88.9 ht, 7 PR \ 1t.]
. ; .
WISC/WISC-R 66,1 , 45,0 30, + L8.N Sh. 0 3.0
1 1
“Handenck-Johnsen 7. 0.0 ° AbLT I LA 10n .0 4,0
[ ..l . - . " .
Woodcock Peadiay 38.5 4an,n “ 303 - AbL T A1 N 0.0
WRAT " 59.0 47.8 > 60,9 39.1 - 6.5 © 38
tnformalYCenter- 59.0 60,9 3.2 » 41 . 87.0 36.5
dewveloped . v ’ ” .
: [ TR A
s - —— —— SV < S [
R . - X ) -
able fncludes onlv thoss devices (y;'nt;i()ned by throe or more centghse An agddltional 1h dovices oy rert h.
only two centers and an additiondl 105 pere r- po;c-d b .m'\l_x-. e tenter. o '
. R, N
bPerLentagcs reflect numbers of CSDCs lLsting eu.h dovice. K ‘—\\ .
Percenta;yes reflect numbers of CS5)Cs us\.g devch €or each pe rpos. ")IH f rml\ on those listing o0 :
. ',\,,«‘- ; 'S
" > . ¢ e : L) .
Yo Yo . © .
. 4 ( ! .. e ) -~
. . ot . ’ '(—\\ 1
.n - .
. , :
chm " ' . N *
e g . * ) . . ot
; ‘ . ’ i . b ‘
,..||. . . . \ ¢ . [




Table 3

[}

Extent to Which Five Most Used Assessment, Devices Are Used For Different Purposgsa

S
*" Numbe ~ . Purpose For Wiich Used ..
ot . CsDCs Instructioggl "Pupil Program
Device . "~ Rating *.  Screening Placement ' Programming Evaluation Evaluation
. e . - . . . y ‘
Key Math. 120~ - . ) . S - \
X - 2,33 2075 0 342 % 325 - 2,17
SD .o 2,06 © 2,30 ~2.06 2.14 1.99
. ‘ . :
AT ¢ < 14 - i )
X . / 3.14 ©.4.00 Co2193 4,43 3,21
sp . 2,07 2.08 1.94 . .70 2.33
1SCIWISC-R 17 . | .
X CW2.53 465 2.29 | 2.82 " 1.47
1) SRR 2.21 1.93 1.79 2.07 1.37
. ) X ] . o ;
WRAT . 18 .y
t . . ¢ N
X 3 > 3,17 3.61 2.06 3.39 " 4,22 v
SD c 2.3 - 2,28 . ©1.80 2.29 ¢ 2,26
. : b . N ! ¢
Informak/ 21 : _
Center~Devg lLoped . ¢ X ,
X Tt 308 3.07. - 4.0 . L6 T 2.9)
) ' ) 2,17, " 2,07 | 1.78 2.06 L2090

2 :
.....--___-A-m...-_.._—.....»_--<.-~-J~..¢..—..<_-__-——-4.,, .---__-,._._.._—.......—_..'._._.v__l.-..'._ - e A T D e L e R

The extent to which eacl) device was used for each’ purpose was rated on a 6-point scale,
where l=-never, 2=rarely, j~0((nniondlly. 4=frOQUonL1y, S5=almoat nlwnyn‘ O6=nlways.

~ 5 *
"™ CSNCs provided ratings for.59 lnformnl/(0n10r~ﬂe té‘#kd devices. 'The ratinps for
]:R\() deviuea were used In obtnlning‘tho means and stdndard deviations for cach pirpose,

ullText Provided by ERIC . ’
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., Tabled

Technical Adequag) of Devices Used by Three or Horp Child Qervigé
Demonstration Centers?d

-

-

-4

* Test . ) 4

A ' :

Norms

"Reliability Validity

Beery Developmental Test of Visual-
Motor Integration

Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt» r

Brigance Inventory of Basic Skills v

California Test of Basic Skills. S

Carrow Elicited Lanouage Inventord
Detroit Tests of L;arﬂing Aptitude
Gates Mckillop Reading Diagnostic Tests .

