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Director: James E. Ysseldyke
1

4ssocillie Tixector: Phyllis K. t'arkin

The Institute for Research op Learning Disabilities Ls suppor

a contiact (300-77-0491) with the Bureau of Education for the i-

capped) Department of Healtfi, Education,'and Welfare, U.S. Office of

Education, through Title VI-O,oll Public Law 91-230.. Institute inves-

tigators are-conducting researCh on the assessment/decision-making/

intervention process as it relates to learning disabled children.

Research. activitiesare organized into eight major areili:
>

i.

.

1. Adequacy of NorffiReferenced Data for Prediction

of Suceess

Ih 'Computer Simulation Research on the Assessment/
,

Deeision-making/Intervention Process
,

,

III.'. Comparative'Research on Children Lalyetgi LD and .

..
.Children Failing AcedemiCally b t/nbt Labeled LD'

IV. ,§urveys on In-the-Field 0 ssment-, Decision Making;
,
ATIO Intervention

V. Etbological'Researc on Pla ement Te m Decisiom

,. Making. =

..
( .

VI.' Bias Yoltowing Asses ment .

VII., keliabil1tati4 Valid
Procedures.

VIII. Datalltilization.Systems in Instrucxional, Pro-

gramming.

f Formative. Evaluation

Additional information-pn these research areas may be obtained

tothe Editor at the Institute.,

4

The research reported herein was'conducted under government sponsor-

shik. ContractOrs are encouraged to express freely their professional

.judgment,in the conduct of the project. Points of view :) opinions

started do not, therefore, necessarily represent official Tiosition of

the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped.
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Abstract
t

.
Data from queXtj_onnaires completed by 44 Child Service Demon-

stration Centers were analyzed, providing information on the number
.

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

merit data collected and Ow purpose for which they were used, the.

specific assessment deviCes used to collect data and the.purpose for

which they were used, the typical composition Of the placetent team,

and the ta4-or sequential steps in the assessment/decision-making Pro:-

cess. )Zes.ults suggested that assessment and decision making to. the

field of learning disabilitieS are 0-aracterizied by variabIlfty And

inconsistency. The iMpIications of the findings for curtent aSsess-

ment practices are sumtaLized.

;.
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Cdrrent Assessment and Decision-Making.Practices in'

Model Programs for the Learning Disabled.

With, the enactment of the Education for All Handicapped children

Act (P.L. 94-142), educators have been challenged to identify all

handicapped children and ensufre that they are appropriately served

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

this challenge involves the appropriate assessment of children so

that those requiring services can Ile identified.

-Assessment, broadly defined, is ehe process of collecting data

fpr the purpose of making educational decisions. Educators routinely
,

use assesgMent data for the purpose of making screening/identification,

classification/placement, instructionat4plannIng, pupil evaluar-ion,r.

and program'evaluation decisions (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978).

.ment is a pervasive activity in educational settings today.

Assess-

,Yet, there

are few guidelines as'to what constitutes apftopriate educatlonal
. ....

,

assessment. Xsseldyke (1977), Ysseldyke and Algozzine -(in press),

and Ysseldyke and Thurlow (1978Y haile disc)sed several' specific issues

that have evolved at each level of'data collection'and decIsion making.

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

pronounced.when, educators make decisions about chilisren thought ta

have learning d4abilities" (p. 1). To.date, it has be6n extremely

Officult to dilaracterize the ways in which decisions are made for

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

flcult to characterize the extent to which the data collectc:d in the

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

1 1.
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Merc,er,' rorgnone, and Wolkine(1976) addressed one major concern

relevant to the assessment of learning disabled children: Ithe fact.

that different statesrhave estAlished different criteria ,for chaKr

acterization of children as learning disabled. Adelman (Note 1) con-

ducted a survey of those who had labeled children learning didahlled,

attempting to ascertain tfiose factors considered important'in the
,

labeling/identification process. Although few labelers were willing .

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

the limited data collected indicated that the labeling process was

dependent on findings of poor performance on achievement tests'and/or

(,
unsystematic direct and-reported behaviorIal observations,

Despite the fact that there has been no operational definition of

learning.disabilities, and the fact that criteria used in fdentifying

children As learning disabled have been both'highlY varialiOnd

( /
nebAbus, educators have for some time been making decisicins about

children. One major group of educators involved in the assessment

and decision-making process.as it relates to learning disabled young-
, *

sters is the Ctlild Service Demonstration Centers. These cenlers have

been furided*by the U.S. Office of, Education, Bureau of Education flu

the Handi.capped, through Title V1-C of the Elementary and Secondary
n-

Education Act.to initiate and maintain quality service programs 'for

A
P

leatning disabled children ((illespie-SilVer, Note 2). Easentially,

their.purpose is to develop and efine exemplary instructional programs'
ft

Capable of serving as models of services for learning disabled youngsters.

There are currently 52 Child Service Demonstration Center's (CSDCs)

in 26 states. Fu1ded'a6ncies include local education agers, state

040
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edutation agencies, colleges and universities, and a variety of other

educatiOnal enterprises. ',Each CSDC is charged with the task of pro-

viding services wilhin a specific focus, including, for example,

programming for.bilingual learning disabled children, individualized

planning and prpgramming, interdisciplinary assessment, and compensa-

tory education. While sur1ieys have been made of the characteristicsu

of,the.population served and remedial progtams (Kirk & Elkins, 105),

there are little data on the assessment process in serving learning

disabled,children.

