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°Introduction | ' ' -

Assessing how & client léarns {is ohe of the most important functions of
» vocational evaluation. Thére are two.basic reasons for this. First, the ways.
i in which an individual can learn information certainly have a strong impact on
v ,-‘their vocational develgpment. A1l jebs, no matter how simple, requiré some
-degree of learning, yet disabilities such as blindness, deafness, mental re-

- tardation, and aphasia obviously 1imit.some of the modes by which a person may -

» .learn.  Yet, in most cases, once the learning problem chas begn identjfied,
. -modifications of the.instructional or training procedures can be made, e.g.,
audiotaping of written materials or sign language., Such adaptations allow . -
handicapped persons to learn behaviors and skills which would not otherwise. be-

T . possible. 'Thus, their personal, socicl, aqg vocational ppportunit%es are

+ ~ greatly expanded. . . , . L N

" Secondly, with regard'tocvotat%bﬁa1 eéa1dation and‘bartigu1ar1y work and
job sample testing, an individual's ability to learn to follow a standardized

[ a0

. set of instructions has a significant influence over performance. capability’ o =
e - For if a client is unable to understand the instructions provided in a work )

ple, 1t is unlikely that he will acquire the requisite behaviors necessary
.\ to perform the assigned task. In many such cases the resulting poor pérfor-
* mance is erroneously interpreied as indicating a lack of task.related ability »
rather than evidence of specific or general. learning disturbances. In such.
' ‘cases, the learning problemdgften remain. complétely undetected, and thus

-1ittle or no effort is made to modify the instructional format so as to facil:

.

itate client learnifg. £ o .

If thi§ problem is.tB.béfojerQQme,‘eVaiuaibrs must incilide learning as-
.~ sessment as.part of the evaluation process. However, the term learning .
assessment does not denote the traditional concept of measuring a client's

IQ or so called ”poﬁentia1'%o°1earn.". Rather it refers to evaluating and .

 directions’s and demon=trations. - Understanding how a person learns, is-partic- !
' ularly crucial when working with severely handicapped individuals who.may be
unable to learn-a task via one instructional format like written, but who can

learn the same task if another in3tructional technique, such as.demonstration, .

»

is.provided.s : S e
OV, . . -

*&-Before any decisions as to t1dent capabiftties are made, it is imperative.
that the evaluator be reasonably certain thagfafter a sé?ﬁd@rdfzed,instruc-. ‘
: tionals format has. been provided, the‘client: °.(1) percedived‘and undersdood the
o instructions,” (2) wds taught the proper’ use of -the tcolS and equipment, :
(3) a1l the steps and motions ‘were .learhed, ang (4) he was made aware of the

understanding how a client learns$, e.g., through written irstructions, oral '.',

- desired outcomes. If the client fails to satisfy any of these criteria, then .~

the evaluator must provide alternative instructional procedures which will

help the .client learn what he is to do. It is essential that performance

testing not occur until all of the aforementioned objectives are aphieved.

Unfortunately, at the present time few "in-house" work samples or commer-

cially developed work sample systems possess systematic, objective standards

. which out1ine when the aforementioned criteria are considered to have been

. reached by the client. Add to,this proplem the facts that: " (1) many severely
-handicapped clients have subtle, and complex learning disabilities which are
not easily identified, and (2) ofteii clients make a special effort to mask
their Yearning handicaps; it is not difficult to see thq} assessing the

o
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wiys in which a client's -learning skills influence his performance capabilities
s a-difficult yet critically important f@é§or in understanding vocational po-
. tential. ' ‘ ' . N .
' . ' Tﬂé purpose of this publication is to help vecationa1~eva2uétors under-.
- stard: (1)“how the concepts of Tearning and performance relaté to vocational |,
. “evaluatien,: (2) .why lezrning assessment is important, and (3)how it may be
.. incorborated into work sample testing. By understanding these concerns, vocar
. tional evaluators wili gain-important insight into the relationship among -

.- learning, performance, and vocational assessment,andgfhus provide a more
_« effective-service to the clients. | : - '
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"'\. .'.. Vo oo C et . -’ | ' . . . - | . | o | . . ' .
- DEFINING THE LEARNING ASéESSMENT PROCESS” B

. R ) .
B Learnino and Performance Phases of NOIK Sample Testing .

.

s -

Fl]is (1972) defined learning as "a reiativeiy permanent process that is
inferred from performance changes due to practice" (p. 4) within this defini-
‘fion there. are four 1mportant points to keep 4n mind: .

L (1) Legrning is an inference which means that it is not something , _
directly observed. Thus learning is an inferrethor hypothetical F
concept 11ke gravity or electricity. We never see gravity divectly;

4' we observe falling objects and therefore infer that .such a process B
. . exists. (2) The concept-of learning is tied to performance, but is
P not the same as-performance. Hence, a distinctior is made between e
Lo learning and performance. Various performance indicators are em- -
- ployed’to infer learning such as number of correct résponses, errors,
o percentages of correct responses, response rate, response speed, etc
) "~ . (3) The concept of learning is tiéd to conditions of practice which.
— v " serves to distinguish learning from performance changes attributabie .
9 to other conditions such as fatigue, maturation;, or drug states. J
P his simply emphasizes that ‘the conditions antecedent to- iearning
.- _ are practice conditions as distinct from other kinds of conditions.
. (4) Learning is :a relatively permanent process, which is an assumption.
.‘ which is useful in order to distinguish learning from other more tem-
porargvprgc?sses such as: sensorv.memory or short term memory. (Eilis,
pPp. 158 ) -

- Thus, for purposes»of vocational évaluation, one may generaiiy view
- learning assessment as an inferential process and performance :assessment-as a«
" .measurable or quantifiable representation of the extent of learning that has
taken piace. The most significant pqints to remember,are: (1) learning and
performance ‘are closely related but distinct. concepts and (2) performance
can be strongiy 1nf1uenced by the degree of iearning which precedes it., '

"With regard to vocational evaiuation, Revell ‘and Wehman (1978) have
separated the concepts of learning and performapce by identifying two distinct
phases -of work and' job sample testing. The’ acqu151tion or 1earn1ng phase
occurs during the period in which the client acquires the requisite skills and -

- concepts needed to perform the task. It is at-this time that the client learns
. ~what ‘he is to do and the motions,-concepts, tool uses, etc., needed to carry’
out the assignment.” It necessarily involves various degrees of training since
the-evaluator .instructs the client as to’the desired outcomes as well as how to
~ assemble or disassemble an object, read a chart, use a ‘machine, etc. On the
<~ other hand, the performance or production phase follows the learning phase.”
During the performance phase the client actuai]y executes the learned behaviors
under formal testing conditions. For example, during the,learning phase a cli-
ent may have been instructed-as to how to assemble an object and then was
allowed to practise the assembly without regard to speed, quality, etc. How-
ever, unlike:the learning phase, during the performance phase careful con-