Gilmore Oral Reading Test )

fGoldmanJFristoe Testf Articulation *

"Woodcock Reading tlastery

[1linois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
Key "Math Diagnﬁsiic Arithmetic Tescd ’
McCarthy Scales of Chiidren's Abllities
MotoggFree Visuél Perception

Peabody Individual Achievement Testsd
Peabpdy Picture Vocabulary Test
Pierg-Harris Self-Concept Scale .

Ruben

Slossen »

SRA Achievement

Spaphe Diagnostic Reading Scales

Stanford Achievement Test &
Stanford-Binet * .

Test for Audiﬁory Comprehension

Utah Test of Language Development

Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test

WAILS

WISC-R* :
Qide Range.Aqhievément Tesﬁd

Woodcock-Johnson' Psycho-Educational Battery

t-

-+ +

lF

L o+ o+ o+ o+

'

a - tachnically adequate
- u‘technically inadgquate

annual~hot available . \

. .
CTest is criterion-referenced

dDévices used by more than half of all respondfup aeenters

(N-3%) .




Table 5 |
Composition of Child Service Demonstration Genter Placemgnt e
* Teams: ~Percentages of Centers Noting Each Team Membék

s r

-~

~ Regular classrdom teaéher,. ‘ .o | . 81.6%

Parent g ) o . 78.9% , .
LD specialist . . : : 76.37%

- School administrator RPN . | ' i 71407
Special education teacherq _ 1 \\/) S T71.0% ‘ ' »

- School psychologist . . ) 63,27 e . "
éducapional diagnostician { ‘ : 55.3% - '
Speech/language/audiology specialist 55.3% )
Psychologist ‘ o . . 52.6%

School éounselér 'l)‘ ~ 36.8%

CSDC adminrstrator‘ i | 34.2% ’

Child- : r : » 28.9%

Child psychologist _ I ( ‘ 21.0% ,
Social worker ‘ | 21.0% . ‘
Physiéian " | ) | . 1841 |
Pafaprofessional aide | ‘ 10.%5% e
Juvepilé/court officer . 7.9% . .
Neu%ologi§t/neuro§sthologist' _ ’ ’ B 7.9% . .
Psychiatrist o : 7.95

Early'childhood specialist . . 5.3%

Nufse ¢ \ ) ' . 5.3% . ’

- Y >

#able includes only those members mentioned by more than one
center., -An additional nine’ teath members were identified by-one
center only. ' . '

4

_




. . Table 6

27

-

Percentages of Child Service Demonstration Centers Mentioning
13 Aspects of the Assessment?Deci§ion-Making Process

] . P

< .
/ : Aspect ‘ ) ¢ Péfcentage
. Child fOunHlor'referred ' 94;3 N
Review.of referral = ) 40.0 - ’
’ : Appoing assessment tea; . 11.4
¢ Obtain parentalhpermissioh to assess L 40.0 ’ - .
_ — _ | .
Assessment . _ 97.1 .
Resieé\;} assessment results ‘ ; - - ,45.7
A Eligibil£ty decéfmiﬁécion 14.3 | —.
Cpntact parent after assessment 22.8 5.
¢ ﬁevélop IEP . o Aé.B »
. Plagement -decision ’ ‘ . 37.i‘
Patental permission for placement -~ ‘ C11.4° 3
. Develop strategies to implemént IEP o 14.3 ‘
\ ¢ [}
) ‘486 o

Implement program
< 4

yan

" The 13 aspects wgre deriVed from\a brief survey of the liierature
dealing with the team decision-making and Individualized Educational

" *Planning (IEP) processes (cf. Gillespie, 1978; Hoff, Fenton,:Yoshida,
& Kaufman, 1878; Walker, H., 1978; Wglker, J., 1976)ﬁ as well as from
a review of a sample of the respons to this item by CSDCs and
_Special Education Directors (cf. Ysseldyke & Poland, in press).

~ .o . o

g *
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Percentages of Child

. N . a
Asséessment Content Areas and Prgfessionals

.

Table 7

te

rd

.

Service Demonstration Centers Specjifying

Content Areag

Professionals ,

Psycholbgical

Observation ™

Eduggxional

_Parent information

)
Interviews

‘Medical

Speech/laﬁguagk
yisibn/hearing
Diagnostic
S;an&ardized

3

Scréeniﬁg *

29.

26.

4

5

20.6

17.
14.

11.

\

5.

5.
s,
5.

*5.

6

J

8

9

9

9

9

9

!