One study that attempted to Investigate screening and identifica-

.tion procedures with learning dia.bled youngsters (*Grady & AndeTson,

Note.3) reported Some relevant findings: (a) there was little consis-

tency in the ways chil4refwereoperationally defined as learning dis-

abled, and (b) teacher referrals were the major avenue for identifica-,

tion of learning disabled children. The authors of the report, how-
.

ever, chose not to focuA,on specific assessment devices employed, nor

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

responsible for decision making and the stages of the decision making

-

The iask ,of assessing children is basic'to identification, place-
,

ment, and instructional planning for LD children, as well as to pupil

evaluation and program evaluation. This research.4nvestigated the

currently used-assessment and decision-making pralptices reported by

A
a Sample of the 52 CSDCs.

I.
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Method

.

4

Subjects

A 4

'Subjects were 44 Child Service Demonstration Centers located in

26 U.S. states:6 These subjects were obtained from'a pool'of the 52

CSDCs 4unded during 1978-79)y th-e Bureau of Educ'ation for the Haedi-

.capped, U.S. Office of Education. The 44 dubjectsvere *lose centers

I. returning the questionnaire sent tb all CSDCs;'this number.reillected

a

'a response rate of 8416. percent.

Five of: the responding centers indicated that they were not in-

A

volved in
II

assessment ahd instruction.. One center indicated that its

functioh was to train professionals who in turn assess learning dis-

abled children. Another center reported that it was collecting data ,

from schoolagfor use illiohe development of computer assisted instruc-
.

tion. Three centers indicated that their.role Was an administrative
A

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

4,1

were provided by a sample of 39, CSDCs repiresenting 26 P.S. states.

Uaterials

A quesitionnaire was developed to investigate issues related to

(a) the definition of "learning
.

disabilities" used in the identifica-

liktion of children to be served, (b e kinds of data and the specific
/

instruments used for the purposes of screening, placement, lnstruc-

tional programming, pirpik evaluatibn, and program evaluation, (c)

the typical compositdon of the-team making placement decisions about
. t

children, and (d) the usual sequence bf steps in the aSsessment/

decision-making process. In addition, data were obtatned on the date

each center began, and.t.he age range and number of.children 'served

4.
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by each center. The questionnaire is ikluded in APpendix A.
.

Procedure
**e.'

The questionnaire wassent by mail to all 452 funded OSDCs,

with stamped enveloped enclosed for Cheir return. .A follow-up

letter and second copy of .the questionnaire were mailed six weeks

later to those' centers not responding to the first mailing.

To facilitaCe 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 developed.' Thlks model, which in-
.

cluded 13 steps, waS derived from a brief review of the literature

dealing with the team decision-making and Individualized EducatiOnal

:
..

Planning (IEP) processes (Cf. Gillespie,.1978; Hoff, Fenton) Yoshida, .

I.

.41
4 .

& Kaufman,'1978; Walker: H., 1978; Walker, J:, 1976) as well as from

a revi8w of asample df the resPonses to this item by CSDCs and,

Special Education Direct.ors (cf. Ysseldyke & Poland, in prel ). As

description of each step and typical examples of responses falling

within each step are given in Appendix B.

Results

Center Information

Of the 38 xenters responding witiOnformation about.the date the

center began, 31°(81.6%) indicated that the, center had been funded in

centers began in 1974, andeither 1976, 1977, or 1978. Five

/
4

two centers (5.3%). indicated that the center began prior to 1972 (1971

and 1964).

The 36 center ,which provided infinmetion on (the number of children

1

4.
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they served reported a total,of 4,218 childferr served during-1918-

79. Variability was great,.with'one center indicating ho children had

been served and another indicating 360 children had been served (X = 117.2,

SD = 96.4). Several other centers indicated that data were not available.

The age ranges of children served were slso quite variable for the

39 centers provid,ing thi'S information. Ten of t,hese Centers (25.6%)

provided service to the entire school-age range (6 years to 18 years),

with four oi these five extending above and/or be1oW that range. Most

centers served a more restricted agepopulafion: 16 441.0d focused

on elementary-age children, and nine (23.1%) focused on adolescent

children. Seven centers (17.9%) included pteschool-age children in

the population served.

Definitions of Learning Disability .

,

Thirty-eight 06DCs reported the definition of "learning disabili-

ties" currently used by the enter in the identification of Children.

! to be served. .Respondents Were given four options: (a) the defini-

tion proposed by theilgtional. Advisory Council on Handicapped Children

inti968, (b) the definition,from the proposed FeAral Regulations of

dOvemb:er 29, 1976,, (c) the definition in _the Federal Regulations tf

Decethber 29, 1977; and (d) other (to be specified). Overall, nine

centers.(23.7%) reported use of the National Advisoty ounci1 defini-
e

I

tion; two centers.(5.3%) reported use of the 1976.0roposed Federal
_ .

Regulations definition, 26 centers (68.4%) reported use Of the 1977

Fexieral Regulation§ definition, and three centers (7.9%) revorted use

of anothef definition. Included in the "other" criteria were state

guide4nes, CSDC defin14ion, and "no definition" in compliance with Atate

It oF.

