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On the Determinants and Prediction of

Handieapped Children' 8 Diffmrential Test Performance

;t”U; o with,Familiar and Unfamiliar Examiners ) .
vy A v ) ' - : ©
T, ) _ . \

-

Test instruments are frequently presumed by researchers ‘and e¢lini-~

S

- clans to be the single critical factor "that determines test performance.
' An exaggerated example of this view is" implied by Jensen' s (1969) "{nput-~ . -

R Output“ analysis-pf the test situation. Tests however are only gge ele~ . .

-

. ment 1in a procedure' and as Cronbach‘(l97l) has pointed out the validity

«

of data obtained in educational and psychologicdl assessment 1s dependent

[ -

upon the procedure.as a whole. Every aspect of the setting and each

«\detail of the procedure'may have an’ influence on, performance and hence

‘ ’ - ) ' , ’ .
o on what is measured. ’

'
o

v o Published tests have an explicit format that controls the assess— T

.

- ‘ment procedure to a Substantial degree. The wording of the items, theiﬁk
, rules for scoring, the instructions given the person tested the,amount
' of encouragement allowed and the 1ike are specified:\ Yet, even.t ese
'controls leave room for variation. Roth (1974) has supported this belief
by -demoiistrating how examiner-examinee pairs adapt idiosyncratically ) ' . o,

vy -y
~

to unanticipated events in assessment. (:4 |

-

o . Im addition to procedural factors, Eany gituational variables, . ‘

. . B . /
such as the familiarity of the examiner, test -setting, and assessment - ‘
tasks are also uncontrolled during testing. Moreover, a limited

‘but growing body of e irical ‘evidence indicétes that systematic va ia

e tion of typical situational variables predictabiy affects students'
tegi performance (Sattler—Ll974) e '_' _ . ' | \;:

Among the situational characteristics investigated, effects of ;

-1~ -
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- examiner familiarity have been subjected to relatively frequent scrutiny. =’ 5r5
l

Often, the decision to focus on this variable has been based upon the

developmental notion. that children derive much of their comprehension
about and feelings toward a setting from the significant adult in that

situation. Hence, examiner familiarity has been regarded as a salient

situational factor.\\\\_

" Rosenthal (1966) has suggested that the’{importance of prior contact

is related to the task set for the child:

hY
\ When the response is a simple one, easily available to the
subject, an increase in-anxiety, such as we ekpect to occur S

in .the presence of strangers, increases the pérformance level,
When ‘the response is a difficult one, not eas}ily available

to the subject, as in an intelligence test, ah increase in
anxiety makes these less available responses still less
likely to occur. (p. 88) . J

That prior contact if”negatively related to optimal erformance on J :
‘/

simple tasks appears to be supported by empirical evidence.” Rosenkrantz

/

.and/Van de Reit (1972) and Stevenson, K?en, and Knights (L963) egployed

tasksipf marble dropping and underlining Ss in a text, respectivelya

and both groups. found that familiarity of the examiner significantly 3

\

depressed subjects performance.

The importance of examiner’ familiarity to performance on more
challenging tasks, however, is less clear than Rosenthal suggests.
For example, Marine (1929) and Tyson (1968) found familiarity of the
examiner did not\;ignificantly increase pupils' performance on intelli-

gence tests, and Jacobsen,jBerger, Bergman, Millham, and Greeson (1971) - -

" discévered that, while childreh with scores in the middle IQ range ‘on

‘a first administration showed important gains on retesting with familiar

3
1

'examinéEs, subjects in the high and low ranges failed to demonstrate

rd

5]
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significant'improvement. In contradistinction, prior contact with
examiners appeared causally related to childrenﬁs significantly_improved o /

) ) functioning on intelligence tests in investigations by Kinnie and Stern—

// '-loff (1 71), Stoneman and Gibson (1978), and Olswang and Carpenter (1978)

"These se gly cdntradictory results beéome comprehensible upon realiég— : )

tion that ‘Marine, Tyson, and Jacobgen :et al. employed a different defi-

nition of familiarity than Kinnie an ernloff Stoneman ‘and Gibson,

and Olswang and Carpentera . In the first roup f studies, fami\thrity
‘ was experimentally induced, he second group of investigators defined
‘ prior contact as long—term acquaintanceship. i : . . . <:
Thus, research provides'support-for the’idea that‘familiarity de-
prgsses'p:rformance on simple; repetitive tasks. In a more 1entative. Co .
’ msnner,'ft advances the proposition that prior contact increases'perfor— |
mance on comparatively complex tasks, providing that familiarity is de~ ,
" fined as long—term acquaintanceship. The uncertainty of this second
proposa1 is dictated in part by the fact that the aforementioned studies
employed diverse methodologies noreover, none of these studies em-
ployed bo?h simple and complex tasks within the same experimental design.
Utilizing a long~term acquaintanceship definition of familiarity, the ‘ p
ffirst purpose of this study was to determine vhether the test performance
of young handicappe children was affected by examiner familiarity. .
- A, supplementary ob]j ctive was to explore the effects of three factors that
. may influence dif£erential performance. Thus, this study also analyzed .
differential performance by sex, explored whether a long or short exa-.¥j '
miner—pupil acquaintJnceship was necessary to produce_;he anticipat d ,‘

:outcome, and investigated whether differentidl.performance -was relat d .
4 ) ™




41
to different leve1s of task complexity Another objective waS to inves-
ok N .tigate whether diff reqtial test performance cayg be identifie and ’
-predicte{: Specifi all‘y, efforts were made to determj,ne how accurat;ly
educators, predict which pupils-are likely to exhibit differential test

performance, to emplo ratings of subjects'<classroom ‘behavior as a means

A’ * P . . » -
of attempting-this prognostication, @nd to ascertain whether examiners

can identify pupils who performed suboptimally.
Given that&the standard format, governing the manner in which tests ’

are administere fails to control for examiner familiarity (as well as -

other facets of the typical test situation), and that certain situaLlonal 7

e )
“”characteristics have been"hown experimentally to influence test per-

. formance, it seems reas

a&e and important Jtio'explore (a) whether un-

fam!liarity of the examiner may sys(e tically di¥courage the optimal

functioning of select groups, such-as young handicapped children, and (b) '
whether means may be developed to know prior to assessment which pupils \

, . are likely to perform ]ﬁaé strongly with the unfamiliar examiner.

4

Such an investiga‘ has critical and obvious implichtions for edu- Y,

-

‘n > gational programming, as well as for reséarch that invplves the

o ' ' ,
agsessment of th%g_ﬁpup of children.
A e ' Do , e

N . . . Method - .

Sample and Sett_ng Y N
o o

Subjects were 34 preschool children whose speéch and/or lang‘uage
" functioning rep‘gés?ented a moderate to éofound handicap.\ A‘fter being

assessed for {:wo weeks by a multidisciplinary team, ((hey were enrolled -

‘e
i

in tHe Spec-ila\l_. Education Preschool of the Minneapolis Public “Schools,

.
. : ,
. ; , ‘ 4
) .
'y . .
. . L . . .
. N oo hd ’-




b time that the'subjects had_peen, in their present classrooms was 7.,

5
a city-wide program for handicapped 4 and 5 year old pupils. They par-
ticiphted in the Pre—Kindergarten Language and Speech (PKLS) component of

the Rteschool Program where c1asses were taught by,teams of a teacher and

gpeech c1inician. The aubjects mean CA was 4-9, /With a tange from 4-3
~
to 5-10.° There were 21 bo and 13" girls, and they .came fFom families
- * Ry :
that were‘of diverse levels of SES. American Indian and Blacks consti-
. Y

v
v

tuted 152 and 20% of the sample, respectively. With two exceptions, .