.o sideration .is given to the speed, quality, etc., with which the ciient
' performed the task . ’ .
‘ o




Q

~ The goal of the learning phase is for'’the client to thoroughly understand
~~ what he is going to do'as well as how to.dc it,"i.e., he possesses all the be-
haviors ngeded to perfoim a given task. Assuring that a client thoroughly
learns all aspects of a task prior to test performance is not an easy job. It
. requires the evaluator to identify measurable and concrete objectives which
‘define when adequate learnirg has” taken -place,-so that performance testing may
_begin. "These objéctives must be répresentative of the behaviors,. 'skills, con-
cepts, etc., required during the performance phase (this subject will-be
‘discussed more thoroughly in-Part 1II). The goal of the production phase s
. different. -"In this cdse, the evaluator wants to obtain some sort of measure
which is a valid and reliable estimate of the cljent's performance capability.
This measure s usuatly a quantifiable égore of some kind,™e.g., percentile
.+ .rank, grade equivalent, time score, érrd¥s, etc. tenerally speaking, the per-
formance score is regarded as an accurate measure of the extent of -learning
. that has taken place providing, of -coufse, the clignt's motivation,. the testing
. . _ renvironment, etc., have all been carefully consideréd.: .

. ’

.~ . Thus,-one can see that learning and performance are distinct entities which
share a cause‘and effect relationship.- Learning influences performance and per-
furmanée suggests the extent-of learhing. Failure to thoroughly achieve the-
goals of the lkarning phase will have a negative impact on performance, since

- the client will begin the performance phase while still lacking some of the be-

oo e ‘haviors needed to competitively perform, the entire task. The end result of. this

lems as being ‘reTated to an inadequate or incomplete -learning phase, then the '
' evaluator may easily attribute the client’s poor performance to a Jack of task
- ~ related ability.” "Thus, a client may be screcned out<6f a potential. training or
employment opportunity, not necessarily because of lack.of ability; but because
_ ‘of a learning problem which prevents him from understanding what he is to do
- -apd/or-how to do it. , , ' S -

- ) For example, if &uring thé 1earn{ng phase, a;cTient.th cannot reéd-above'
a first grade level is given a series of work sample instructions which require
- sixth grade reading skills, he will perform poorly during the -performance: phase

. | f " of testing. This, however, does not necessarily mean. that the client lacks ‘the
. ability to do_the job, instead it" indicates @ learning handicap, j.e., a limited
7 ' " ability to follow written instructions. In order to determine if the client

. % 'really lacks the ability to do the task, the instractions must then be provided

t by other methods, e.g., oral or demonstratien. Such modifications of test ad-
ministration procedures are recommended by CARF Standard 3.4.3.1.1.2 which
states: R

4

. appropriate adaptive assessment tools and methods shall be used when-

’ . - ever possible with individuals having sensory, communication, or other
SRS functional impediments (e.g.,. visual, hearing, speech, language, cul-
tural, or learning disabilities) which might invdlidate otherwise _
standardized procedures.  (p. 28, Standards Manual for Rehabilitation

._ S - _Facilities) - to

. In addition to this, the joint CARF-VEWAA publication, VENAAJ%ARF'Voca-.
T _ *tional-Evaluation and Work Adjustment.Standards with -Interpretive GuideHnes1

3

-‘//’.

v . .
. -
, :
. .
. ]
. (3
/ .
<

problem is that if an evdluator fails .to jdentify the client's performance prob- .-
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and VEWAA Gnossary*, provides a c1earer 1nterpretot1on of this standard.

The 1ntent of thiscstandard is to assure that evaluation progr-ams
~ modify or usenalready modified tests, work samples, or other as-

. sessment tools to assure that they (eva1uation tools) can '
accurately reflect the person's aptitudes, abilities, potential,
etc. For axgmple, using a short,.timed test such as the WRAT to
measure the math abi11t1es of a person with severe motor prob-
lems ot-the administration.of a test written'in English to a
person whose functional language is Spanish, would not meet the
intent of this standard. Possible adaptations might include the

., use of recorded direct1ons or Braille directions for the blind, e
‘translated materials ‘for foereign language groups, or:the use of

tests that have been developed for or-account ﬁor d1sab111ty '
groups ?n the1r norms, etc. (p. 5)

]

°
.. /
7’
-~

Thus one can see that modifying standardized 1nstruct1ona1 formats is one
1mpor§ant method of facilitating legrning among individuals with specific or
generdl Tearning disabilities. Such modifications are, however, only “ane coin-

.ponent of the averall 1earning assessment process. Viewed in the broadest ¢
sense, learning assessrient is the process: of systematically evaluating how a
.person learns, identifying any limitations that.exist, and devetoping-appro-
priate adaptive techniques which are designed to facilitate 1earn‘ing and.

:».thereby, help.the c11ent ‘overcome his learning handicaps.

L od o

*Available from: Materials Deve1opment Center, Stout Vocat1ona1 Rehab11:tation
Institute,” University of Wisconsin = Stout, Menomon1e w1scons1n 54751 The
cost is $1. 00 per copy.
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_ LT PART 11 ™= | .
/ . RATIONALE FOR LEARNING ASSESSMENT.
:Tkgf//f//f . HéVing defined ledrning assessment, it is now-important to look at some of -
" | the reasons why this process is important. .. f : L o
... Assuring Performance Testing Readitiess :
. When a client's performance is substandard, it is' not- enough to simply -
L note {it, augpmqtfta11y attribute it to lack of ability, and ‘predict that the-
_client!s_ potential in that area is 1imited. Instead, the evaluator must take
the .assessment process one step further in an.affort to understand why the
client's perfarmance was substandard. _Theré Tay be a variety of reasons for
poor.performggge incjuding: : - :
) 1. andequate°fnstruct10na1:grdcedures (c1ientfgbesn't inderstand what to :
’ o) ° . . - ’ . : - ®
R - 2. environmental factors (poor testing conditions) , ;
- 3. ‘motivation (overly anxious ‘to perform well, or disinterested) )

4.. lack of task related ability.