I 1 .
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law forbidding labeling of children. Three centers indicated that

two of the options were used as an operational definition. hepcombi-
, ,

,

nations included (a) the National AdviSory Council definition and

the 1976 propbsed'Federal RegUlations defiOition, (b) the 1976 pro-

4psed Feleral Regulations.definition and the 1977 Federal Regulations

definition, and (c) the 1977 Federal Regulations definition and a.

stve guidelines definitibn.

Assessment Data

Table 1,presents the responses of 39 CSDCs conCerning tile kinds of

data collected about students and the purposes for which those data

were used: As indicated in the table, nearly ail cdhters osed all kinds

of data. All centers used norm-referenced tests and all but two cen-

ters used criterion-referenced tests. The'kind of data least fre-

quently used was medical data, yet these data were still used by morej'

lil
than 70 percent of the centers. T

t
rposes fok which the different

-

kinds df data were used was relatively invariant: nearly all kinds

of data were used fot all eypes of decisions ranging from screening to

. program. evaluation. Theileast.variability was evidenced in the screen-

ing (range = 48.6% to 77.1%) and'placement (range =.45.7% to 82.8%) areas.

The greatest variability was noted in the area of program evaluation

4
' (range = 3.6°

A tories being used least frequently, and norm-referenced,tests'being

76.9%), wi,th medical data and Medical and social his-

.used most f.requently. Norm-referenced tests were used mose frequently

in all areas, except for the purpose of instrUctional programming

where criterion-referenced-tests and infoirmal ddVices were used more

often.
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i'qy4nine ConiCs,prbvide4Wormation o hpfic "devces
% / - .

.'
-,7

.usie asfessing-children endbhe purposes for which each was used.
4, , ...

The numbei of devrces, lise&by the.responding:Centers varied greatly,
. ,

. '.-"'. F
_ .,

, ranging from *ree. to .39. (X ..1.1,5, SD 1-6.)... One centeT noted that
.

., . . .
.

,, .

Lt used oVer 50. assessMAle devices,eyut Apted only those sevqp used
'I n , , .0 .1. y . ,

. ''... most,frequently. Pearsou pro ct-momenVcorrelations'wqrkcalculated
t-

.., v.6 0, 14. ..
.A

6
.. Yi

be tween (a) the nkimber of ii ren seved by eaolli CSDC and the lintbez
.,.

' 41110. Its ' ) .

:

of.devIces selected pit between 6) the'nAmber o ars each ceriter .

1- . , .

.1
),' 'had'beenin ,Oxistence and the numb:.ei- of'd(A'ce selected. These corre-'
, t t .?, .

. .

.
v

.

leiOns we4 computed to.obtain some measure of tile rel4tiOnships,
. .

%. ..
, .

. .

betWeen the size of the.CSDC and_the num6er Of devioes selected and be-
, --

tWeen the experienc4ei'history of the CSDC and the number of devices

ri

4()

a.

4

se1eateq. The correlations vikre -,182 and .320, r.gspeetielyzneither
%

was significant. ' M1.
.4. 00. .

the specific devices used by three Dr more centers and the ptjrposes,
.

. S
a

w..1 \,,
forwhich they were.used are ipummarized in Table 2. Tfiil-ty-one differ-

... .
..

. 1

bent 'commercialdevices and a,liarfety of informal/center-deve1-64d in-
#

C.,

1.

4

struments were Used by three or more centers; an additional 16-differ-
. * .

ent devices were us'ed,Sy only two centers And an addit.ionarlOs diJferent
.

. .,,.1 .::. li,-,....,
=,.

,

devicde were med by anly- one cente.F. ...:-.,,s notabl-0., that no -one Aevic*
A, .

.

_ .
..

....
.

4

was used by all'cent.ers. Only five assepsffent deviceS were usethby

more than half of the responding:centers--:Key Math'(59.07), MAT (53.8%),

ar!.

if

Si

4.
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,

WISC/WISC-R (64.1%), WRAT (59.0%), and inforMal/center-developed instru-,

ments (59.0%). Of.the 23 4enters reporting the use of informal/

., P

d
I

. center-developed assessmen4 devices% .17 used more than one such de-
,,.

4 ,

vice; the numer of .suct vices used by each center ranged from one

4

to sitven'(-i = h\86; SD =.1.72).91;;

Insert Table 2 abopt-heye

The data on the purposes for,which each assessment device.was used
p

reveal that nearly all.devices were 'used for almoSt all purposes. 'w ,

Assessment devices do not seem to have.keen selected to Serveany one

A

, function. 'The purpo6e for which tests were used least frequently wAs

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

for this purpose.

Thirty CSDCs provided information on the extent' to which each4device
, _

was uped for each puipose Using a 67point scale (1 = never,' 2 = rarely,

= occasionally, 4 = frequently, 5,= almost all4ays, 6 = always) ...
r<

3

Means and standard' deviallons of thede. data'are presented in 'rabid- 3

"for the five assessment devicesused by more than half of the centers.