Sy

subjects performed within the normal range on individually administered

Intelligence teats.J/Whe\uf:e study was conducteéd, the mean length of
N '

/ ' /

" months. . " co
. ) . )\- . )

Procedure . . _ v ‘ { e A

Examiners. Subjects were assessed.tﬁice within a period of two k

l" )

weekg--once by their c1as;room teachers %*d once by a stranger--employ-

ing a croadbver design. The two familiar and four unfamiliar "examiners o~

7~
were all female, certified in early childhood edéyétion, and had at least

. /
¢_~/// several years ,experienég\rorking with preschoql children in educational
. ) '

\

3 # Rone of the subjects was \osed previousl’h This measure consists of °
| §\é1}uatrations depictin _ghze and activities that ar//iamiliar to _
- . -
-\ ; : /
»’ - . \ " 8 J . '/ f
1)

‘_u «settings. Familiar and\unfamiliar exami{érs were, trained separately in

the administration of- the experimental tasks by a certified speech
\

‘o M elindcian who was unaware of the

udy s purpose.
ey .
( nExperimental taskﬁ< Three e perimental tasks, a11 o _which
\' L
assessed speech ?{ 1 _guage functi ing, we employed The first two

wer part of an admini tration of %he Soundé—in—Words subtest of the

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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= jﬁfut thé picture after the initial instructioé, the examiner gave ade—

6 " » ' ’ : ‘ -

. ] -
‘young children. The' child is required to name the pictures and to reply

\ ) - - . .
to questions about some of them, giving a total of 44 responses. In

accordance with ‘the test manyal, and to facilitate a spontaneous re-
. ‘ e ’ ’ ‘
sponse, the examiner pregented all of-the pictures and for each one in-

qulxed, "what is this?" The’ second task was a modification-of the stan-

dard administration. Regardless of whether the Subject responsed cor- "
L]

rectly, incorrectly, or failed to provide any answer on each spontaneous-

. " ‘model—

item, the examiner then instructed the subject to '"Say _

ing the correct name for the depicted object. This second direction

{

spontaneous

yielded an imita:ﬁve response in addition to the initial

one. (See Appendix for the response sheet' used with imitative and
Y
spontaneous tasks.) ° ,

v

. The third task required subjects to describe two pictures taken

S

from Tester s (1966) Teaching Pictures series. One showed 8 boy of
preschool age being f%amined in a doctor s office while severJI other
‘children_awaited their turn; the second illustration was of a small girl
looking as though she re&crying and a young ‘Oman bending over the

girl in acsolicitous fashion. The order in whi&h these picturés were
y 4 * ) .
presented was c0unterbalanced so that one—h}lf of the sample responded
N
to Picture #1 before #2 and the remaining‘subjects were presented with

L

Picture #2 before #1. As they presented these action pictures, the exam-.
LY

’ ey
iners said "TelI me about this Ricture," If the subject refused to -

respond, the examiner provided additio al encouragement by stating,

"}ell me what's happening. If the child remained silent, the task was

discontinued. If on the other hand, the1’ubject provided information

| O . ’ ‘ '




A e [ ' .
.. ) x . ,
¢ quate time for the child to complete the resggnse and then safd, ''Can ,
N #.‘ I) v ) ) ) .
* ., " you tell mekmore?", After the subject was'permitted an opportunity to

do 8o, the task was terminated. This task 1s similar both to test

items found on the Stanf&fd:fiff:;Intelligence Jcale and the Prescflool
\Languagé:Scale. ‘ 'o' ; '
While examiners were required to administer the e;oerimental tasks*
according to»thsyéforementioned instrpctions, gpidelines were purpose-
fully withheld concerning aspects of the assessment sitn tion infre- ‘
quently contpvelled by the examiner manuals of.published tests, Examiners
were ihstr/yked to exercise their own jud&ment concefning such factors
« '‘as the frequency and qualitative nature of. feedback to be given and the:
. use of open—ended questions in the test setting prior to the test proper.
| The experimental tashs were chosen in partjon the presumption that
. they var in the extent ‘to which they challengef the Subjects. Task.
difficulty was defined primarily 17 terms' of the amount of symbolic N
mediation, or’ "inner thought," required (cf. Lindsay & Norman, 1972).
Using this criterion, the imitative task was considered the easiest:
'thexdescription of the action pictures was judged the most difficult. .
a

L L In addftion to its greater abstractnessvj the action picture task was
.. . :

khought moétﬁ%ifficult beldause it seemed the least self-evident (i.e.,

4

A ' 7

¢ Scoring. Subjects" éaBg recorded performsnces were scored by a

-

'\ Jeast directive) and j;?egred to demand the highest level of examiner-

subject inferaction.

~3cert1g;bd speech clinician who neither knev tﬂ//questions under jgves-—

.

»
This scorer was not the same speech

5.
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mental tasks.) 0n1y the subjects produCtion of initial mediaI. and
]
findl position phonemes was analyzed on the spontaneous and imitntive~

.

tasks. These were judged on the basis of being right or\wrong; theére

was no attempt to. determine the types of articulatisz/érrors c tted.
In addition/to incorrect phoneme productions, &-re sal to respon]i and
failure to label accurately depicted objects also constituted wfong .

* S——
requiring the speech clfnician to analyze a response no more th

answers. Attempts were made to systematize the rater's effort, such as

a” three
times before deciding on its correctness. The subjects' scores o‘/the
spontaneous and.imitative tasks were the total number of phonemes pro-

duced gorrectly. The subjects'_responses to the action pictures vere

rated in terms of the tota! number of intelligible words employed to

"describe the 1llustratigns.
[ 3

Me rship ong~term and short-term acqua tanceship groups.

,1in the teacher's classroom.  Twent -seven subjects met this criterion.

7/
. c 1
Seven pupifs.were assigned to the shoxt-term acquaintanceship group.

) Est mating the accuracy of educators’ predicti;;s\of differeﬁtial

test Rerforamnce. Two cliniciang. (occupational therapist gserving
N
both of the classrooms in which the subjects were student were asked

to select independently pupi1s likely and pupils unlikely to exhibit Iy

differential perfbrmance in favor of the familiar examiner. The clini-

clans were presen{ed with a 1list of the subjects' names preceded by the

¢ : o ‘
following informatibn and directi//p o
‘N . . St ) s . .

F\‘ . -, . * '
SRS ¥ \ :
p 4 S

- . ¢ .
\ /
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. ' Some children seem to function well in 'a testing situation
' yhen assessed by a strange or unfamiliar examiner. Other
b chfldren do less well with an unfamiliar examiner than with’ ' .
a familiar examiner. elow is a 1list of children currently
enroiled in PKLS -clasgrooms. Please try to determine @)
which children will pgobably do less well with an unfamiliar
examiner and (2) those children who will probably do as well
with the unfamiliar as with the familiar examiner. If you
feel you do nat know a child well enough to make these
determinations,,do not respond for that c¢hild. ”

. Examiners' ratings of subjects' test demeanor and validity of test .

performance. Immediately following completion of every test session,
’ familiar and unfamiliar examiners evaluated subjects' test behavior by
responding to a four-item questionnaire. The questions were: (1) Was

! tht child unlikeable or likeable in this(situation? "(2) Was the child

~ r
difficult or cooperative to test?;, (3) Was the child uncomfortablqig;,/”f‘s\\\

-

comfortable in this situation?; agd (hé—was the child's test performance _ -~
\

a1id7g/With the exception of the 1ast question that required a yes or B

1 T

no an y, a four—point, Likert-type scale was employed to rate the-

L 4

(See Appendix for an example of this qu ionnaire. )
Jt\—'

I'd

é~ Predicting,differential performance from classroom behavior. iA@Q

_ . expaqded vérsion of the Schenectady Kinderga>ten Rating Scale (Conrad

.o & Tobiessen, 1967 )~was completed by the classroom teachers on, each‘bf ) R
~ - -

2 ) . the subjects following the conclusion bf a11 ‘testing. This instrument

examines c1assroom behavior; 1its expanded form consists of 17 items N
. N — )
R - i

that are rated alongdp three to seven point Likert- type sca1e. gSee
A Y

\

% .+, Appendix for gcale ‘and response sheet . ) , .
» - ~ , . - . * . Ky
- /x s .
. Co Result : -~ : ' : '
. :4-) * .- a : ’ N L
< ™ Task Complexity. Sexl_gnd Duration o%-Acquafhtanceship A,‘ I R
- - q -~ I
T . Subjects' raw_scores for each//g the experimental tasks;were sdb— . -
‘ W v o | T o ‘-
. [y ! ‘ N . - .

L X]

., . . . . 12 \(V "( A ‘. < . .
& . A~‘ 'A" I b ’ ’. . f- I' -
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;jected to sex X familiar—unfamiliar trials and to amount-of-time—in-

t?f.j;;_ ~ the: classroom x familiar-unfamiliar trials, unweighted-means analysis
. N .
. of'variance. Sex and time—infthe-classroom were treated as grOuping :

o ' _factors and testing 1n familiar and unfamiliar conditions ‘was regarded
SN
as a repeated measures factor (Winer, 1971) Applied to subjects- per-

'...

formance on the action picture, these gﬂhlyses yielded significant main
% .
effects for the trial factor, F(l 32) =5.21, p < 029.? There wersino

othér significadnt main effects nor were there, any significant interaction ’

- effects.

However, as displayed in Table l, shbjects who had spent 4 to 18
e - ' ' #
S months with their classroom teachers used more intelligible words to desL

) -cribe the action plctures than students who had been with their teachers
) . ’ - ¥
between 1 and 3 ‘months. For heuristic purposes, this raw score differ—

" ence approached significance F(1, 32) = 3, 07 p < .089. Likewise, on

‘the spontaneOus task boys appeared*to perform more strongly with unfa—
77
7 s

. miliar examiners while girls did somewhat better w;thwfamiliar examiners,

-

F(1,32) = 3.47, p' < .07. T } | .