oL As suggested pkevipus]y,*ﬁnédegdate instructional procedures are one of
e . the major causes of misinterpreting client performance, If, during.the learn=-¢ -
- ." ing phase, an evaluator communicates instructions to a client*and the client
. does not urderstand the directions,- he will-be unable.to perforin the task. All
_ too easily thist can lead to the erroneous conclusion that .the.client lacks . .
‘ . ability in _the tested’ area rather than-that the client did not thoroughly under- -
: . -stand what to do simply because fﬁé.instrucxiona1 format required fim to utilize
-~ - - skills which were limited by his learning disability, Bg including learning’
« assessment as part of the evaluation process, the evaluator is forced to-cbn- .
: sider. whether or not the instructional procedures provided in. the learning phase
. were appropriate for the individual. This activity helps assure that a valid v
) 'pictyre of client performance capability emerges. - ’ , o ~ o
~ For example, suppose an evaluator is working withea severely retarded cli-
. ent who expregses an interest'in working as a circuit board assembler. Based’
on_the ¢l 's testad and expressed interests, the evaluator decides to admin-
ister a*Circuit board assembly work sample which utilizes a standardized written
- instefictional format during the learning phase. If under these circumstances
AR the client fails to acquire the skills needed for. performance® testing, should |
7. the evaluator interpret this as neqessari1y;meaning that the client lacks the,~  ~ . '
270, task related ability and his potential in this area is, therefore, limited? The -
answer -is certainly no, for such an assumption is premature. The.evaluator must
o _first determine if the 1learning problem is the result of other factors, e.g., b
' © inadequate instructionpal procedures, tedt environment,” or!lack of “motivation.
. _ . ]
o In this gase, the evaluator must seriously question whzther or not a writ- .
ten instructional format was appropriate for an individual with severely limited .
reading skills. Is there a reasonable pvssibility that the client could Tearn
the skills and concepts if other instructional techniques were provided? The
answer is yess therefore, the evaluator must break: away from the §tandardized’
- instructional format (in this case, written) and try other instructional meth-

ods. ‘For example, the eVa1u§£pr might provide the instructions orally, give Co,
.Elillc. B . ! "4 e | ‘ Ty i
‘,. - : "\ ° )
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demonstrations, or use a combinatjon of the two techniques in order to’attempt

to facilitate. client learning. .If, after thoroughly exhausting all.instruc-

- tional strategies, the client.is still unable to Jearn the ‘task, then he must :

o © consider tfie test environment and the c]jent"s.motf@ation" These two factors = ..
' are frequently discussed in much of the more traditional psychological testing \

literature. That they can affect performance testing is certainly true. "For -
example, if a _series «of tests require a quiet, unin errupted setting, yet the ,
+ evaluato~ allows people to randomly, enter and exit the room, talk to one another,
play radios, etc., then one can definitely say that the test environment was
poorly controlled. Such distractions are likely tp have a negative impact on
- . performance and, therefore, the client's performaqce'may not be representative
"of his true-abilities. Similarly, if a client is not motivated or interested in
taking a test,-his resulting perfoymance may not réflect his real abilities.

' For example, sqgme clients may randomly fill in-answer sheets simply because they
‘don't want to _take the time to thirk through the questions. ‘Other clients may
bé so anxXious to parform well that they "freeze-up* and cannot answer questions
or perform. tasks that would normally be easy fon them. Thus, one®can see that

. the evaluator must consider whether or not these two factors, along with the
instructional "format, were controlled well enough S0 as to-limit their affect
on performance. If they were.well controlléd, then the evaluator may be rel-
‘atively certain that the.cl »nt's poor performance -and difficulty learning the
task suggests a lack of ability in ghe area of circuit board assembly. If, on
the er hand, the evaluator finds that the client can learn the information
if the instructional format is-modified, he will then have gained significant
ingight into the client's learning capabilities arid will be able to apply this
knowledge to future testing situatigns .as well as training ‘and placement recom- .,

. ‘mendations. T ° _ S ~ R :

s

e =9

’
<

Ingfﬁhctional Techniques

. There are four basic methods of providing instrug;jﬂn%:td a client. *They
include: °w}itten, oral, demonstration/modeling, and hdnds on. o ‘
. ) ' i - . - ) C o .

-~ 1. Written Method , y - . .

The written metpodijs,/perha , the most complex since it requires the
learner to read information such as manuals, charts, maps, diagrams, etc., as
. well as analyze and synthesize- the data.into a meaningful whole so that the
desired behavioral changes may be made.. For example, an auto mechanic is often
required to read repair mandals in order to correct complicated.mechanical
problems: . - . :

&

‘Because the amount of time required to develop the skill of reading may
* range from several months to many years, learning any information or skill via
. written instructions is'relatively difficult no matter how simple the actual
task might be. ‘For.example, sorting several different nuts and ‘bolts might be
a relatively simple job; however, if.a clfent is required to read instructions
prior to performance, then a significant prerequisite skill (readinglwill pre-
K vent many clients from performing the work sample even though they may have the
physical and intellectud! capabilities to do the actual work. '
" . . ot
_ Dyslexia is an example of a disability which limits one's ability to read.
Although -an individual may have above average intelligence, if he s réequired
to perform even the simplest task'by reading a set of instructions, he may not
be abla to perforr the job. However, in such,a case,othe’evaluator should

<

L
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“recognize that: the performance prob1em'refiects a specific learning disturbance

- . and not necessarily & lack of task related ability. Therefore, the evaluator

o

. should provide the instructions by means of one of the other medes in grder. to
- determine the ciient's actual performance capabilities. . - -

" z._ Oral.Method - -~

Like theiWr{tteh technique, the oral method is. verbally orientéd and -
requires relatively sophisticated skills. The individual must listen to infoe-

e

.
.
) . -
“ -
.

mation. and .organize it into’an integrated pattern, yet unlike the written method,

years of formal training are not necessary. Rathery. this skill typically de-
velops .through ‘normal maturation so that the infant begins tg understand many of
the verbal commands of its parents and as the child's language skills develop,
so does its understanding of speech, . S
. ) : , « ’
‘This method, however, is sgt entirely dependent upon the physical hearing
mechanism. A handicapped indivAidual mag be able to hear sounds quite normally,
but his ability to organize, ifterpret, and understand auditory infgrmation_may

- e coppletely deficient. . - | ey é °

LY

\

.
Id

. For example, a client with receptive aphasia may be able to' hear every
' "word his evaluator speaks, but.he is unable to orgawmize it into meaningful in-
* . formation. Thus, he has exceptional difficulty making the desired behavior
‘changes or performing an assigned task. More importantly, for the evaluator,
becausé the degree of impairment may vary, some clients will. be able to under-
stand. a portion of the verbal instructions. They may be able to comprehend
concrete but not abstract concepts. ‘Thus, they may give the impression that
,they have learned the task and understand all the instructions when-in fact
“thay have not.- In such a case, it takes professional expertise on the part of
 the evaluatsr to'discern the interaction among disability, learning, and per-
. formance. "If the evaluator *is not aware of how learning can affect performance,
_ then he may erroneously assume thatthe client Tacks the ability to perform the .
* " ‘task rather than observing that-fhe relationship.aniong the c¢lient's learning
style,.the ancﬁ%ﬁb style, and t e,;est-adﬁinistration procedure was not
conducive -td obtainine a valid and reliable picture of the -lient's capabil-
ities. , S : K : N
0 DY . ' p \‘__ .