Asjs evident frqm Lhe standard deviations; there was a.great deal of

variability in the ratings given to -each device for each purpose. In
I, .1

every case, at 'least Otie CSDC-gaye a rating of 1 (hever litsed) and at

.4

lease- one other CSDC gave a.rating of 6 (always, used). In terms of mean

rad:rigs, four of tene devices were used-more- than "frequently!' for at

least one purposet: PIAT 'for placem ent and pupil evnluntion, W JSC/WISC-R

for placemen , WRAT-fOr program evaluation, and,informal/center-developed'

4
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devices for 'instructional progrdmming. Overall., the PIAT and Ole

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

frs

.:212.W't Table Tabout here

40-

'Data on the commercial tests used for/assessment by three or more

centers (ehose listed in Table 2) were judged in te\rms of their techni-

cal adequacy. Technical adequacy was evaluated on tIbpibe dimensions%

norms,reliability, and vali441y. Tests considered to be technica.11y

inadequate were.thOse which did ncit-include information on a dimension

and thosevhich did not meeWthe criteria specified by Salvia and Yssel-.

dy,ke (1978), Ysseldyke (1978a), and the APA (1972) Standards.. The tests.

use y the CSDCS.are evaluated in-table 4. The evaluation indicated

. .

that of the 3.0'specific itstrumers used by,three or more centers, on4
if

:

eight (26.7%) ha6 tech54ally adequte norms. Of the 30 folevices, 10

(33.3%) had reliability adequat'e for use in decision making, while nine,

(30.0%) had technically adequate valia,ity. Of the four devices used by

more than half of the cr1ters (Fey Math, IhAT, and WRAT),- two

(50.0X) had technically adequate norms, three (75.0%). had adequate

reliability, and two (50.0%) had adequate validity.

Insert Table 4 about here

Placement'TeaM Composition

Thirtyreigh't centers provided information on'the typlical aomp6s.1.-

,

tion of'the 'group of ind,ividuals making placement ,decisions about chil-

dren served by the center. The number of 41dividunis typically involVed

4
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6
in placement decisj.ons xanged 44om three,to 16 different persons

(X :=4'8.2ASD * 2.70). TAble 5 presents a list of the.specific personnel

encluded on'the CSDC placement teems as well as the Percentage of

,2 CSDCs including.each type of member. As indicated'in the table, regu-

lar classroom' teachers_were most frequently.included as membQrs of the

CSDC placement teams. Parents and.Lb specialists were also meneioned)

by more than,75.percent of the CSDCs.
1.i.

Insert Table 5 about here

Steps in the Assessment Process/

The CSDCS were aikdd to list the major steps in their center's

assessment/decision-making process- Thirty-five centers':responded,

with four of these providing as(rinted flow chart ratfler than listing
4

steps on the questionnaire. The number of stePsidesignated On the

questionhaire by the 31 centers ranged from four to 13,*witii the mean

.number of steps being 8.97 (SD = 2.62). -
'.. AL

Responses of the 35Centers were analyzed bi investigating the

extent to which 13 basic aspects of assessment and decision making

115

were included byithe-centers. Table 6 presents'the 13 aspects and the

percentage of centers mentioning each aspect-(regardless of the posi:

tion.within the sequenolp. Two steps were mentioned, most frequently:

the referral or,"finding" of a child (94.3%),and assessment (97.1%);

these were the only steps mentioned by at least 50 percent of the 35
, 0

CSDCs.

Insert Tdble 6 about here

Sk

I.
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The assessment step was often specified in consicrerably more de-

.

tail than the ohier steps. Seventeen of the'34 centers'listing this
4

step included a description of either the coneent of the assessment'
e

(N = 16) and/or the ,profesiaonals iRvolved in the asseAsment (N '= 4).

Table 7 presents the aSsessment content areas and professionals-most

.

.

.

.---.
.

frequently mentioned by..the CS,pCs. Psychological assessmenteland'
..

observa4ton,procedurea were the most frequently specified content

areas. 'The psychologist and regufar class teacher were the,professionals .

moSt f'requently mentioned.

Insert Table / About here

t

Notab'iy, the appointment of-an as'se&sment team (11..4%), the eligi--

bility determination (14.3%), parental permissiovfor plcement (11-40,

'and the development of sCrategies.to implement an. IEP (14.3%) were

mentioned less
I

than 15 percent of the- GSDCs. Also of interest is

the finding that only 42.8 percent.ot the centers.mentioned the dsvelcp-

ment of an Individualized Education Plan (IEP) as a specific ttep.

4 should be noted, however; that the low percentages cannOt be taken,.
,

as evidence that these steps do not occur; instead, they may simply

-

suaest that the steps arenot considered to,be major beeps in'the

assessment/decision-making sequence.

In terms.of sequencing, nearIv nil CSDCs coOormed to the sequencv

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

list, the order of the remaining steps cdhformed to that in'the table.

All of the CSDCs exCept five_lisstedreferrai or child find as the
o*
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13

,

first major step; two centers preceded the referral step with a ,step,

involving the'existence of,an in-school problem and one.precedea it

with the appointment ofthe assessment team. ;No of the centers-did

not mention.a referral stept"both Indicated that the assessment was

the first major step. Of interest was the finding that 51.4 percerit

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

(25.7%.also included Rarent referrals).

When a different order from that...presented in Table 6 was g iven,

the maj or difference occurred in the positiod of placement decision.

Most commonly.(20.0% o hê CVCs) the placement'decision preceded the

development of the 'LEP.- Almost 10 Aercent (8.6%) of the nterialso

indicated that the placement decision was madb before parents were con-

-

tacted Aout the assessment r ults. ynefenier indicated that the

placement decidion was made prior to'bhe'absessment.

Over.half of the CSDCs (540%) noted.that a final majqr step in

their assdssment/decision-makng process was the follow-up or review

of the placement or IEP.