Psychologist

&

Regular class teacher

Speéch/langﬁage/
audiology specialist

il

-

<

8.8

8.8

3.9

v

.

-

o

aTable includes components listed bv at least two centers. Percentages

are-based on all 34 centers. specifying an assessment §tepu'

-




' - * ' : ' . ‘
v ) ’ : ‘
Q. Appendix A . ‘ N

’
- .

v . . "" a ' ' ) N
. (CSDC, Assessment and Decision-Making Questionnaire . .

]
' ¢

< - -
v a . »
T -
€
.
s
P
n
P
-
.
.
¢
.
-
o
L
ERIC L
.
] - o



5

- _ L ' i ‘
, . N . CSDC Assessment and Dccf®ion !hking\ . ‘ _' “ ’ o
. 1. Cdter Informatisn : - , < . t ,‘ ,
a. Dace center buegan (zonth .and year) , _ ' . ] . B .
b. .Age range of. students served * . -

c. Number cf students served since begianing of project

d. . Number of ‘students served during 1978-79 school vear-

e. Check definicion of "learning disahilities"” cui'rently used by center in {dentification of children to
be sorved: ’ ’

S

' D Nati(nnl Advisory- Council on Handicapped Children (196@) I < :
D éProposed Federal Regulations (;\'oxic-_-uqu 29, 1976)
- [[J rederal Regulations (December 29, 1971 _ ' :

-

D Other (please enclose a copy of the definition)-

.
- .

2. the  left-hand colurm below, please check the kinds of data that vour centerx collyec‘ts about. students.
For each kind 8i data checked, please indicate on the grid whether it is used for the purpose of screaning,
| nlacement, insiructional progragning, pupil evaluationm, and/or program evaluation. 4 '

. X ’ :
. i ' » Purpose ., < . .

1_ng.

*

. v -
. .
«
.
.

: ’ B 4 . - . : j ' -

.

Screening
Placement
Instruc
Programm
Puplil
Evaluation
Program
Evaluation
- A
4

.

Adaptive behavior/social data

[l Cricerion-rgferenced tasts A\ \
_—
— i : R _ -
! Informal devices o : I . ’ .
- _r___l Interviewing *
. 4
D Medical and social histories . - !
” . ' . ¢
: . T Medteal daza - |
i [:[ Norm-referenced tests sl . .
4 ) -
D Observation I - "
"[C] past records ) . \ l |
) .o . v
: . 3. Please nare each device that your center uses n assessing students (e.3., ITPA, cencter-develored reading
inventorv, etc.). Then, indicate the frequency with which each is uséd tor the purpose of scrceninz, 2lace-
- ment, instructional programming, pupil evaluation, and/or program evaluation. ‘Use the following numbers: |
- ' < .
1 - never 2 - rarely 3 - occasionally 4 - frequently 5 - almost always 6 - always
. Note: A device, although administered, need not be used for any of the listed purposes. Yo
rating should be recorded if this is the case. e ‘
. - ] .
) v \(‘ ' Pyrpose
! »
0 4 s
-’ N P
C, » ¢ br o0 - & g o '
- c [+ . -~ -~
, - s 3 E - 8 v t.
. c - 3 a ] a3
Y « U A - 3 - -
- - ; o & U IORET SR ! 50 —
. A - L] n o o m “9 9
: T 8 & Zx £3 3
Assassment Device . “ o —-e &
‘ ) | .
. . |
- . . l
| - |
T | . ’
L . o .
: - - -
ERIC : -
PAFulText provided by ERIC. - . ¢ » )
.— * N
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4. What
in your center?

L

Chifd .
Child psychologist

OoooOo0ooon

CSDC administrator

Educational diagnostician

is thé typical composition of the group of individuals who make placement decisions about children
(Please check all that typ}caLly are involved.) ’

" School administrater = r

oooooooof

g M
) u - E s ]
. P
. & . o B o B T ‘e
e E 5« e ea ‘
[ v SV - D -1
U . w00 - o0 ~
™ Q ©w o o g o
1) e b £ w 95 [V .
% Y —& ed W
N
1
- .. N * v
<
%
T -
/ 2 [} \
)
AJ
o+
- .’ Ay
, N Qy
. >

)
Al
.