[2]

3. Demuneﬁratibﬁ/Mede1ingﬁﬂkthod

The last two learning styles, demonstration/modeling and hands on, are
essentially nonverbal methods. The demonstration/modeling technique requires
the evaluator-to demonstrate the assigned task, and the client then models his
performance after the evaluator. The evaluator may perform a portien of the
task, ‘thed ask the client to model the behavior(s), then the evaluator performs
another operation, etc., until the ‘entire task is completed ang eactr of the
separate steps tied together. Or the‘evaluator may perform the entire task and
either ask the client to parallel his perfarmance while it is taking place, or
wait until the evaluator's entire demonstration is completéd. In any case,
this method requires minimal language skiYls and, as such, is simpler than the

written or oral methods. ~

4% Hands ‘On Method & T R S SEE T B

v

The hands -on technique has been widely .advocated for use with the severely -
mentally retardea, Initially, it is similar to the dgmonstration/modg]ing
L% o
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method'in that i{ requires the eva1uator or trainer to demonstrate a behavior

or Series of behaviors and then have the client attempt to.model the .behaviors.
However, it is.different from the d onstration/mqdeling technique in, that when
the client fails to correct1y perform a task, the instructor phy51ca11y manip-
ulates the client's- fingers, hands, etc., so that the desired behaviors, e.g.,

" brake assembly, occur. Individual behaviors are tied together in an organ1zed
sequerice, and as the client Tearns each of the steps of.the task, he begins to
make the physical movenments 1ndependent1y -so that when dearning is comp1eted
it is no longer necessary for the supervisor to regularly guide the client's
performante. .This method is different from.the demonstrat1on/mode1ang technique
in that the c11ent 3 phys1ca1 behaviors and movements may be controlled by the
evaluator*. If a client is unable to independently imitate the correct behav-
iors, then the appropriate action is guided by the evaluator until the client,

.. can regularly perfosm the task accurately and independently. With the demon-

. Stration/modeling technique, however, demonstrations are usually repeated wh11e
the desired behavio? changes are made but there is no systematic effort to
physically. man1p%§ate c11ent S mot1qns .

, Thus, one'can see that there are many different ways to provide instruc-
tions to c11ents, and when warking with individuals with 1earn1ng disabilities
it 1s imperative that the instructional format used be compatible with the cli-
. ent's learning capab111t1es Because this is a verbally oriented society, most
, job training programs emphasize verbal techniques. Likewise, most individual
.« ’%@S work samples and work sample systems use verbal 1nstructiona1 techniques (ofte
- " in combination with demonstrat1on/mode11ng techniques). Yet many severely.
handicapped people, which 6ften make up the majority of vocational evaluation
referrals, have very poor verbal skills.' Thus, the structure of the tests-
o themse1ves can create barriers which inherent1y 1mpede client performance if
the appropr1ate adaptations are not made. By recognizing the importance of
providing ‘appropriate instructional prOfedures, evaluatofs will often be able”
to identify adaptations which may be made in the learning phase, so that cli- ’
ents can learn to satisfactorily perform jobs which would otherwise be con-
s1dered beyond their abilities.

¢ ,

.Imp1}§at1ons for Improved Client Awareness

/ Another important ‘benefit of 1earn1ng assessment is that the client ga1ns
insight into his specific learding capabiliti s. For examp1e a client who is
. O not verbally pr1ented may have had a .gréat deal of difficulty in school because
. he could not' Tearn: ve¥bally oriented informatfgn. Consequently, he developed
a self-concept in which he. viewed himself as generally unable to learn most new
skilts and concepts. -However, during learning assessment the client may find.
that there are other nonverbal ways to learn information, e.g., demonstration/
modeling, hands on, which allow him to Succeed where he had previously failed,
This teads to increased self-awareness which has practical application: the
client asks an employer to demonstrate a task rather than providing him with a
written manual. :

*For a more thorough discussion of this subject the reader is referred to the - - -
film, "Try Another Way," available from the ilaterials Development Center,
Stout.Yocational Rehabilitation Institute, University of Wisconsin - Stout,
genomon1e Wisconsin 54751. Rental fees are: 3 days - $15.00; 5 days - -

20.00 . : ’ : '
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© "Benefits for Job P]apement/Trainijg_ e

. Finally, when 'the client is considered for job placement or training, lim-
itations in his 1earning skills are very.importani since job success is Tikely
to be related tc¢ his ability to learn the new job tasks via the instructional
mode offered by'.the employer.  For example, subpose that through learning as-

- sessment the evaluator finds that a client cannot learn most tasks by means of
written formats. Unless the evaluacor or referral source are certain that a
particular job does not 'requtre written learning sEi]is, or that the employer
is willing te make the necessary adaptations in th tiraining program, then the
client should not be plated on the job ‘even though he may have the potential to
learn it if other instruttional procedures were offered. .Imagine the hapless
client who “is- unable to tomprehend written instructions but who is referred to
a dob on wh®ch the .foremdn typically hands new workers an operator's manual
and tells them.to read it and start to work on the machinery, It is quite
*likely that in sugh a situation,the client will perform poorly and the foreman
will incorrectly attribute this-.to a lack of job related ability. The client
may then be discharged from the job because he is viewed as being unable to

_ perform adequately.~ Learning assessment helps prevent these @roblems since
.the referral source and evaluator can determine if any adaptations .are needed

as well as emp}oyer_wi]]ingness to make them before job placement takes place.

In this part we have identified Some of the reasons_why learning assessment
is important. First, it encourages evaluators to look at why.a person cannot
Tearn to perform a given task rather than simply noting that the client.failed
to perform adequately. This is important because evaluators offen fail to look
at the reasons for poor performance. Instead, they often automatically inter-
pret poor performance -as indicative of a lack of task related ability. This,,
however, is not always true since poor performance or learning difficulties mdy
be the result -of several facters including: (1) inadequate instructional or

- learning formats, (2) motivation, {3} uncontrolled test environment,-or (4) lack -

of ability, By dincluding learningsassessment as part ¢f the evaluation process,
the evaluator.is determining the extent to which the.instructional format of the

learning phase of*testing was compatible with the c1ieﬁt*sklgatning“tapabi1ities.