DiscuSSion

Chld Service,Demonstration Centers for Learning Disabilities were

established foi theyurpose of serving as models of what "ought to be"
,

for learning disabled children. During the 1978-79 academic ydar, 39

of the,62 CSDCs made decisions about a large number of children, pro-

14ding services to over 4,000 youngsters rAnging from 3 to 21'years of

age. The maj'eity of these centers were fundea after the enactment of.

P.L. 94-142. For the most: part, the CSDCs have contributed to current
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educational practice And have attempted to Ooáument their success

.
(cf. F1lespie-Si1v7r, Note'2). However, the results of the present

survey, with respect to the aSsessment gnd decision-making practices,

are both 1 ng a'nd disturbing.

100 . ,
Tbe assesSme el anci decision making process can be described as

t.

multidisciplinary. A range of individuals comprise the placement team..

,

I.
Teachers, however2 appear to have- Thajor,respOnsibili in the entire

. .
P 6 .

, . . .

assessment and decision-making process. The): are the mpst freqkjently
<

.

4

cited source of referrals for psychoeducational esessirient, a finding

which %sin accord wtth the conclusion. of McGrady_and4Anderson (Note 2)

that teachei- referrals.are the major avenue for the identification QC

learning disabled children. Regular classroom teachers.also are the
.

most 'freqUently included member or the placement.team. These findiags .

serweto highlight the often xpressed4need for teacher-training in,

assessment-related-areas (Walsh, Serafica, & Bibace, 1976) especially

in view of the reported dissatisfaction of regular 'classroom teachers .

with the team decisionLmaking process (Yoshida, Fenton:_Maxwell, &

. Kaufman, 1978).

While the assessment and decision-making process 4ay be character-.

-
ized in.a positive light,by its multiscipApary nature, it also,Js

ç.
characterczed by both variability and inconsistency. Using the infor-

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

learning disabilities, it appears that different grobps define their

Topnlations differbntly and collect different Ainds of data. There is

no apparent relationship between the massive number of tests adminis-

tered and the information needed to place children and plan programs

V.

0
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for them. In fact, few of,the Sssessmerjt devices used most often are

evehtechn(c'ally adequate. As noted by others lvia & Ysseldvke, 1978;

Ysseldyke, 1973, 1678a, 1978b, 19790.sseldyke Algozzine,-in press;

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

the technical inadequacy ofistanOrdized te s is one of the'most crit-'

ical issues in making psychOeducational d cisions for and aboUt learning
t

disabled students.
. ,

Rothkopf (197.3) raised some gojdr questions regarding the.role of

V

research in educational. settings. The analogy he used.may berelevant

to the, current state of the art in aNssment and decision making.re-.

lated to teaming disabled students:

Ethologists have observed.captive starlings goin

through the highly stereotyped aerial acrobtics ofItheir

insect-huntidg maneuvers without anothaT li,ving thing

withiiSthe empty -.air of their cagessbesides themselves

(Lorenz, 1937). The male of a small fresh water fish,

the stickleback performs a complex zigzag dance in an
, .

early paort of its Mating ritual.... In the stickleback.

. th zigzag dance,of the male ordinarily does not take

pl e without the presence of the pregnant' female serving

as releaser. Ethologists have however sometimes observed

the elaborate zigzag dance without:any female or without

any other fish in the vicimity (Tinbergen, 1951, p. 62).

4
Lorenz has called the performance of these complex,

highly cbordinated reactions without the presence of a

suitable releaser, Leerlaufreaktion. *O'his literally

r)i

0
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..
means an empty 'run.reaction but it. is.usually rendeTed.

in'the.English literature as vacuum,reaction or sometimes

\

as overflow reaction. According to Lorengipvcertain

basic well integrated responses occur in cetain species

when two conditions are net. '.These are: that internal

hortonal\secrdtions-and,the tension systeM associated.

. with them excerds a certain minimqm level', and 2).that

a suitable and highly,specific releasing stimulus occurs.
e

When no such specific releaser appears in the immediate

environmen'r-of the animal, the terision system continues

to increase until-it finally ge.Xs so high-that the reac-

tions will take place in essentially complete form even

' e the absence of a suitable releaser. Such Leerlauf

reactions do not benyfit the species. They are highly

elaborated acts .for which no suitable occasion exists and.
/

whin serve no purpose, (Rothkopf4, 1973, p. 10)

4

'We would like to suggest that many of our current efforte.in

assessing LD youngsters tesemble leerlauf reáctidns. We very often
AI

engage in a highly complex set of behaviors (assessment) in the

absence of a suitable releaser. Those who assess children too often

do so without a c ar understanding of "why" they engage in asSessment.

Clesrly, considerable thought.needs to be given to current assess-
,

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

light of the kinds trf decisions to he made,-but those who assess chil-

dren must make greater efforts to select technically adequateinstru-
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ments. These data should help shed 1,ight On'the crf.tical importance
)

and magnitude of the. task facing us all.

0
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Tahle 1

' .

Percebtages of Child Service Demonstfttlon Centers Collecting Different
4

Kinds of Data for Diff0ent. Purposes
,.

t

l " , .
- . PurpoSe for Whtch use' -4--

.6, .
.

CSDCs
a

Screening 'Instructional ...Pupil Program,Nino of.Daua Rlacement

, using . Programming tvalua.tipn Evaluation

y
,

Adaptive behavfor/social data

Criterion-referenced tests.. &

. .

1
4 Informal devices

J ,

I.