Insert Table 1 about here

Importantly, the subjects greater mean performance with the
'_k . familiar examiners on the action picture task was the result of stronger
functioning with each,.rath?r than with only one, of the familiar P
examiners. The subjects assessed by one familiar examiner manifested )

ap average usage of 16. 00 intelligible words, This differed from the

same subjects mean employment of 10.35 wopds with one or the other of
. . / . ' ‘ l w

13
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C . - . . 5

the two unfamiliar examiners paired with this familiar adult. Subjectsu

‘tested by the second familiar examiﬁer exercised 12. 71 intelligib1e

\)

/,uords to describe the action picture in comparison to their average of

‘§&7 29 words spoken when assessed by the third or fourth unfamiliar ‘exami- |

ner. While subjects assessed by the first- familiar examiner used more - :

-'4
)

words than subjects tested by the second" familiar examiner, the discrep-

'ancy betwgen the Lumber of words employed in familiar'and unfamiliar

vconditions was essentially the same: irrespective of the familiar examiner,'

;'with the first familiar examiner, subjects spoke an average of 5 65 »
"mpre words than,with unfamiliar-examiners and theY'utilized a meam of

5. 41 more words with the second familiar examiner than with paired un-
4+

"

familiar examiners.'v' o o " s
While as a group pupils performed significantly better with familiar
examiners on the action picture tash, seven of the 34 subjects showed :
ru)fuch differential functipning, or did better whfn tested by the un— .
' familiar examiner. Among those who. did betten in the familiar condition,
- -52% (14 of 27) employed between 10 and 41 more words to describe the
illustration than in the unfamiliar condition. And‘while no subject -
failed to offer a deifription (regardless of how meager) in the familiar

situation, five pupils gave no response to the unfamiliar examiners.

. Clinicians' Predictions of Differential Performance

Of 34 subjects, 21 were identified by both clfhicians as likely or /
- /

unlikely to exhibit differential test performance. Judgments concern- /
ing the remaining 13 subjects were made by only one or neither of’thq/
"clinicians. The missing ratings were due to the clinicians professed

-1ack of knowledge about the subjects, and these subjects were excluded

Y

~

-

L}

. e
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. from further analyses. The c1inicians were in accord im their classi-

ficati?xs of 15/21 subjects, represéﬁting an interrate%agreement o"f 71%._
Am ’the 15 subjects whom the c1inicians c1assif1ed similarly, 12 sub-
ts were gelected as unlikely to exhibit differential performance.

\

L ree subjects were predicted ,both clinicians to manifest differential |

- ‘ , functioning ./ ' \

, ., The mean change score (performance in the familiar condition minus
f .perfp*rmance in the unfamiliar condi’,on) on the action pictiure task~ ;
// . for *the total sample (N = 34) was + 5 53 words. Subjects exercising 13
/ - . or mors wor‘d,s in one condition thjx the other were 5 standard deviations
‘ from this mean. of the 12 subjects for whom it was predicted they wou1d a
" function s.imilarly with familiar and unfamiliar examiners, 7 subjects : o

-

(587 ) were at 1east .5 standard deviations from the mean, employing 13

to 26 more words with the familiar or unfamiliar examiners. Five 'of"th’ése e
'subjects used more words with the familiar examiner g&\d two subjects |
employed more words gin the unfamiliar condition.' Only one out of three
subjects predicted by. the clinicians to be "differential performers'( ex-

‘ .hibited such diff_erential functioning at or beyond the .5 standard de-
viation demarcation. | '

Thus, the two, clinicians displayed a percentage of ‘interrate‘r agree— °
‘ment that was greater than chance. However, descriptive analyses revea1
that their. accuracy in predicting those subjects who were likely and
those who ‘were un1ike1y to manifest stronger functioning with the familiar |
examiners was poor. They dramaticallft overestimated the number of sub~
jects to perform in-a nonédifferential manner, And among those subjects

N chosen to perform differentially, only one-third performed accordingly.

[
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' ) Examiners‘ Posttest Ratings “of Test Demeanor .( - o
53 c . To permit quantification of’ examiners ratings of subjects conduct *
:3 'in the tesq situation, least adaptable behaviors (Not Likeable, Very o .

’Difficult, Very Uncomfortable) were assigned one point; most adaptable '

, behaviors (Very Likeable, Very Cooperative, Very Comfortablef were ,.(

( - : 'allotted fouﬂ points. Additionally, subjects perform;nces judgéd ‘as | S
' 'inValid and valid were accorded one and two points,xrespectively '-f’
Table 2 displays\mean ratings for three (overlapping) groups in o

\;' o - familiar and unf“\lliar conditions. The first group is the total sample )
. T, 0y '... ‘
. : The second group comprises the subjects whose %utput of words on the "

S

'l.'

' ' % action'picture task was at least_.5 stanard deviations above the mean'fﬁfl .-

L4 N B -
- change score. (These subjects used more words ig, the }amiliar condition )
'The last group represents the subjects whose ‘humber of words employed o~

* J

; @ least .S standard deviations below the mean change score on the:, ’ .

ko . - . u a

' . “action picture. 7(This group exercised more words with an unfamiliar - e
N examiner.) ' . KR . . ';

Insert Table 2 about here

. ) \7 .
" T tests comparing the ratings assigned by familiar and unfamiliar
! : > . ’

‘ examiners to the first tWo.grOUps revealed-no significant differences.
Moreover, ‘raw score differences between familiar and unfamiliar examiners
ratings of the third groups test demeanor appean inconsequential * These

findings suggest that, given the- rating scale employed,' both familiar "
r— ,

and unfamiliar examiners were incapable of identifying differential pe
4 J
‘ formances. of 15 subjects displaying dramatically d%fferent performances




. 3 z 1
S o ;. .
. x o . &J
e "across familiar and unfﬁﬁiliar con ons on the ‘action picture, not i
San ) s - e o A
e one subject 8. test performange was judged to be invalid. C . ) j:'
.

-

Predicti ~ ifferential Performance from 1assroom Behaviors

o \ A
AER ’  The 17 behavioral categories -co ituting the Schenectady Kinder—

7 gression to predict differences bet een performance in familiar and
! ;

R' 'unfamiliar testing conditions. As disp:hayed An Tah,le 3, each of th A __.’ '

- ‘1.\ .',\
; 'first six variablea entere&-contributed significantly/to the expiﬁin d

o variation in the. dependeat variable. Of this group, . four variabfés ‘ .

) .
P > 4

were related both to subjects capacity to' use language™1i 'the classroom

and to subje;ts' feelings about their speech andfor langv
e " These; variables are') Clariky'of Speech, Reactions to‘Problems in Self
SRS \} ¢
o 1('.">Expression, Acknowledging and Expressing Feelings§§and,RQ§ponding'to\ -

.;‘

‘Teachers' Speech. grmulatively, these six variables explained 364 of .
§

4 .

 the variance, all 17 variables accounted for145z of the variance. f \\\

j- L e : — fﬁl; R A
: Co Insert Table 3 about here : . ° S .
' ' Discussion , '?f L L K ; '

e
Before discussing implications of this study, it is important ﬁ;

/- note‘that’the validity of its findings was strengthened by matching

familiar and unfamiliar examiners for seemingly important professional

, |
and personal characteristics, thereby eliminating several potentiau}g
).

o ’ gmpetitive explanations for the obtained differential perform:“ ;;If,




in fhe familiar and.mfamiliar conditions would ‘have been mo‘:e dis— :
C similar than Zﬁported above. This presumed n;ore dramatic outcome -
’},f} L would have been off : hov)ever, by the failure to. control for examiners .
'. p;;:ofessional experience and by the legitimacy of an ensuing, alternative
hypotheeis that prior professional ,experience, rather than examiner -
familiarity, was the salient: situational variable contributing to |
differenfial performahce. P | .’ <o
~In spite of controlling for. important examiner characteristics as -
professional exaer:[ence, results indicated that familiarity with. t(e/
.\. — examiner signifiCantly enhanced subjeots performance on. tasks requiring
\ . ‘a high level"of symbolic mediation, whereas subjects performed simiiarly

A
! 7

S - for familiar and unfamiliar adults on tasks demanding -a relatively low

. - 1e=vel of symbolic manipulation. On t:he basis of this finding, one woul,d

- ? expéct young, .speech and/or ldnguage impaired pupils to per‘form differ—~
PPN d . LT
s 3. . .