Learning assessment is also important because many handicapped-people can
only learn by one or two specific fiethods. A client may be tmable to Tearn a
task via a verbal format, but if the same information is provided through a non-
'verbal format, he may be able to-learn to do the job. This fact has important

ramifications for job placement and training since once the learning deficit «is

" identified, evaluator, client, referral source,- placement pérson, and prospective

employer can work together ‘to modify the job training_gxperience so as to over-
come the client's limitations. Finatly, 1earning asgessment also provides the
client with insight into how he learns. This information can help the client
learn to better cope with the learning and training requirements of the job as
well as his own personal, social, and educational experiences-outside of the
work environment. The client finds that hé can learn concepts and skills which
he had previousjy believed were beyond his ability. A1l of the aforementioned
benefits make learning assessnient an invaluable Eqpponent-of the overall voca-
tional evaluation process, since it contributes to a valid and reliable under-

stapding of client limitations and capabilities. -

>
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. PRACTICING. LEAR};NG ASSESSHENT . o
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: W _
Go1d (1973) has stated tRat w1th regard to the scverely retarded

~The basic concept of work samples appears 10 prov1de the most

fruitful approach tc evaluation. However, major changes 1ﬂ'present -
usage are nece¥sary. Acquisition and prediction must be separated.
The length of time and conditions necessary to learn various tasks
should be separated from how fast production is after the tasks have
‘been learned. If both acquisition and production'data are obtained
on a variety of tasks and levels of difficulty, then highly-reliable
and descriptive data will be obtained and traintng will- necessar11y
occur simultaneously with, evaluation. (p. 129)
Gold's statement however, not only app11es to the,severéWy retarded, bﬁt
‘other hand1capped peop1e as we11 Individuals with learning disabilities such
as aphasia or dyslexia will often 'perform below ‘their true abilities if the .
instructional format of the 1earn1ng phase 1s not compatible W1th their oWn
unique learning abilities. . :

Recognizing the s1gn1f1cance of separat1ng learning and performance Tedds:

"to addressing the problem of how this may be practically .accomplishad within a

~ work sample testing framéwork. The phrase,. separating learning and performance,

refers to the process of insuring that the.client has thoroughly learned all .
-aspects of what he is to,do before he is required to perform-a task. This as-
sures that there will not be any sxgn1f1cant level of continued learaing during

performance testing since the‘client has learned mhat to do during_the learning

phase.  Thus, his performance will .be an accurate 'reflection of his production
capability since it is not contaminated by continued learning, e.g., learning
héw. to correctly use the tools, the test answer sheets, etc. The basic problem-
then is how does an evaluator determ1ne when the 1earn1ng phasg is completed,
i.e., sufficient client 1earn1ng ‘has. taken p1ace, and the client is, therefore,
ready to begin performance testing.

\

Methods of Separat1ng Learn1ng and Performance ! L

In order to effect1ve1y separate 1earn1nq ‘and performance and reliably
determine when a client has learned.what he is to do, there are two 1mportant
.measures -which must be taken .
| "“1, Work samples must have objective cr1ter1a which are measurab1e afd

define whep adequate. 1earn1ng has taken p1ace .

2. The skills' :and, concepts’ that must be acquired’ dur1ng the\Tearning .
+ phase must ‘be representative of the skills and concepts required
during the performance phase

\
-~

1. Estab]ishing Objective’ Criteria | SN

With regard to .the first requirement, -in order to re11ab1y determ1ne when
adequate client learning has taken place, evaluators must have measurable and
concrete standards which define, what constitutes adequate- 1earn1ng - This is

. . i ' . \‘, °
S - : , B \ . 9 1 :,;;
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. most easily accomplished by identifying specific objectives which the client |
must achieve during the Jlearning phase. The evaluator may then compare the
client's learning phase performance with the standardized obje%tive criteria of

.ﬁ\ . the fearning phase. In this way, .the evaluator has a relatively easy job of
determining if any client has mastered the learning phase and/ is prepared for

. the performance phase. For example, suppose an evaluator decides to administer ¢.

a circuit board assembly work sample.. The manual-specifies that during the _

. learning phase of assessment, the client must, ."independently assemble five. con-

“ secutive circuit boards with 100% accuracy prior to performance testing." This
statement establishes specific criteria which define when adequate ,client l@arn-
ing has taken place aséWe11 as provides a standardized level which all clients

" must achieve prior to performance testing. It should be ndted that there s no
reference to time or speed of proMuction because at this stage the important
factor .is whether or not the c]iemt can learn to accurately perform all phases
of the task. Ninety percent atcuracy is not acceptable nor are only three con-
secutively '‘accurate assemblies. - Likewise, accerding to ‘the standard, five
‘consecutive and accurate assemblies with asststance from the evaluator or other-
persons s also inadequate. The skills which. the client must master prior to

e performance testing are concrete and measurable, and the overall effect of this g

. approach is that at the conclusion of" the leafning phase, all clients who will
proceed to. the performance phase will have acquired the saf® skills and concepts .
pecessary for performance testing.. In other words, the evaluator can be reason-
ably certain that each client ha$. learned the ‘task and thus, poor performance is. .
not likely to be due to inadequate instructional or learning procedures. ° 0

However, in spite of the’advantages of .this procedure, it 'sti11 has one ma-
jor limitation. The problem is choosing the number of correct trials which are
believed to be necessary in order to assure that adequate learning can occur.

In the previous example, it was stated that five consecutive correct trials was
the prerequisite to performance testing. How was this number arrived at? The .
answer is that it is a subjective decision on the part of the work sample de-
veloper. Perhaps fewer trials would be adequate, ut "in. this case the developer

_is certain that five consecutive correct assemblies are enough to insure that
the client thoroughly understands what he is doing. Although lengthy and expen-
sive statistical analyses should be performed in order to determine a certain
‘minimum number of .correct trials as indicating that earning has occurred, this
approach is usually impractical. The work sample developer must, therefore,
concentrate on establishing adequate criteria so as to be reasonably certain
that a cTient will understand what to do. - :

2. Estab]ishing Representativeness

. Establishing specific behavioral objectives -alone yill not, however, nec-
essarify guarantee that a client thoroughly Jearns a task prior to performance
testing, unless %he learning phase skills are representative of those required

_ for ‘the performance phase. For example, suppose that-a sorting work sample
requires a client to correctly sort five differently shaped plastic chips, .
e.g., round, oval, square, hexagon, @nd rectangular. The behavioral criteria
to becachieved during the learning phase, however, only state that as prereq--
uisite to performance testing, "the client will independently sort fifteen
chips into three separate piles according to shape, with 100% accuracy." The
client is then given several round, square, and oval chips whick he must learn