UnPervIew)g. giV

I

Meical k social histories
.

. ..

Medital data .-

'llorm-reference'd tests4

, -

Observation

'20r7

Past records

,

.

-

84.6 ' 57.6 (4).7 48.5 54.541 3013,

.

94.8 , '.48.6 59.'4 89.2 73.0 , 51.,4=

.89.7 60.0 45 ';.. 88..,6 ' 71,4 78.6 ,

%

*
v ..

87.2 58.8 .61.8 : 41.2
.

41.2 .2-6:.i

,

.
\

,

82.0 50.0- 65.6 21.9 f* 25.0 09.4
.

% ,,
--

7'1.8 0..0 71.4 . 341, 25.D 3.6
,

100.0 6125 71.8 -'` ,. 61.5'
.

66%7 -, 76.9. ,

. ,

t,
. .

A.

89,.7 7771' 82.8° 74.3. 74.3
.

37.1
,

2 f

,84.6 69.7 .72.7 36.4 15.2

I

-

a
Percentoges re lect num :r0oe CSDCs indicating each kind of data *as collected for 'One or more of ftve plIrposes.

r
v

%
.

ge
.-:...

Percentas reflect numbeTs of CSDCs 'Using data for each ,h dpurpose ase only on those using e- daach ktnd of 'ta.
,.

. 0" 7)
.

6

, I
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Table 2 f

Percentages of Child Servi.ce Demonstration Centers Using Different
,

(;

Assessment Devices for Different Purposesa .

11'

w

ushoi

Ale Screening

_.
25.6 50:0

Bonder 17.8 40,0

gri-ancv !If 20.5 37.5

rarCTlw 12.8 60.0,

7.7 , 100.0

%.t!-It 20.5 17.5

Id,. 7.7 66.7

(.114.1,re 10.2 50.0

ljj-Fri!itot. 10.2 50.0

11PA 20.5 25.0

30.4

7.7 13.3

`11,V,
S. 10.2 73.0

P!),1 53.4

25.0

nV: 33.1 76.9

1110o*I, 66.7

7;i0s,-.on I 50.0..),

Spic!t._ 12.4 6q,0

ltan.ord Ach 7.7 11.3

tI1toid-3inet t 41.0

"ch 7.7 33.3
.t

lest of Au If: Co!7.o 66,7

Utah 7.- p.6,7

WA1'; 15.4 50.0

Woman 23.1 55.6

t.:tc/wtsc-k 64.1

t4041dcock- Johnson 727 o.o

Woodcock Fendiws 38.3 40.0 it

WRAT 59.0 !t7.8

InformallYcenter-

doi.,teloped

59.0 60.9

Placement

Purpose for Which U,-.ed

Insttuetional
Pr14gram-ini

,

8o:o

75.0

80.0

66.7

73.0

60.7

100.0

87.'5

56.5.
.

75.0

11.4

50.1

18.;

(4:1 1

0.

645.7

33.3

66.7

(
88.9

66.7

60,9

STable includes onl.: thoso levices ayentioned b thr..e_or mors. .:ontilks,

Pupil*

Evaluation

Pro!,ra-

F.vabuat t.

40.0 40.0 10.0

80.0. .14 60.0 2n..0

100..0 62.5 0.0

100.0 100.0 20.0

66.7 31.3 3Y.1

62..5 25.0

66.7 66.7 13. i

25.0 25.0 756.0

50.0 100.0 75.0

75.0 12.5

78.3 69.6 34.8.

66..7 100.6 33.3

190.0 75.0 . 0.0

35.9 76.7

7,0.n 37.5

40.7

. 9 1

40.0

0

6

50.0

90,41

- I,

10111,f,

-h.

).o

100.0 66.7

33,1 13.1

33.1 66,7 0.0

66.7 7-.M 11.1

56,o .(t

77

Inn.n '1. 41.

6n, 0

19.1 56.5 311,',

'4..1 87.0 56.5

n 4d1tional lA dovice5,
*,

,rt. :

only two centers and an additionAl 105 Ise,re r.p0jt,d 7ontor..

I
bPercentages reflect numbers of CSDCs listing each *leSfce.

cPercentagtes reflect numbers of CSDCA devigp it:or each p.:rpo,."i'as. t onlv on thoso 11 tirI. (."

4 ,"

'
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Table 3

Extent to Which "i_ve Most Used Assessment Devices Are Used Por Different Purposes
a

, ,

Number "'
CSDCs

evice Rating . Screening

Purpose for WAich Used
- -

Instruct:Jowl 'Pupil:

Programming Evaluation

,

- - - - - - - - - -

Program
Evaluat,ionPlacempnt

4.

ey Math 12

X 2.33 4 2..75 3;42. 3.25 . 2.17

SD 2,06 2.30 2.06 2.14 1.99

lAT 14

111.

X 3.14 .4.00 293 4.43 3.21

SD 2.07 2.08 1,94. 2.33

1SCIW1SC-R 17

X 2.53. 4.65 2.29 2.82 1.47

SD 2.21 1.93 1.79 ,2.07 1.37

RAT ,18 ,

3,17 3.,61 2.06 ,3.39 4.22

sif 2.31 2.28 1.80 2.29 2.26

b
nformat/ 21

0

Center-Devvioped
.4

X 3.08, 3.07 4.10 2.93

SD 2.17, 2.07 1.78 2.96 . 2.09

The extent to which end) device was used for each.purpose was rated on n 6-po1a1 scale,
where Hnever, 2-,--rayely,. 3--eoccasionay,ll tr,frequently, 5-2--.a1must always

!