- entially on many intelligenc*tests (e g., the McCarthy uan%;JPPSI) and -
' " on several, frequently utilized personality‘ measures (e g., the Chifdren s
_*‘? | Apperception Test) that require irequent exercise of sophisticated ~verhal -
reasoning. On the other’ hand differentia]‘.“ performance ‘would not be
e predicted on formall assessnient instruments deaanding relaéively low- R
/ _k levels ofdsymbéi\.ic mediation, such as testts of articulation, visual

perception immediate recall and auditory discrimination. Before such

.- / :
" PL ictions may be made ac‘curately, however, other test char‘:teristics

' also need %o be identified stigated for their possible inter—

. action with the familiarity 9 ' : liarity of the examiner. One

such test charact/eristic may 2

‘ .
‘-
B




ispeech and langauge handi pped pupils prior to testing. It remains

7‘set characterized the differential performers as’ reticent

16 o
The necessity for this,line of inquiry is signaled by the fact

v

that numerous preschool children are currently assessed for possible

e,

w
handicappihg conditions within an assessment paradigm that precludes

A o
examiner familiarity as a situational characteristic. Results from .

this study suggest that such a- test procedure, employed when assessing

L4

. number of children for special education settings and/or overestimate

. the degree'of their. handicapping conditions. Findings corroborate the

]
view that examiners be encoyraged to establish familiarity with young,

A

unclear, however, how. much,time an examiner needs to spend with a child

( PR . 7
. 'to facilitate optimal performance. he presen gtudy" discovered a non—

‘children' s higher cognitive funct?dning, may identify a spuriously 1arge

2

-9

A

T

significant disparity in the d}fferential function}ng of subjects who o \

vere in the classrodms of'familiar examiners for less. than and more than
%)

“‘.r

nths prior to testing. o ' '. :’. ’ |

~so discoverednwas a: set of children 8 classroom behaviors that

ed to predict which subjects performed differently with famildar

A

and unfamiliar examiners._ Four of the six behaviors coﬂprii}ng this .

R

description is consonant with resdlts from an in . tigatioﬁ by Sigel

-Secrist and Foreman (1973) : Sigel et ali.showed that young dhildrEn

who were most socially expressive and o tward going exhibited stronger

the- 01888'.>3

~,5room and uncomfortable with their speech and/or l guage handicap. -This :

formal tesgt performances than those st ‘ ts whb were quiet and reserved.

(Since the former group of subjects was largely cdnstituJed of'girls,

. Sigel et als, suggested ‘a test by sex interactiqp, an effect that was

¢



I'.‘_ / - r," | ‘i ) | _v- | . <._\

T not coqroborated by the present study.) While it remains necessary to v

-

- cross-validate this study 8 identification of a set of classroom behaviors:

’

from which differential performance was predicted the procedure hever- .

~ .- theless represents a possible means to predict which pupils require _

' épecial attention from th examiner prior to assessment to promote

. ﬂ'ﬁﬁf.
,to differential performers as reveale

i

€ sponses to a posttest

ents in a class is identified.

questionnai&e. If“.ﬁmall proporti
. -»

3

by such a’ strategy, it umyﬂhe possible for the classrdom teacher, rather

¥ - .
“ . I

thén a clinician,: to function as an examiner for this special group of

Toln e

! pupils. Ikppropriate training in test administration would be a negessa;;\\:

l‘. e kY . . . . ) °
3 T prerequisiteﬂto such a strategy. : . : )

:." N - - N T }f ﬁ KR
&_p ) Thié‘predictive effort with its dxckpsive focus n pupils, implies .
.l\;t - o .
X2 . . that child ¢haracteristics determine: differentibl functio ng in assess- '

) | L B s % YL

» ' ment. However, preliminary post—hoc analyses ofcthe vi otaped testing

. ” . .

T ”,sessions revealed that examiners contributed~to subjects' differential '

L ' *performance. While familiar examineré permitted subj!—:cts adequate oppor-

C tunity to respond, unfamiliar examiners, by prematurely terminating the'

/{_ H 3' test session, frequently ‘did not offer the same chance. \/ )

l

tﬁ T The present~datalare insufficient to‘%xplain the difference in be-

havior‘between familiar and &nfamiliar examiners. It is reasonable to

N ] | N |
speculate, however, thdat the unfamiliar examiners proneness to terminﬁte

-—
'

the testing in an untimely manne¥ was related to their,ignoégnce of sub— re
/ 1 ) .

fronted by subjects discom-

“

. T

jects' skill level and knowledge base.

¢
h




requirement, unfamiliar examiners had to}decide whether to ignore this

k.
M ing. When faceld hyx-'subje'cts who were reticent and uncomfortable, VYet

/\'18“" D i e .
* . . . -} (. .

vfort'ceommunicated verbally and nonverbally),in response®to gome test

l a .

\
unease. and encourage continufd effort ‘or to withdrag‘the test demand

qu agguage manifest anxiety 'Presumably, this decision normally

-» Al

requires grounding: in what the examiner understands about an examinee 8

Tk

capabilities.x Because unfamiliar examiners-in‘this study had scant infor- .

L)

mation about subjgcts bility lgvels, were presumably perc@ptive about

w &

'anafempathic to ards’ahildren 8 feelings, and . were np\doubt aware of

.their need for sdbjects cooperativeness, they may have experienced no

alternatid. b t tp'behave conservatively and employ subjects discomfort

-
as a primary cue in determining when to conclude testing.

' !

In contradi;ti;ction, familiar examiners{:by definition, 'had an

accurate noti&g of what subjects were capable and incapable of perform—

Iy

knoWn to be eapable, familiar examiners appeared comparativehy unrespon-—

‘“i‘ive to their siIence and insehsitive to their displiy of discomfort, Y

K4

”suppositively aﬁra meahs‘of communicating an expectation that subjects

_function in accordance with their potential Furthermore, because their

—

relationship to the subjects rested upon a relatively long prior-acquain~ -

L.

tanceship,‘ it is suggested the familiar examinefs were less concerned

‘>
than: unfamiliar examinefs about’ subjects discontinued cooperation

‘N,

-during assessment. Further research is needed to subject the findings

a

related to examiner behavior’ (and speculations about their motivations)

to experimental tests. o .

Al
.

Finally, by démonstrating that speech and langbage impaired pre- '

~ school children perform differentially for familiar and unfamiliar

s

)

¥

S

»

. -
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o N . ¢
o . 19
\/ examiners, this study i.dentified -a source of error variance in the 3anner

-

in which standardized tests #e commo\ly administered. [he present. find-

. ings, hogever, do not permit an unegui cal claim that typical testing
<

L T
> o ‘rocedure are systematicw biased against the pptimal ‘performance of,

5

T

: : ertain hanﬁcappe/d pupils, nor,@o results /represent a bdsis ot which.to
SR . |make more va*;.d interpretations of young, handicapped students test func-
tioning. As pade clear by o' Conhor and Weiss (19;4) in a discussion of

an . analogous #ssue, if both handicapped and nonhandicapped’ children
'demonstrate corresponding differential perfopdance in familiar and 7ﬂ

4 e

familiar conditions, then the consistent deplzyment of familiar

e:@ﬂers will only result . the\shifting o distributions of scores.

: ‘And because standardized instruments ‘are ?elative measures, "thisﬁh t

’ - <

v : S
’ w'llI be meaningless insofaPEas 'new'"or more valid' interpretations of ..

1

abilities or achievement status are concemed" o' Connor & Wei&s,. 197%/
? s _\ . .
‘ - p. 351). Thus, there is the additional need for further research to est

. situational variables suchaé xaminer faﬁliarity employing bg)th\ lﬁm

4 . capped%and nonhandicapped pop ations_.,, .
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Chil(l_renfa _Performmte as a Function of Task;'Sex,- and Ti:

—R

Sex

;Tagk/Condition Total Sam_ple,b Boys Girls .

Imitative . N SN |
- 5 El"amili'ar. 5 42,68 (15.48) 42.00 »_(12'.&{ 43.77 ('91) 4

 Unfamiliar 42.47 (17.52)  #3.19 (15.62) 4L 31 (20.85) 4

Sgontanecms ' :
: Fa.miliar S 33.38 as. 41) - 36.38 (12.46) © 31.77 (15.19) :

2 ]

.

. Udfamiliar - 34.56 (13 52) :37. 10 (12 90) '30.46 (13.98)

E;géion Picture N g". B _ ' ' S : _ L
Fapilisr - 14 (12, 87) 14 86 (13 88) . 13 54 (11. 53)
"“9 24 (10 50) 8. 15 (8 d) o

Unfamiliar’ a sz '(9 82) y




Table 2

25

“Total o +.5 SD. - -,5 8D .
', Group? . Group

73 88!' ' 3,90  3.67
3 az . 4,00 - 3,33

Unfaminar

"-"‘“Fami-liar S 20000 2,007 2.00

Unfamiliar L eemmlle7 - T20000 2,00

i

e Invalid R _ R L g:

,v_j aTot:al aample N" 34.- o _
ﬂi~bGroup includé& those subjecta whoae scores were at least +.5 SD
. from the mean change score;. N = 10. - ‘ :

Group includea Ehose‘subjects ‘whose acores were at least - 5 SD
» from the mean change score' N =3, X

dui
i
i
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SRR  Table 3
4 .t

’Variables Significantly Contributing to Explained Variation

| Vsriaﬂle

'pﬁ;Reactions,to Problems
T dn Self-Expression o

- ﬁ*ﬁmount of .
" -Variance Explained
"\ (Cumulative)

‘Significsnce
Level.:

r/

Clarity of Speech

pit

Acknowledging and

i Expressing Feelings :' . .,25‘

Type of Motor Activity »5. .29

R

K Use of Scissors _‘ ‘ . .33

- ol

Responding tot’ _ .
Teschers' Speech S - .36

5045
.050-

.032

.034

.043

7; V’Fi‘.

g Scalesg

B P

Schenectady Kindergarten RaJ‘H

T
£

WV

aThe variables are a subsgt of the categories comprising the
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

+-
e -Gmcorrect phoneme ‘production.

gorrecc phoneme. production.