. to sort according to the yforementioned criteria. The problem with this situ--
o ation is that although specific behavioral .criteria were established, they are .

not representative of all the ski11§ required for the performance phase. In P
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" without getting involved in iengthy and time-consumjng statistical analys
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this 1nstancé fhe-cfient is only requirgd pg/discriminéte amonq three diffefent :
shapes: during vhe learning phase, yet in th& performance phase, he must be able

to differentiatg five shapes, Ji.e., square, round, oval, rectangular, and hex-
agonal. Thus, the behaviore acquired during the learning phase are-not 3
representative of @11 those required for the performance phase, since it -can-

. hot be assumed that learning to differentiate among square, round, and oval

implies 4he ability to discriminate the other two shapas equally effectively. ,.
The learhirg phase criteria should be rewritten to read, "the client will in-
dependently sort 25 chips of five different kinds (round, square, oval,
rectangular, and hexagonal) into five equal'piles according to shape, with 100%

" aceuracy, prior to -performance testing." This statement clearly idenvifies

Tearning phase criteria which are representi}ive of performance phase skills.

-Another example of this problem is the case wherein a client is allowed to
learn a task at less than 100% accuracy during the learning phase but is then
penaltzed for less than 100% accuracy.during the performance phase.. For ex-

‘ample, the behavioral criteria might state that the client must, "independently

assemble ten consecutive widgets with a minimum of 75% accuracy on each unit"

~during the learning phase. When this level is achieved, the client may theén

proceed to the performance phase where at the.conclusion of testing he finds
that he has been penalized for performing at a level which he learned was ac-
ceptable in the learning.phase, e.g., a1l widgets lackiny 100% accuracy are
thrown out jim=counting-up potal urits assembled. ‘In this-case the client has
unfairly learned to.perform at a level which is not répresentative of the per-

formance phase‘criteria.. Thus, the-instructional procedure should be viewed as

inadequate and any preédictYons as to-performance capability should tqke'this

_ problem into account. . s v

" Assuring learning phase representativeness is a difficult but necessary
task. It essentially requires that the evaluator identify the performance he
wants and thén develop learning phase.instructional and experiential procedures

which will insure that the client: (1) can—pérceive—and-understand the instruc-
~ tions, .(2) can-be taught the proper use of all the tools and equipment uséd in

the performanee phase, (3) can learn all the steps and motions required jn the-
performanzggghase, and (4) can be made aware of the desired result. Perhaps
the best way to achieve this is to systematically identify each of the perfor-
mance phase behaviors through techniques such as: job analysis or task analysis,
and then -incorporate these behaviors, albeit on a smaller scale, into the Jlearn-
ing phase. For example, if the performance phase of a majil sorting work sample
requires a client to correctly sort three hundred envelopes alphabetically and
numerically, thén the evaluator might have twenty practice envelopes which the
client must, "sort independently, and with 100% accuracy, by name and number,
prior to performance testing." Such an approach is-a reasonable effort on the
part of the evaluator to insure representativeness during the learning ph%jse;f
S0
the performance phase behaviors. .
Thus, one can see that the learning phase must be representative of the
performance phase. Otherwise, even though the cliehnt may master all the be-
haviors identified in the learning phase, he may still not have acquired all of
the behaviors necessary for test performance.  In such a case it is very dif- -
ficult for an evaluator to determine the extent to which -poor performance was
the result of lack of ability or test administration inadequacies. Yet thi
relationship must be JPecognized and understood if a valid picture of the cli-
ent's abilities is to emerge. ' a o

.
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. Devefoping Appropriate Instructicnal:Techniques

One important point to keep in mind is that the standardized instructional
. format provided-in a work sample manual should be the same as the method used .
. to train emp]oyees f&Y the same or similar jobs in competitive industry. Most
training programs uti®ize a verbal format, and a]though the .ability-to follow
written instrictions may not always be required, nearly all jobs require some
degree of ability to follow oral instructions. Practically speaking, mogt _
training situctions use'a combination of. instructional techniques, e.g., writ- .
.+ ten, orah, and demonstration. Thus, if several learning styles are necessary:
- . for satfsfactory job performance, then each method should be incorperated into
’ the work sample.- Otherwise, clients may be gcreened out of jobs they can ac-
. tually perform, or they may be placed in jobs which they cannot perform because
_their learning style is not compatible with the training format.

For example, if a ‘job training program requirgs reading, but the work sam-
_ ple utilizes a demenstration/mgdeling instructional procedure, then the non=,
5 . - reading client may be able' to ‘perform the work-sample; but when referred for
’ : job placement, the employer may discharge him due to inability_to follow the .
readingforieqted training program. If, on the other hand, the work sample
simulatés the learning patterns used on the job, then the evaluator can more
- reliably ‘‘termine if the <liert. can follow the .instructional procedures that
are off-~ on the job, and if not, what adaptations in- the training may be v
made, anu is the employer willing to make the necessary -adaptations. Thus, the
special needs, limitations, and capabilities of the client's. learning, skills -
+ are given careful consideration. In any case, the major concern when designing .-
learning phase instructional formats shoui;d be o provide learning formats which
Ry paraltel ‘industry rather than formats which are convenient for the evaluator,
o ‘ e.g., written ‘formats for all work samples sb 'the evaluator won't have to spend
time reading instructions to clien.s. _If a clie canrot learn the matetrial by
the standardized format, then other methods‘mustnsi tried and these adaptations_
'must be kept in mind when considering job placement or training.. o ’

n,

~

‘Adapting Standaﬂdized Nor&fSamp]e Instructions .

Even though a work sample ﬁiy have objective criteria, be representative, ‘
and have appropriate instruction,techniques, there is still a problem as to
what should be done when a client fails to complete the learning phase by fol-

' lowing the standardized instructional format. Should the same instructions be
" repeated several times until the client actually understands them or the eval-

‘uator decides that the client cannot learn them? Can testing automatically be
discontinued if the client canuot- follow the instructions ‘after oneg or two .
administrations? Shoutd the evaluator proceed to performance testing regardless

- . of whether or not a cljent has learned what to do?° Should the instructioas Qg '
modified so as to facilitatz client learning? These are di“ficult questions nd
one must keep in mind that work sample administration procedures have generally
emphasized the importance of providing the same standardized instructions to all
clients. VYet; it has already been ngted that although some clients are unable.
to learn a task via one instructional format, they may be able to learn the
same task if a different format is provided. Thus, one cannot assume that be-
cause a client fails to complete the learning phase following the standardized
format, that he necessarily lacks the:task related abilities. Therefore, other
instructional techniques, e.g., written, oral, demonstration/modeling, or hands
on must be provided to the c1ien; when he cannot follow the standardized in-
structions. It is only by doing’this that the evaluator. may determine if the

B : o 12 . _
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e - client 1s'capab1é of 1eérning'the'task'regard1ess of thé learning phase instruc-

tional format(used.' ,
e For example, suppose a sortina work sample is administered to a severely
e retarded client. The work sample contains specific behaviaral criteria which
., define when the learning phase is completed and the criteria are vepreskntative
of the performance phase. The instructional format paralliels that used in in-. -
dustry, e.g., a combination of oral and demonstration. Yet, the client is
unable to master the skilils and concepts outlined in the behavioral criteria.
In this case, should the evaluator necessarily interpret- the client's diffi-
. culty as indicative of a lack 'of task related ability? The answer is no, for
. until the evaluator has provided all of the other instructional.formats, he
cannot be certain that the client cannot learn the task.’. ' |
_ . . .