o

Psychologist . °

Regular classroom teacher

School counéelot

1D specialist School psychogpgiét ‘ ' . .
Neurologiﬁt/ﬁeuroﬁsychqlogist Social worker °. ' t.
’ Dy \ -
] Paraprofessiopal aide Special education teacher “
Parent(s) . Spesah/language/audiology apeciilisi o
Physician ° * ' Other {please list) ) .
' Psychiatrist . ~ >
, Y ,
& 1 ) L Y ¢ o
5, .Please list and describe in the customary order of occurrence thJE;:TUs\gézﬁzoiﬁ;the assessment/decision-
making process used in your center: Be as specific as possible. An exam uch a sequence might be:
(1) Referral by a teacher or parent, ... (4) Psychologicdl assessment, ... etc. .
1. - ) o T L 4
2. 4
3.
1 a.
5.
) 6.
7.
8.
M
10.
[] llo
12.
.
Q
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' Descriptions and Examples of the Thirteen
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“Description

i

f\y

Fxamples

Child found or referred

¢

Review of refetral . ’

~who

Appoint assessment team

Pl

Obtain.pargntal permission
to assgsss ’

Asscssment

Review of assesgment results

o

"
’ -

Eligibllity'determinatlon.

)

“

. Contact parent aftér

Parental ﬁf}ﬁlssion for

assessmeént -

. can

‘ment mee

“The child's teacher, parent, ctc., Initiates a
request that the child be evaluated to determine
the need for a modification in current educational
programming. - This includes tases which originate
as a result of ‘the routime :screening of students
in a district. _ - T
The
act as '"gate keepers.'" Decisions are made as to
how
be dealt with 'in the classroom, and whether the
referral requires further ‘action.

.
v

An assessment team i{s appointed, with each team member

asgigned specific responsibilities for collectihg
information on the child.

Parents are informed of their rights and of the .pro-
posed action to be taken in asscssing their child.

Efforts may be made to involv%.parqnts in the assess-

ment process. .
. . -

The process of collecting dafa\bn a child fbr the

purpose of making educational decisions (eligibility/

‘instructional planning). Often this step is broken

down into a number of sequences such as psychological

tests, nurse, physlcal, etc.

Members of the .assessment team meet to discuss thelr

‘results and decide whether further agsessment is

necessary, ‘Often this step is combined in the same
meeting in Which eligibility i3 determined and the
LEP developéd. -

The grou

Y ;s to decide whether,”on the basis of their
findings, the student meets the eligibility criteria
for :eceiving gpecial education services.

Parents are notified of the results of the assess-
ment process carried out on thelr child.'
has been classified as eligible to receive services,
then the parents are informed of the date of the

, meeting at which the TEP will be developed.

Develop !é?_

Placement decision

-
.

.

placement

Develop strategies to
' imp}ement IEP

Implement program .

a

L]
A group of persons meets to develop thg IEP. This
group includes the parent or an'authorized renre-
sentative, add at least one representative of the
team that determined the child to bhe eligible.
Eligibility may be determined at ’;he sdme meeting
ingghich the IEP is developed. *

A declsion is made as td what program of services
to provide the child. Ideally, there is a range of

options from whicH the final choice is made.

Parents are given the oppgrtuhity-td tespond toy the

.proposed plan of services.

T

- &
Those persons specifically respohsible for carrying

out the education plan described in the IEP develop
instructional strategles to accomplish these goals,

The instructional plan and program placement
in the IEP are initiated. '

referral is directed to one or a group of persons

appropriate the referral i{s, whether the problem

If the.child

outlined

.

h
LY

of persons inv lved in conducting the passess-

Referral
Referral by teacher or parent
Séreening and referral

“
.

1 »
Screening of-referral

v

Assignmeant of responsibility .
for assessment

. \ . .
Permission tp evaluate ob-
tained
Parent signs to test

Comprehensive evaluation
by team - s
Psychoeducational testing’

. : \.

Meeting to assemble

assessment results . .
Team report of results

Clgssification decision |
Recoemmendation of .eligibility

'committee

Parents notitied ¢

LEP meetiny .
Review results with

parents \

IEP written. )
Dev pmenf of IE?
Tea§her wyrites TEP

Recomgendation for placehent
Placement team meeting

Parents approve placement

Objectives written v
Individual prograrning LT

Piacemcnt.made ~
LEP implemented

ERIC
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