(milways. .

x fl.,

4
, ...

,
.

.

The 21.CSDCs provided rgtiags for.59 informa1/centerAleve4td devices. The rstings for
sll 59 devices were used In obtaininethe means and standard deviations for each purpose.

,

t
,
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Table 4

Technical Adequaq of Devices Used.by Three or More Child Servict
Demonstration Centersa

' TeS t Norms Reliability Validity

Beery Developmental Test of Visual-
Motor Integration

Bander Visual-Motor Gestalt '

Zrigance Inventory of Basic Skills

California Test of Basic Skills.

Carrow Elicited Language Inventot4

Detroit Tests of Learning Aptitude

Gates-,McKillop Reading Diagnostic Tests

Gilmore Oral Reading Test

,Go1dman-4ristoe Test'bf Articulation '

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities

Key Math Diagnostic Arithmetic Test

McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities

Mototree Visual Perception

Peabody Individual Achievement Tests
d

Peabiody Picture Vocabulary Test

Pier4-Harris Self-Concept Scale .

Ruben

Slossen

SRA Achievement

Spahe Diagnostic ReaOng Scales

Stanford Achievement Test

Stanford-Binet.

Test for Auditory Comprehension

Utah Test of Language Development

Wepman Auditory Discrimination Te(st

CRc

-

+

t

"`

WAIg + - + ii,

d-
WISC-R + A + +

d
W4de Range.Actlievement Test - ,+

Woodcock-Johnsod Psycho-Educational Battery + + +
,Woodcock Reading Mastery + + +

4

25

a
+ technically adequate
- ir technically inadpquate

1

bManual not available

c Test is criterion-referenced
d
D vices used by more than half of all respoodPng aenters (N-31)



Table 5

1.1

Composition of Child Service Demonstration C,enter Placement
Teams: 'Percentages of Center's Noting Each Team Membéka

,

Regular classrdom teaCher, 81.6%

Parent 78.9%

LDspecialist.
ono.

76.3%

-
School administrdtor 71.(0%

Special eduCation teacher 71.0%
4

SchoOl psychologist '63.2%

Educational diagnostician 55.3%
4,

Spe'ech/language/audiology specialist 55.3%

Psychologist 52.6%

School counselor 36.8%

.CSDC administrator 34.2%

Child- 28.9%

Child psychologist 21.0%

Social worker 21.0%

Physi6.1.an 18.4%

Paraprofessional aide- 10.45%

Juvenile/court officeP 7,9%

NeUtologist/neuropsychologist, 7.9%
I

Psychiatrist

Early 'childhood specialist 5.3%

Nurse 5.3%

a
Table includes only those membe s mentioned by more than one
center. .An additional nine' teat members were identified by.one
center only. * .
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. Table 6

Percentages of Chil..d Service Demonstration Centers Mentioning
13 Aspects of the Assessment/Decision-Making Processa

,

Aspect POrcentage

Child founia or referred

Review.Of referral

94.3

40.0
41,

Appoint assessment team 11.4

A.

( Obtain parental permission to assess 40.0

Assessment

u

97.1

Review of assessment re'sults 445.7

A r

Eligibility determination 14.3

Contact parent after assessment 22.8

Develop IEP 42.8

Placement .decision 37.1

Pafenral permission for placement 11.4 °,

Develop strategies to implement IEP 14.3

Implement program 48.6 4

.a
The 13 aspectA were deritled fromka brief °survey of the ltterature
dealing with the team decision-making and Individualized Educational
'Planning (1EP) processes (cf. Gillespie, 1978; Hoff, Fenton,<Yoshida,
& Kaufman, 1878; Walker, H., 1978; WAilker, J., 19706, as well as from
a review of a Nample of the responsK to this item by CSDCs and

-Special Education Directors (cf. Ysseldyke & Poland, in press).

+0.11.; 6

t)4..
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Table 7

*

Percentages of Child Service Demonstration Centers Specifying

elb

.
Assebsment Content Areas and Pr9fessionalsa

' I e

Content Areas Professionals.

Psycholbgical 29.4 Psychologist 8.8

pbservation 26.5 Regular class teacher 8.8

Educ.A.tiona1 20.6 Speech/language/
audiology specialist 5.9

_Parent inforpation 17.6

Interviews 14.3

Medical 11.8 0

Speech/languagR 5.9

Vision/hearing 5.9

Diagnostic . 5.9

Standardized 5.9

Screening' '5.9

a.Table includes components listed by at least two centers. Percentages

are.based on all 34 centers. specifying an assessment step..

qt

szt.

11.

40..

4

,
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Appendix.A

I.

I.

CSDC Assessment and Decision-Making Questionnaire

e.