» No verbal response. , ,
. Incorrect.response.* . .
‘= Interferente. B

Ko opportunity - mniner error,

’r

»




" Imitative = -,

. ' p 8

o vy .. S

N _ T - t

_(airplane ¥ RS

_y_]iﬁe‘f o o = b1 -

drum

'S'ag_pl_(_:_l;aué‘ o | | n_ cl

“hrisrmas tree o ke = - ke = S

.,-s__lw'll - skw 1 L

__s_q_uir:.'e_l:-a @

‘E_l_eehin.g-k " , | _ 8l — o sl - ek )
bed

st v__ _ .8

"
%

A
Correct
Incog_ect g’

ERI!

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Responsd Sheet for_'A on Picture Task

. v ' . _l . ‘ \—; . /
- Transcribe child's response to fo}lowing questions:

.
L] /

. ""1'e11 me about this picture.”

» s

' %
| .t
“Tell me what's happening?" - . -
L] ' - « ° " P
i - "
- ., . .J
"Can you tell me more?" .
. , _ ;
4 ' * .
. ., S Y By x

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Circle the letter that beut describes the child. b
1. Was the child unlikeable/likeable in thiq situation? | C J

':"". e o .. & .
. AT E SR SRR T,
Not Likeable Only Mildly Likjable 3Very . . |
o : Likaable “ . Lfkeable * - &

-

2, Was the child difficult/c&operat

s B )

PO NP L s . ‘ ‘ '&' '
T Very Diffycii‘.[f o Dtﬂmlt '~Cuop gat:lv " e

<

. 3, . Was the,child uncomfortaﬁle/comf'o:ﬁ_able-' { thid"situation?

U s

R

1 ., ,

‘ J o .~ Very . Uncomfortable d@forta@l.e;"- ‘Very Q
_ - Uncomfortable S D g -;5' Comfortable * - o

R .. . . 0
‘g,bl . . LI
i - ' 1
. N

4. Was the child's test performant:af valid? / )

’ ‘15‘» . No . Ye 4 ‘ » . . V -
! A v _)41 5 @
/ 3
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.
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.
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‘cles, or teeter-totter.

. ' A

" Expanded Schenectady Kisdergarteh‘Raﬁing Scales
- v o AN » .

: : - ‘ »
WAITING AND SHARING (1 WS)

» ‘ ]

1. 'This child exhibits little ability to postpone gratification of: any.
‘impulse and will .cry if asked to wait for anything. He grabs desired

toys and other objects from other children and demonstrates no ability

to share or take turns.

2. This chiI&_éxhibits considérable difficulty ih postponing gratifi-
cation of impulses but does not usually cry if asked to wait, instead
he will tend to disregard the prohibition. He grabs desired toys and

. other objects from other children and demonstrates no ability to share
or take turns. '

"3. This child exhibits d{fficulty in postponing gratification of

impulses but demonstrates gome ability.to wait’ for very short periods
of time before.disregarding the prohibition. Although he usually grabs.

‘desired toys 7t’oth r objects from other children he will occasionally

agk for these obje‘ts instead. Although he cannot share toys, nor
wait to take turns on the swings, tricycles or teeter-totter, with
considerable external help he can wait for turns on equipment which
requires only short waiting times such as the slide.

4, This child exhibt%;{some difficulty in postponing gratification of
impulses but is -able-to watt for short periods for some things. Although
he grabs desired objects he will also ask for things he waffts instead.

He is able with consi%erable external. help to share toys and to take
turns on the swings, tticycles, .teeter-totter; much less external help

is needed for taking turns on equipment which requires only short

waiting times such as the sliding board.

5.° This child é&hihkts.édﬂé difficulty'in’postponing gratification of
impulses but is usuaily ablé to wait for short periods of time when

‘agked to do so by an adult. Although he occasionally grabs toys and

desired objects he usually asks for them. He'is able with some external
help to sharﬁ toys with other children and to take turns on the swings,
tricycles, teeter-totter. Little extérnal help is needed to take turns
on equipment which requires only short waiting times such as the sliding

‘board. ' .

.~ 6. This .child has sdme,difi%gulty in postpbning gratfiication of
- impulses:but is?uaualgy'abléﬁto wait for short periods of times when

asked to do so by an adult. He seldom grabs toys from other children .
but instead asks for them., He is able with little external help to
share toys with other childrem or to take turns on the swings, tricy-

7. This child is'usua1f§‘ab1e to wait for things when asked to do so. -
He spontaneously takes turns on the swings, tricycles, and teeter-totter
and spontaneously shares toys with other children.

35 -




_ OF. ORGANIZATION OF PLAY ACTIVITIES (2 LOP)

1. This child's use of the play materials is characterized by a

primarily explogatory or experimental approach and he will frequently

use the material an inappropriate, persorial,, or random fashion T e
with little or no organizatiom. : . ‘

. 2. This child's use of the play materials is characterized by repetitive
. ‘simple activities guch .as pounding on a drum, simple play with a car or . .
' truck or' simple water or sand play which 18 done with a minimum of - 54;f.
organization. : . I

3. This child's use of the play materials is characterized by using the
?}ocks‘to build simple structures such as 3 or 4 block towers, simple
~ fenges or'bridges, His use of puzzles involves trial and error activity
on relativeryfgfﬁﬁle puzsles and he makes simple objects such as snakes

and worms from clay. His doll play is simple and realistic.

&4. ‘Thig child's use.of the play materials is characterized by using the
" blocks.fq build simple houses with features such as roofs and chimmeys.
His play-with puzzles’ in¥olves the use of the concepts of shape and/or -
. color’ in/completing the puzzle and he uses other materials in making
things.£rom clay. His doll play ig. somewhat dramatic and at times in-
~ volves. taking the role of family members and the integration of a
- gequence. of simple events:such as preparing a meal, moving, etc.

3

3

g "This ‘child's use of the play material 1s characterized by using blocks .
to build rather' complex structures which are organized as to function and
are integrated with other materials such as cars and trucks. He approaches
puzzles by using the concepts of color, shape, and/or content of the )
picture and his clay representations are more detailed and complex. His .
doll play involves taking roles in addition to his family such as postman,
milkman, etc., and the sequence of events played out invelve large portions
of a day and entail planning and' continuity. ' ' '

-

-

CLARITY OF SPEECH (3 CS) .

1. This'childts speech is so unclear that he has difficulty making
himself understood even after repetitions. ' g '

’
..

. 2. -This child's speech is poor enough to often require repetitions in
" order to be understood. e ' ’

3. This child's speech contains enough inaccuracies to sometimes require
repetitions in order to be understood. ’ SO

4., This chiln's speegh'contains many inaccuracies but,dff—gjyunderstood

without his having to repeat.

'S, This child's speech is;ujually correct but lacks a&ﬁlt-ljﬁe clarity
~and flueney. - _ - .

-

. 6. This child's speech is very much like an articulate adult - his
verbal communication is consistently clear and fluent. /

LA
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USE_OF MATERIALS (4 UM)

1. (This child daes‘craydna, paints, and clay in crude, aimless
fashion - scribbles with crayons, scrubs with paint brush, or ﬁangs»

© . with clay. . . _ *

*

' 2. This child engages in,careful exﬁerimental maaipdlation of these
materials but shows no interest in using them to represent anything.

3. This child engages in careful manipulattén of these materials ané .
tells what he is making although there is a total lack of resemblence
between his product and what he sgys‘he has made (in the teachers¥.