N ] . .

‘o In this case, because the client cannot read, a written format would not
.have-to be provided. The evaluator might attempt to separate the demonstra-
tion/modeling and oral techniques and provide them separately. If the client

. stil1l cannot learn the informaticn, then the evaiuator should try the hands on
technique. If the client still chnnot ‘earn the task, then the evaluator is at
least certain®that the client's learning problem is.not due to inadequate in-
structional procedures. He must then attempt to determine if it i$ the result
of: (1) the testing environment, (? wotivation, or (3) lack of ability.

There is no standard procedure for choosing other formats when the standard
one does not ‘appear. to‘be satisfactory. However, a good general rule to follow/
is to keep the technique chosen-as close to the actual %raining format of in-
dustry as wossible and usually provide secondary techniques which are simpler
than the standardized formatsy For example, if a written instructional format /
is inadequate because ‘of learning disability like dyslexia, then the evaluator

. . "might first provide;gral,1nstrqct{ons which are also verbally oriented. If this
‘fails, then he may proceed to nonverbal techniques, e.g., demonstration/modeling
and, finally, hands on. Similarly, if a client cannot'learn a task following a .

™ nonverbal-techhique such as demonstration/modeling, then .the evaluator should
offer the simpler, nonverbial, hands on technique rather.than the more complex .
written or oral methods. o p Lo IR :

. - . . ‘o 8 ’ . .
- Whenever an evaluator finds it necessary to break away from a standardized -
“instructional technique, he should carefully note what other techniques were T
~ « used, why they were necessapy and the degree of effectiveness. " Evaluators-  °
" . A should also observe how much additional training was needed during the learning
- phase and the extent of supervision required. This information -provides impor-

.%'? tant®ata for job placement and possible redesign of job.training experiences. .

:' Breaking away from standardizéd fnstructiona1 procedures is important for
three reasons: S a N :
. 1. 7 It reduces the probabilityfof evaluators misinterpreting performance,
Sl e.g., aufomatically attiibuting poor performance to lack-“of ability
— - rather than considering inadequaté instructional procedures.

2. It increases evaluator afid client understanding of the latter's learn-

ing, skills, e.g., witten, oral, demonstration/modeling, and hands on.

: | . : -~ T

3. It provides valuable information rqgard?ng client learning ability when
considering placement or .training potential, e.g., job training re-..
design. e : ‘ -
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fi' " The advantage of this approach is that client, referral source, -and evalu-

ator obtain a thorough and reliabl® picture of client capabilities and limi-
~tations. The basis of this understanding is knowledge of how-a client learns. .
* w Dunn (1971) pointed out that: . e S .

The result of this approach to work sample instructions js that the
. actual instructions given to the clients will not be ‘standardized'
* (1n the sense of naving one set of instructions which are used for
* all clients), but the outcome of the instructional process will be
'standardized' (in the sénse that all clients will have the Same
Tevel.of task mastery when they begin the work samSle). When the - -
‘work sample is 'administered, rate of performance can be reliably-as-
- sessed and meaningful ‘comparisons of the differences between glients
T , can be made. Additiorially, since it has already been determined = *
! - ' that the client can perform the. task with accuracy, the effects of . o
- increased performance rate or quality, can be  determined. (p. 2)

Thgs; ohe can see that the advantages of this approach are twofold:

1., Emphasis is placed on siandérdizing the outcohe of the acquisition or
1ea£n1qg'nhase rather than the instructional technique. This insures
"~ that all elients possess the same essential skiils when they begin

;

performance testing. .

2. -Primary effort is placed on simply determining whether or not a cli- .
» ent can or cannot learn to perform a task. Concern over predicting
: . . future. levels of productivity is minimized. . Such predictions tends
; ' to screen "slow learners" out of jobs or training programs in which
they might be able to function if they were given additional -training .
~ or time to learn the: task(s). The basic fact that a client can per-

. form a job, regardIesijgj/spEéd, suggests the potential for improved
performance with additifnal training. This is particularly important
when assessing ‘severely handicapped clients who have general or sper
c¢ific learning disabilities. ‘ o :

It should be understood that it is not being advocated that because there
are four basic instructional techniques, every work sample must contain four
separate sets of standardized instructions. Such an approach would be time-
consuming and costly. In addition to this, the majority of clients will be ,
able to complete the learning phase of a work sample by following the standard-
jzed instructions, since many clients will not have learning problems, e.g.,.
clients with' orthopedic disabilities. What is being suggested -is that one stan-
dardized instructional format which simulates industry should be developed for

- each work-sample. When adaptations are necessary, the evaluator should be able
to intuitively modify the standardized instructions so as ta facilitate client
learning and satisfy' the behavioral criteria outlined for the Tearning phase.

In Part III we*have discussed methods of separating learning and perfor-
mance and pointed out that when ciients cannot learn a task via the stan-
dardized training format, then other techniques which may be more compatible
with their learning-patterns must be provided. ) . *

. Separating learning and perfo%mante essentially requires the evaluator to
. .identify, in toncrete and measurable terms, -the behaviors which he wants the
client to possess at the copclusion of the learning phase. These behaviers
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must be representat1ve pf those 'required én the performance .nhase and the stan-

,-dardized instructional format should parallel.the training format used in

competitive industrys Once this is accomp11shed the evaluator has a clearly
defined standard which, allows him to detérmine when a client has satisfactorily
learned what he s to do and is, therefore, ready.fo' performance testing. .-

Of equal importance is the fact that when a client cannot learn a task by
means of the standardized instructional format, it cannot automatically be as-
sumed that this is due to lack Of task related ability. Rather, it may be the
result of other factors including: (1) inadequate instructional or Tearning
procedures, (2) testing environment, and (3) motivation. In order to.assess
the adequacy of the instructional procedures, the svaluator must provide other
learning .formats which may be more compatible with the client"s own unique
learning style. In choos1ng a different leariiing format- the evaluator should "
begin with the one that is most similar te the standardized format, i.e.
vérbal vs. nonverbal techn1ques, and generally wq/k from a more complex to a
simpler foﬁmaf . e .