.14

A
A

1.
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Calter Informatien

a.

b.

e' ID it

44L

CSDC Assessment and Octillion Making

t

Dace center belean (month and year)

.Age range obstudents' served

c. Number ct students served since beginning of project

d. Number of 'students served during. 1978-79 school year.

e. Check definition of "learning disabilities" currently used by centtir

be seeved:

0.

r.

fl Natiral AdviseryiCouncil on Handicapped Children- (1968)

.Proposed Federal Regulations (Nw;embey 29, 1976)

Federal Regulations (December 29, 1977)

Other (please enclose a copY of the definition).

in identification of children to

2. it--;

. .

the'leftehand column below, please check the kinds of data that yoer center collects about, students. ,

For each kind bf data checeeed; please indicate on the grid whether it'is used for 60 purpose of screening,

I
placement, ,ies-.ructional programming,,pupil evaluation, and/or program evaluation. 1

Adaptive behavior/social:data

Criterion-referenced tes'ts

Informal devices

Interviewing

Medical and social hisOries

Medlcai data

Norm-referenced tests

Observation

Past records

4

4

Purpose

I.

at

a -10
00 0
0.

3. Please name each device that your center usesein assessing, students (

inventory, etc.). Then, indicate the frequency with which each is us

ment, instructional programming, pupil evaluation, and/or program eve

1 - never 2 -.rarely 3 - occasionally 4 - frequently

Note: A device, although administered, need not be used for

rating should Se recorded if this is the case.

Asaessmeet Device
4

00

00

1,0

e.., ITPA, center-de
ea for the purpose of
luation. 'Use the fol

5 - almost always

any of the listed pu

Pufpose

0

" M

= M
=

e

veloced read
ecreening,

nunbe

6 - always

rposes.

r.

ing

?lace-
rs:
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'

Assessment Device

te
$4

44
0

%
w
U
0 ,

11.

0
0.

J 1
id 141

W 0

.

_4
.4
M
C

S
..4
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4. What is

in yoikr

the typical comi3osition of

center? (Please check all

Chikal

Child psychologist

CSDC administrator

EducatiOnal diagnostician

-LD specialist

Neurologist/neuroisychologist0

.

the group of individuals who make placement decisions about children

thpt typiically are involved.)

Paraprofessiopal aide

Parent(s)

Physician

Psychiatrist

0
Psychologist . '

Regular classroom teacher

School administrator

School counaelor

School psychologist

Social woker *

Special education teacher

Speag /language/audiology apecialisi

Other please list)

5. Please list and describe in the customary order of occurTrence th

making process used in your center: De as soecific as possible.

(1) Referral by a teacher or parent, ..0 (4) Psychological

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

10.

12.

Ats

I

steps in.the assessment/decision-

An exam uch a sequence might be:

assessment, .. ett.
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Appendix B

Descriptions and Examples of the !Thirteen

A

Steps ince. Model of the Assessment/

Decision-Makidg Process

,

%.



Step

Child found o1r referred
.

-11.

Description

t,

Examples

S.

Review of refel-ral .

11

Appoint assessment team

'The child's teacher, parent, etc., initiates a
request that the child be evaluated to netennine
the need for a modification it; current educational
programming.. This includes Cases which originate
as a result of the routine:screening of students
in a district.

The referral is direfted to one or a group of persons

who act as "gate keepers." Decisions are made as to
how appvopriate the referral is, whether the probl.m.
,can be dealt with'in the claasroom, and whether fhe
referral requires further Action.

An assessment team is appointed, with each teammember
askigned specific responsibilities for collectihg
information on the child.

Obtain.parotal permission Parents are informed of their rights and of the pro-

t.o assess. posed action to be taken in assessing their child.
Efforts may be made to involve pargnts in tive assess:-

ment process.

Asscssment The process Of collecting data\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, riuise, physical, etc.

Review of assespent results Members of the.assessment team meet to discuss their
restats and.decide whether further assessment is
necessaiy. Often this step. is combined in the same
meeting in kdhich eligibsility is determined and the

IEP deve1Op6d.
0

Eligibility determination.
a,

Contact.parent after
assessment

Develop rpk.

Placement decisicin

Parental OV6Iss1on for
placement

Referral
Referral by teacher or parent
SCreening, arvi referral

Screening of-referral
1.4

The group of pet-sons invplved in conducting the Assess-

'ment meets to decide Whether:'on the basis of their
findings, the student meets the eligibility criteria
for receiving ipecial eciticatilon s4rvices.

4

Parents.are notified of the results of the assess-
., ment process carried out on their child.' If the.child

has been classified as eligible to receive services,
then the parents are informed of the date of the
meeting at which he IEP will be developed.

A group of persons meets to develop the IEP.. This

group includes the parent or an.authorized re2re-
sentative, arid at least one representative of the
team that deterMined the child to be eligible.
Eligibility.may be determined atipe same meeting
irtwhich the IEP is developed.

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

optidns from whicK the- final choice is made.

Parents are given the oppprtunity- to respond toohe
proposed plan of services.

Assignment a respOnsibility .

for assessment

Permission tf evaluate ob-
tained

Parent signs to test

Comprehensive evaluation

by team
Psychoeducational testing'

\.

Meeting to assemble
assessment results .

Team report of results

"a

ClIssificatioy decision
Recommendatio6 OE,eligibility
icommittee

Parents notiried "f
IEP meetia-t

Review results with
parents

!EP written.

Dev pment ol 1E?
Tea her wites IEP

Develop strategies to Those persons specifically respehsible for carrying

imN.ement IEP out the,education plan described in the IEP develop
instructional strategies to accomplish, these goals.

Implement program The instructional plan and program placement outlined

in the IEP are initiated.

Recommendation for placement
Placement team meeting,

rarents approve placement

Objectives written
Individual programming

Placement ade
IEP implemented

0
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-The.Institute is not funded for the distribution of its publicationg.
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