" judgment). :

4. This. child is able to achieve some resemblence between what he produces
-  and what he says he is making. .

S. This child is able #o achieve easily discernible fepresentatibns of
what he says he is drawing, painting, or molding. '

RESTRAINT OF MOTOR ACTIVITY (5 RMA) :

This scale is designed to. yate the intensity of motor activity
without any censidefation for the type of activity. The dimension
_ under considergtion is the amount of time the child is in motion and

the relative speed of the movements involved. “In making judgments it

about the time a child can engage in subdued activity, one can use as .
: _reference.points such activities as listening to 'stories, watching
various activities, subdued activity or the lack or it at pap time or
.rest period or other acttvitﬁ;s which involve watching, listening or
performance of a quiet, subd d nature. . . i :

o

1. This child is in almost continual motion and his movements are
characterized by occurring at a very high rate of speed. It is-
difficult to engage him in any form of subdued or quiet activity for -

;vggfe than 4 or 5 minutes at a time. ' o -

2., This child is extremely active and Jils movements are chagacteris-
\ tically quite rapid. He is able toggage in subdued or quietsmctivity
“  for 4 or 5 minutes and -with some. tternal help can engage in such an
activity fqr;abgpggIO}qthZ‘minutea.‘ R

R, 3.1_Th¥§}4b11§ ii'dﬁﬂgéji;:iﬁa;'however,'he is able to engage in
'"‘7*5 ~ gubdued or quiet actd

~ sul T q ivity for 10 to 12 minutes and with some external
. *‘fmlp -can engage i b @n activity for aboutyl5 or 30' minutes.
' ;6.f‘ih£§f§§i1H alt fffl,aét_if“gﬁ;dble’to ens&sd'1n'anbdu§¢4ogfﬁpint l-"l~1:#,ff
activity for about 15 or 20 minutes and with some external help ¢an
engage in such:an sctivity for about 25 or 30 minutes. . R

L : Lo

e
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Restraint of ﬁotorlActivity (5 RMA) -~ continued | ‘ R
' .. 4 w <«'
5. is child, although active at other times, is able t& engage in

b ' subdued or quiet activity for about 25 to 30 minutes ‘and with some
external help can engage in such activities for about 40 to 45 minutes.

6.  This child, although active other times, is able to engage in
subdued. or quiet activity for about 40 to 45 minutes and with some
external help can engage in such activities for about an hout.

7. This child, althoqgh ielﬁtively active at other times, is able to
, engage in subdued or quiet activity for about an hour and with some
external help can engage in such activities for about an hour and a .

half or two hours.: . .
. . . <

COOPERATJON WITH ADULTS (6_CoA)
— ,

Ll_ This child is exceedingly uncooperative'and appears to resist in
some manner almost ady request made of him by adults. ' Resistance may
be in the form of igndring requestpg, ovegt refusal to comply, comply-
“ing verbally but not /following through in actiom, etg. /

] . E .
2. ,This child 1is cddpcrative at times but is often resistant to-
suggestions made by adults, JHe needs considerable supervision and
many-reminders bafore he complies with requests. :

3. This child usually éomplies with a request after éeveral reminders.
* :

: 4. Tgis chilixapigduglly:eager to oomply with'suggestions from adults
but s .

metgmed"- jas to be reminded.
5. This child is exceedingly cooperative and almosﬁ always complies
the first time a request is made. o :
- /'’
Y, ) X ' - ok
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Yoo VERBAL SKILLS 7U
. 4 : ' - ' I )

i . This scale is concerned with the maturity gf the child's iahguage
and not with the clarity of his speech or the frequency of speectr. A
child may talk very little fet possess mature language skills just as
a child may talk a lot but jise short itences and an immature vocabu-

" lary., ecial attention maj have to be paid to the child who r rely
apeakp in order to determine NQw mature Vis language skills actu&lly are.

N .
1. This child typically uses shorty sentences, short hrases,'or single 4
~ words to communicate with othe His vocabulary is®limited to the
names for conctete objects, a few verbs, and perhaps eome)pronOuns_such
as "I" and "me¥){"™Me see doggy"/'wannit'). . |

2. This child tén use short sentenceéland phraseé aﬂa is limited
in his vocabulary but cgpsistently uses "I" appropriately instead iof
"me". ("I want a cookie').

3, This child seldom uses notably long sentences yet incorporates
most parts of speech in hisg conversations. ("I want the big red*ball").
¥ ) o« - . ¢
. 4; This child sometimes uses long sentences and phrases when he:speaks
and has a fairly large vocabulary. ("You be the little girl, and 1'11
be the mama, and you be crying").

- ¢

5. When he speaks, this child consistently uses long séntenges and
phrases and possesses an unusually large and mature vocabulary. ("This
puzzle is too confusing for me so I want‘'one that isn't so complicated").

FEARFULNESS (8 Fr)

1. This child is extremely anxious, easily frightened and apprehensive
about new experiences and may express this concern by withdrawal and

' becoming very quiet or by whimpering, crying, whining’%nd expressin
his fears. It is difficult to reassure this child. .

2. This child is anxious and apprehemsive about ney experiences and
needs considerable reassurance and support which appears to be effective
7 for only short periods of time. ' o .

*3. This child 'is sémewhat anxious and. apprehensive about new experiences
but can be reassured by an adult and responds readily to this kind of
support. o " 250 PREPR AR c.
,51“3?' E _
4. This child is usually calm and relativély free from anmxiety. He,
meets new experienees with enthusiasm and when he does.become apptehen-
. sive he is easily reassured. : o

5. This chiid‘ié'exceptionally calm and free from anxiety. Hi is eager
to tackle new experiences and shows no fear or apprehension. Reassurance .
is rarely needed. : . : * Yo -




o oy _ T T8 (9 F. .
Sl *  ‘his\scale 1s designed to measure the frequency of outbursts of - | -
anger difdcted toward adults in school. This gmger can be expressed
~ in many ways such as Hitting, swearihg, complaifiing, sulKing, etc. -
Regardless of how anger is expressed, this scale is concerned with
how often the child seems angry at. adylts. =
- Y 4 # L . ‘ Q LN
i 1. Four or fide times a day orgpftemer. '
" 2. An’mug' 2 or 3 times a day. . 7
rage, of once a day. ) :
,'t_"‘;‘,‘ ‘4. About t;viéo a week. * _ T ". .
i s ’ A 3
. 5. About once a week. . !
- 60 'Abouy once i -Oﬂti'l- . . N 3
™ ,' ' . = . . * &
v 7. Very rarely or not ‘at all. -
. ) ‘ R \ﬁ
¢ Q

. g USE OF SCISSORS (10 US)

: o » . .
1. This child has trouble holding scissors and cannot make a clean cut. .
The paper is usually crumpled or torn between the blades of the scissors.’
R - RV B . u‘“_—‘ - . ”w‘._ sl PR ] . . ) R . e :. . v R
2; This ch¥ld can hold scissors fairly well and ugually manages to make
a clean cut bmt cuts aimlessly. . He lacks the insight’ or skill to follow ,
a line. o - 3 : § o " i

H & This child, cufiRa:
limited success in doingiso.

-

91ly, has the idea of keeping on the line but has

.

" % . &, This child cuts easily and can follow the line quite closely if
the pattern is simple. - ‘ »

&, This child cuts easily asd can follow the line closely even when
" the pattern is %ntric,ste.' _ . .

e

~
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: . S .
This scsle 1s designed to' rate the type of motor activity without
consideration for the itftens;l.ty of the activity.  The diménsion under
 consideration is t:he amount of time devoted to large muscle m@or ' .
activity.as opposed f:o the time devoted to fine muscle activity. garge
" muscle moto¥. activitygs defined as the use’of the. large musculature ‘of S
the legs, arms, and back in such activities-as walking, running, squat—: . C
ting, -bending,. .climbing, etc. 'Fingé muscle motor activity 8 defzgped as
the use of the fine musculature of the" fingers in activitie¥ such as
fitting puzzles together, cutting with scissors, and playing with
 emall objects._ R % SRR e

1. This. child racteristically engages in predominantly large ) L
--,muscle motor act ity with little or-no fine muscle motor activity-—~> Yl }

S 2, This child characteris" ":_Aally engages in. predominantly“large o
‘muscle motor activity and 1 occagibnally use fine, muscle activity N

-z for short periods of time. "@ R _ o -;b o
. 3. This child characteristically engages in both large and fine 0-3*».'.:
‘ ‘muscle motor activity but engages more. in lar,'ge musele motor 'hctivifty e
- than in fine, muscle motor’ activity. P e , . A
- ’ » §oL e
4, This child characteristically enga%es in both Iarge and fine ;.';.-; A e
. ‘muscle motor activity -and appears to spetid equal amounts of time 'in o % if :
) o : A

each of these activities.‘ N

i . . ; . P

i} 5. This child chatacteristically }gngages in both large and fine
muscle motaer activity but engages more in- fine muscle motor: activity

than in ls.“ muscle motor act:iv:lty._
;‘ SN

6. . This child characteristically engages predominantly in fine ;
muscle motor .activity and will ocq,asionhlly use large muscle. motor'4~~ .
,a‘ctivity for short periods of tiiue. s o *’ L . ‘ >
7. This child characteristically en.gsges invkpredominantly fine e S
muscle motor/activity witb‘ little owo large musele motor activity.- - '

IS
2
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ﬁj"’t and naturé of the child's speech but
quality of it.- For example, whether a

sponaes.-

"f 2. This chi%ﬂ" typioally quite palsive in his verbal behavior, yill
occasionally"fglk to- classmates, ‘but rarely volunteers information or

- amks: question-rin a grou ‘and,will give only very brief answers to

questions. i . » e : ,

*

3. 'This.child seldom asks-questf%ns or volunteers information or
comments in a grouﬁ ‘but ‘will answer questions and. sometimes participates
in casual conversation with adults ‘or classmates. ' .

e

4. This child occasionally asks questions or volunteers information or

"J'ons_should -be rated without regard for. the

“';:'\ o

p ‘comments in-a group and often engages in casual conversations with adults -

L4

or classmates.:v; -,_ o e : S e
5. This ¢hild often asks questions, seems to have no reservations about
ekpressing himself in a group situatdionm, and is engaged in conversation

with someone much of- the time ‘he {i h class.-//

H ,;, N
.,? < . . 4 .
FREQUENCY OF ANGER TOWARD CHILDNEN (13 FAC)

=

- lgf - ‘This scale is designed to measure the frequency of ‘outbursts jof .
s anger ‘toward other children in school., This anger can be expressed
'in many ways:‘such as hitting, swearing, complaining, sulkiig, etc.