‘The nét effect of separat1ng 1earn1ng and performance and providing a*va-
r1ety'pf instructional techniqued is that the learning_phase of .work sample
testing is standardized. That is to say-that at the conclusion of the learning-
phase, all’ clients who will progress to 'the performance phase will possess the
same essential skills required for performance. Thus, a more valid and reii- "
able understanding of client performance is possible, e.g., poor performance
is not 1ikely to be the result of inadequate instructional or learning pro-
cedures. Additiona11y, a more thorough inderstanding of client learning .
capabilities is developed and: th1s prov1des important information for job place~
ment and tra1n1ng . ’f. .
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SUMMARY

_ "Learning assessment-is a process which attempts to systematically identify
and explain how a person Jearns. It is important because all jobs require some
degree of learning, yet if a person has learning defitits which have net been
identified, the potential. for misinterpreting performance problems as indica-

. tive of a.lack of task-related ability is great. However, once a client's

learning problems are thoroughly understood, evaluator, client, counselor, and
employer can.often adapt the work/training environment so as to facilitate com-
petitive performance. Vo oot L
'Performance and.learning are two, closely related but distinct concepts
which form the basis of learning assessment. With regard to vocational evalu-
ation’, learning @nd performance. can be separated by identifying the learning
arnd performance phases of work samplte testing. The learning phase is the pe-
riod during which the client acquires:all the behaviors needed to perform a

task., It necessarily involves some degree of training since it is at this

_stage that the evaiuator instrycts the client in the skills, concepts, motions,

etc., needed to perform the job. The performance phase, on the other hand,. .
follows .the learning ‘phase and is the period wherein the client is actually re-
quired to produce the learned behaviors under formal testing conditions. The
two phases should be separated by identifying cbservable and measurable behav-
jors which the client must master prior to performance testing. The behaviors ~
must be representativer of the behaviors required for performance testing and.
the instructtonal format .used during the learning phase should parallel that
used in industry for similar jobs. This procedure results in the development

.of concrete and measurable standards whicn define :when the client has completed

the learning phase and is, ready for. performance testing. - v

Four basic instructional methods have been discussed--written, oral, dem-
onstration/modeling, and hands on. The first two techniques are verbally
oriented and more complex than the other two nonverbal methods. Although most .
people can learn by all of these modes, some individuals with specific or gen-
eral learning disabilities are only able to learn by one or two methods. Thus, -
if they are given instructions-via a format which is not compatible with their
learning styles, the resulting performance may not be representative of their
true abilities simply pecause they did not thoroughly understand the instruc-

‘tions. Unfortunately, in many of these cases, the poor performance is commonly

erraneously atgributed to lack of ability rather than inadequate.instguctiona]
procedures. . ' o0 ) v . < -

Perhébs the single most iﬁpdrtant point fnr evaluators to keep in mind’is _
that if a ciient cannot learn a task via one standardized instructicnal method,

‘then it is imperative that alternative instructional formats be-offered. -This

is primarily because a person with a learning disability such as aphasia or
mental retardation may be unable to learn certain information viatone instruc-
tional technique but could learn the same information if another instructional
technique-was provided. Additionally, in some cases clients will "be able to
point out their learning problems, but in many other instances they will.not
be fully aware of their handicaps or they may attempt to hide them from the

‘evaluator. Both of these problems eiphasize the importance of evaluators sys-

tematically examining the reasons for performance problems and identifying

" clients who have potential learning deficits which are adversely affecting per-

formance, This procedure is certain1y far more beneficial than simply-

’ A ’ : 4

- T .16

%1



) . . .
. [ LB

recording instances of performance prob1ems without trying to d=term1ne if the

" difficulties are related to subtle 1earn1ng problems. -
]

. W

The benefits of separating learning and performance are many First,
evaluators gain a more reliable and vaiid picture of client capab11it1es once
they are certain that the client: (1) perceives’-dnd understaifls the instruc-
tions, (2) knows the proper use of the tcols and equipment, (3) learned all
the steps and motions, and (4) is aware of the désired result. Assuring that '
these objectives are achieved is one of the major functions of the learning
phase of work sample :esting. Once these criteria are satisfied, substandard
cTient performance is not 1ikely to be the result of inadequate 1nstructiona1 B
formats. The evaluator may then examine other' possible causes such as client '
motivatiop, testing environment, and lack of ab111ty

L)

The second major advantage of separat1ng 1earn1ng and performance is that

. the behaviors which the evaluator wants the client to .master during the learn- »

ing phase are identified. Thus, surable and observable criteria which .

. define adequate pre-performance phase learding are established. Al1-clients

* " task related behaviors. Emphasis. is placed on §tandardiz1ng the outcomes af

who proceed to- performance testing will, therefore, possess the same essenttal,
the learning phase as opposed to the instructional technique .used.

Additionally, as a result .of tearning assessment, the _client tmorough1y' A
learns and undey tands what he is to do before he is required to perform a , .
task so evaluator, referral 'source, and client have a sound understanding of .=
how the latter learhs. Learning problems and their implications for perfor- . —~ ' °
mance interpretation are evaluated.. This process has important implications | v .
for employment and training since once learning deficits, are identified and
understood, methods of adapting instructional format® so as to facilitate cli-
ent Tearning may be developed. Thus, clients can be placed in gobs or training
programs which, without learning assessment m1ght mistaken]y be regarded as e
beyond the1r abilities. - -

ey . . - -

In conc1usion, it should be understood that the learming assessment pro- e

cess can also be incorporated with other vocational evaluation,techniques. Job s

site, situational assessment, and job sample testing all require the client to c
learn new skills and concepts which must be mastered before an individual can

.be expected to successfully perform the job. Regardless of the assessment :

“technique dsed, it is atways necessary for the vocational evaluator to be cer- o
tain that the 1nstruct10na1 techniques provided are compatible with the client's. , _ .
learning abilities. If they are not, the evaluator must adapt the learning. sit-.”-.{>
uation by providing alternative instructional techniques which may help clients .. 5o —

" learn the necesSary hehaviors. By satisfying this important principle, <:.he

evaluator gains a more reliable and valid understanding of the ¢liént's\yoca- _-,?\
tional strengths. and 1imitations and thus a better service is provided, Most \'\\’
important, however, the client also, benefits because there émerges db o>

and more accurate understanding of his abilities: : o

u
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