P

ten the child seems angry at- other children.

S vadE or five times a day or oftene;,
| e e
2. An average of 2 or 3 times a day

3. An.average of -once a day
N .

4. About twide a week

5.’ About once a week’ | fﬁl
6. About once a month
7. Veryfrarely‘or not at all %E -
. | "

-

oy

R;gardless of how anger is expressed, the scale is concerned with how S

e
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; truthfulness. This child hardly ever spontaneously expresses his feelings
 to this teacher. : G ' '

A-13 #

ACKNOWLEDGING AND EXPRESSING FEELINGS (14 AEF) .

‘1."This child rarely acknowledges his teacher's verb#lizations of his

feelings, such as anger, fear, and sadness. He will either refuse to
respond to such statements and questions or he will explicitly deny their

2. .This child occasionally acknowledges, his teacher's inquiries about or
reflections of his feelings (maybe with a nod of his head), but such
acknowledgements are difficult for this child. He hardly ever spontaneously
communicates his feelings to the teacher. o :

3. This child responds more times than not to his teacher's questions or
statements about his feelings, and will occasionally on his own communicate
his feelings to the teacher. =

-

. ) A,
4. This child responds often to his teachers questions or statements about
his feelings, and will more times than not on his own communicate his feel-
ings to the teacher. ' :

5.‘ This child often acknowledges his teacher's questions or statements about
his feelings, and will often on his own communicate his feelings to the

teacher.

, .

; AUTONOMY AND SELF-REGARD (15 ASR) !

1. This child seéms to hold himsélf in very low regard. He always under-
estimates;his capabilities, fears ‘failure, and he does not tolerate any
frustration. He is withdrawn from and actsﬁbéss{gély.or silly around

other children. He may rarely engage materials or' participate i%:acxivities
with or without teacher support and guidance. ) BN LA

2. This c¢hild's general regard for himself is rather low., He, frequently v
underestimateé his capabilities,, fears-failure, most often has difficulty cod
télerating frustration, and is quiet or silly around® other children, :
although he ig interested in them. - He will use materials-and participate
in:hcfivitiéggwith teacher support but typically will not tackle tasks on

his own. - ' . , o o

3. This child's regard for himself vacillates between low and high. He.
sometimgs,qnderestimates his capabilities and occasionally .shows both fear

of failure and difficulty in handling frustration. He frequently plays
parallel. to gother children, and sometimes enters into cocperative play. He '
will engage materials and participate in activities with teacher support. =
and without teacher support for short pefiods of time, = - ‘

4. This child generally has high fegard for himself. 4He disgiays confidence’

"in his abilities and shows adequate perseverance in the face of difficulty.

He enjoys the company of his peers and frequently Q}ﬁys cooperatively with

* them. He may have occasidnal problems with peers. in conflict situations. He.

prefeﬁ&Lto§§p things by himself with the teacher nearby.

u By N
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5. This-child has high regard for himself. He has a strong gsense of self--
‘copfidence, and he is spontaneous and joyful 1n his classroom activities.
He functions peructivcly'ﬁith or without his teacher present. He enjoys

~ .the other children. - They look to him as one who has good ideas, is thought-

ful and fair, and can be a leader. . )

. _RESPONDING (VERBALLY OR NON-VERBALLY) TO THE TEACHER"S SPEECH (16 RTSY

I 1.--Thislchild’régp5ﬁds only on dccasion to his teacher's verbal messages.
His Peactions are too ‘infrequent to'detgrmine‘whether'his unresponsiveness

18 due to the complexity, abstractness, or the lack of repetitiveness of
.. the messagi. S , . T . - )

2. This child responds more often than "only on occasion" to his teacher's
_messages but he remainsignre3ponsive'502 of the time. He 1is more apt to
44 respond to_a'comparativelyﬂshott,;grammatically-simple communication,
‘particularly when contextual, visual clues are presént. '
) A

X

"3, This ch;ld”generallyvrespondé to his teacher's erbal messageé.- However
he displays some difficulty with cdommunications that are relatively long,
complex, or a%gtract in nature. ’ .

4. This child responds most of the time to his teacher's verbal messages.. -

&

5. This child aimost alﬁgys responds to his teacher's verbal meésages.

) . . ) - .. -3 '. ‘ * . . ) . . )
REACTIONS.TO PROBLEMS IN SELF EXPRESSION (17 PSE) .

1. This child is deeply affected by the difficulty he experiences express-
ing himself adequately to peers and. teachers. He will demonstrate his upset
by becoming very angry ' at.the listener or by Becoming quiet and sullen and

by avoiding further social contact. ' .

2. This child is affected, although not deeply affected, by the difficulty
he experiences expressing himself adequately to peers and teachers. He
will show his upset by becoming impatient with or perhaps mildly angry at
" the uncertain listener. ) .

’ . -
3. This child appears not at all affected by the difficulty he experiences
expressing himself adequately to peers and teachers. While he may occasion-
ally display some impatience toward the listener, more often he will attempt
patiently to make himself understood. .

CNa
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e




iScﬁggéctédyvRiﬁdérgat;qn5kétiﬁg@§¢aiés

 }vf:Réepqnéé Sheet co L ~ ,A-15

" cHild's Name: a
" DPirection
.. - level for:

- a rating

the children belgw on each of the 17 seales. Cirele the  \
‘which best characterizes his behavior. Please provide
Rale. o C _ .

Scale . o B level

w0 . = .
10w 1 2 -3 4 5 5 1

(& ]

2. L0P - 12 3 4 - -
3. CS o b 1 2 3 4 s 6 _.

;4@ mo o _ 1 2 3 4 5

5. R : I TR

. 6. COA PR 1

» )
sln

S LA S S LB ne R
o o T .-3’ R P A

8. Fr o ." f 2 s s 5 .

..6 7

.u‘

9. FM o 1. 2 3 4

(¥}

‘100 08 o L 2 s

3
O
-
?Q.
W
&
(%]
o
~

13.
4. ARF . e 1 2 3 4 5

5. ASR. 1 2003 4 s | | —

(51 B

16. RIS . 1 2. 3 4

17, PSE 1 23

LR




B i;ﬁqiﬁ&ﬁg;&qﬁfﬁgﬂrAbééséigg;fhé 1eArﬁihg disabled youngster: The state’ ' !

:Aﬁ(;_'x_

Thix

1 $3300 per document, a fee designed'to
.ng and ‘postage cos .. Ogly checks and money orders payable .
reity. of Mimssota can b

rected to: Editor, IRLD, 350 Elliott Hall; .
rsity QE_M;nneaota;fninneapolis, MN 55455.

" of fﬁé'arti(RgggthhJEepor;‘Nb. 1). November, 1977.

Ysseld}ﬁég.i; Ey;ﬁQlRegéﬁ;fB."RiE%N ndiscfiﬁinatogx'asseséhent-and
decision making (Monograph No. 7).. February, 1979. ,

" 'Foster, G., Algbzzine,_ﬁ};A&‘Yéséldyke,'J}"Suscepﬁibiiity to stereo-
typic bias (Research Report No. 3). . March, 1979. . ’

c . (Research Report No.

March, 1979.

. Algozzine, B., & McGraw, K. Diagnostic testing in mathematics: An

extension of the PIAT? ' (Research Report No. 5). March, 1979.

Ehy -
[

Deno,_s. L. ‘A direct observation approach to ﬁeasﬁring classroom 7

» behavior: Procedures and application .(Research Report No. 6).
Ap;il;_1979. R . - o .

w Ysseldyke, J. E., &-Mifkih; P. K. Proééedings of the Minnesota round-
‘ table conference on assessment of learning disabled children
(Monograph No. 8). April, 1979. _ _ S

for the distribution of its publicatiods.
1y cf RS
fgd;egt;d.»,All orders must be pre-- - .-

o -.Algﬁiiine,.B."hﬁlénaljsis of the disturbingness and acceptability of “JQl'u'f,

Somwaru, J. P. ‘A new aggroach'to.the assessmentvof learning disabilitiﬁg -

#  (Monograph No. 9). April, 1979.
Algozzine, B., Forgnone, C., ﬁercer,'c. D;,‘& Trifiletfi, J. J.ﬁ Towhrd_
- defining discrepancies for specific learning disabilities: An '
analysis and alternatives (Research Report No. 7). June, L9793,”‘

Algozzineé, B. The disturbing child: A validaticn report.(Research. ‘
: Report No. 8). -June, 1979. T : L e

) "

Note: _M@nographamNo; 1-6 andlﬁesearch_Report‘Nb. 2 af% not'aﬁqilfble',’
o for distribution. These documents were part of the.Instituteé's °:°

°1979-1980 continuation proposal, and/oruarQ‘dﬁt of print. ¥ -
. . R ) '--.': 4 S ‘ ‘ 'b\ - » L




4Ysse16yké;'J.-E;,vﬂlgdzzine, B., Rhgan, R.,-& Potter, M; Technical
adequacy of tests used by professionals in simulated decision
making (Research Report No§,9); July, 1979.

* Jenkins, J. R., Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. Ki Measuring pupil progress
- -+ toward the least restrictive environment (Monograph No. 10).
Augpst, 1979. ﬁ&* g '

. Mirkin, P.vK.iiﬁwbeno, S. L. Formative evaluation in the cldssroom: An
approach to improving instruction. (Research Report No. 10). August,
*1979. : S A ' . )

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J, E. Current assessment and decision-making
practices in model programs for the learning disabled (Research Report
No. 11). August, 1979. I :

Deno; S. L., Chiang, B.; Tindal, G., & Blackburn, M. Experimehtél analysis
of program components: An approach to research in CSDC's (Research
Report No. 12). -Auguat, 1979. . ' I

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Shinn, M., & McGue, M. Similarities and
differences between underachievers and students labeled learnin
‘disabled: Identical twins with different mothers (Research Report

No. 13). September, 1979.

Ysseld&ke, J., §4Algdi e, R."Perépectiveévon asgsesgsment of,learning
disabled students (Monograph No. 11). October, 1979. -

Poland, S. F., Ysseldyié, J. E., Thurlow, M. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Current
assessment. and decision-making practices 4n school settings as reported

by directors of special education (Research Report No. 14). November,
1979. ' S i ’ ‘ o : _

~ McGue, M., Shinm, M.,.& Ysseldyke, J. -Validity of the Woodcock-Johnson
- sycho~educational battery with learmin disabled students (Research
Report No. 15). November, 1979. o

Mnenb, S.» Mirﬁin, P.,, & Shinn, M. Behavigﬁal gefsgectives on the assess-~ N
" 'ment of learning disabled childrgm (Monograph No. 12). November, 1979.

: Suthériand;‘i. H.; Algozzine,,B.,‘Ysseldyke, J.»E;, & Young, S.v What
" can I say after I say LD?_(Resea:gh Report No. 16). December, . 1979.

 Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Data-based IEP_déveiogment: An approach
' to substantive compliance (Monograph No. 13). ‘December, 1979.

Ysseldyke,.J., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & McGue, M. ‘The infl
test scores and naturally-occurring. pupi “characteristics Ol psycho-
educational decision making with children’(Research Report

December, 1979. - - S R

'Algozzine; B., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Decig!3n makers' prediction of
students' academic difficulties as a function of referral informa-
tion (Research Report No. 18) . December, 1979. :

SR

- -




b e H
s © '
 ;?§{3§,fB£'1Dia' ostic ‘classification decisions
aferral information (Research Report fo. 19). .
rkin; P. K., C Lowry, L.  Relationships’
ple measures of reading and performance on standardized
vés ‘fteSCBé ggsgérphgkgpbrt‘uo..ZO). ~ January, 1980.
w ;kiﬁ,e?,,&.; L6wf§;‘Lf,f&fkuehg;e;~k. ‘Relationships -
aple measures of spelling and performance on standardized

n ﬂéeéts?(ReSEa:Ch;ggpqrt No.. 21).  January, 1980.

1_:Dedo;“S,"L,iquirkin;fP;me};&jﬂhrstdni,D. Relationships among simple
- gieasures of written expression and performance on standardized
: ,_ﬁachievementitéétgﬁ@&éﬁeaiéh‘neport Mo. 22). January, 1980.
‘ Mirkin, P. K., Detg;, S. L., Tindal, G., & Kuehnle, K. ‘Formative evalua-
_tion:  Continued develgpment of data utilization systems (Research
~ Report No. 23). January, 1980. I

I

R R
.
o CERTNFRIRL e O .

L, ™ . n, P. K., ROBiﬁBOh, ‘S.,> & Evans, P. ‘Réiationships
" smong ¢lilfsroom observations of socia t1
- rating scales (Research Report No. 2%).

January, 1980. - . :
\ : .

Factoré influential on_ the s‘éﬁo—

' Thutlow;'ﬁ;le,'& Ysseldyke, J. E.
f educators (Research Report

educational decisions reached by teams o

' No. 25). February, 1980.  ~# - : /
Yséeldyke; J. E., &uAlgdizine, B. Diaggostic‘decisidn making in indivi- ﬁ/'
duals susceptible to biasing information presented in the referral I y
case folder (Research Report No. 26). March, 1980. ) %? /-
. . ' . ¥, Y.
. . ‘ . R
Thurlow, M. L., & Greener, J. W. Preliminary evidence on information %:ﬁ i
- 3

considered useful ‘in ingtructional planning (Research Report No. 27).%"
March, 1980. — . , ' | g

R., & Schwartz, S. Z. The use of technically

Ysseldyke, J. E., Regan, R. b
' ijonal decision making (Research Reporti e

- . adequate tests in s'ého ducat
No. 28). April;$1Q80;

Richey, L., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Teachers' expectations for the :
siblings of learning disabled and non—learning disabled students: o
A pilot study (Research Report No. 29). May, 1980. . - ?

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Instruétiona1 p1anniﬁg: Information
collected by school psychologists vs. information considered use- i
ful by teachers (Research Report No. 30). June, 1980. '

B., Webber, J., Campbell, M., Moore, S., & Gilliam, J.

Aigozzine, : .
" classroom decision making as a function of diagnostic labels and i
31). Junme, 1989.‘ o

o perceived competence (Research Report No. .




i

Xsseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regany, R. R., Potter, M., Richey, L.,
& Thurlow, M. L. Psychoeducatioﬁhl assessment and decision making:
A computer-simulated investigation (Research Report No. 32).
July, 1980. . B . o :

’,.‘ . d . ) o , .
{ Ysseldyke, J.  E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., & Richey, L.

Psychoeducational assessment and decision making: Individual case
studies (Research Rpportho. 33). July, 1980. ,

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., Potter, M., & Richey, L.

Technical supplement for computer-simulated inwestdi ations of the
psychoeducational assessment and decision-making process (Research
Report No. 34). July, 1980. ' . '

Algozzine, B., Stevens, L., Costello, é;, Beattie, J., &_Schmid, R.
Classroom perspectives of LD and other special education teachers
(Rescatch Report No. 35). July, 1980.

Algozzine, B., Siders, J., Siders, JI., & Beattie, J. Using assessment -
information to plan reading instructional programs: ,Error analysis
and word attack skills {Monograph No. 14). July, 1980. ‘

Ysseldyke, J., Shinn, M., & Epps, S. A comparison of the WISC-R and .
the Woodcock-Johngon Tests of Cognitive Ability (Research Report

No. 36). July, 1980.

Algozzine, B., & Ysséldyke, J. E. An analysis of difference score reliaT"
bilities on three measures with a sample pfrlow achieving youngsters .

(Research Report No. 37). August, 1980.

'Shinn, M., Algozzine, B., Marstonm, D., & Ysseldyke, J. A theoreticél
" analysis of the performance of learning disabled students on the
' 38).

Woodcock—Johnson'Péycho-Educational Battery (Research Report No.
August, 1980. . o A .

>
Richey, L. S., Ysseldyke, J., Potter,’M., Regan, R. R., & Greener, J.
Teachers' attitudes and ex ectations for siblings of learning dis-
abled children (Research Report No. 39). August, 1980.

~

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., & Thurlow, M. L. (Eds.). A naturalistic
‘ investigation of special education team meetings (Research Report No.
40). August, 1980. :

Meyers, B,, Meyers, J., & Deno, 8. JYormative evaluation and teacher deci-
sion making: A fdllow-up investigation (Research Report No. 41).

September, 1980, N

Fuchs, D., Garwiek, D. R., Featherstone, N.,'& Fuchs, L. S. On the déter-
minants and prediction of handicapped children’s differential test

lldren S 4. terc 0
performance with familiar and unfamiliar examiners (Research Report
No. 42). September, 1980. - —




