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Abstract
-~ »

_ The present investigation explored both a variety of possible

determinants of children's differential tesflberformance-wiph familiar

s and unfamiliar examiners and the prediction-of this dissimilar function-

¢///{g;. Me;hodé included the testing of 79 speech and language handi-.

capped preschool children within a repeated measures, cross-over design.

Findings are diécussed in terms of differences in the familiar and un-

féﬁiliar examineréfﬁexperiential'backgrounds.
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- ) The Importance of Situational Faétors and Task Demands

o~

to Handicapped Children's Test Performance ‘ ‘

\

role that sifuational factors play/in affecfing performance in assess-‘\
ment (cf. Sattler, 1974). As a ‘result, a growing number gf psychologists

e

no longer view an assessment instrument's'content validity as a sufficient

. Educgtional psychologists recently have become ;nterested in the

pre~condition in deciding whether the test measures what it c%hims to \'

£

test.

0f the various situational variables explored in the assessment

o .,
. <@ 3

o -
setting, effects of examiner familiarity have been.subjected to 'scrutiny
N 2 . '
}\most often. The decision to focus on this situational variable often
has been based upon the long standing developmental notion that children

derive much of “their comprehension about and feelings toward a setting

from the significant adult in that situation (cf. Freud, 1921/1922;

Piaget, 19%5). ' .

Rosentﬁal‘(1980) suggested that the influence of prior contact is

iy

related- to the task set for the_child; that is; unfamiliar examiners
strenggken chiléren's performance on simple tasks and weaken their per-
formance on more complex test 1:em§. On simple tasks, Rosenthal specu-
lated that th? examiner's strangeness engenders anfiety in the child,

which éontriéutesbto'the child'; motivation to do well. This same anxiety,

however, is presumed to intérfere-with a child's higher order thinking

°
ts

required by more complex tasks. : -
The notion. that prior contact is negatively related to optimal
performance on simple tasks is consonant with empiricalnevidence

(Roéenkrantz & Van de Reit, 1972; Steveﬁson, Keen, & Knights, 1963).

‘
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o The importance of exami;per‘familiarity- to performance on more challenging o
taské, however, is less clear than Rosenthal sugges.ts. ‘ 4
\ \ 5
As a group, studies involving comparatively complex test items have

suggested that differential performance depends in part upon the defini- ‘.

L

tion of examiner familiarity employed. When the familiarity of the 2
examiner has been experimentally induced, subjects have not performed P
differentiélly (Jacobson, Berger, Bergman, Misllham, & Greeson, 1971; Py

: ~ Marine, 19&95 Tyson, 1968)-~ Hov\vever, when familiarity has been defined
in terms of a long-term acsuaintanceship, subjects have exhibited strongRr ~

© §

funcFioning witt; the familiar than with the unfamiliar examiner (Kinnie P
& Sternloff, 1971; Olswang‘& Carpenlter, 1978; Stoneman & Gibson, 1978).
A study by Fu;:hs, Garwick, Featherstone, and Fuchs (19805, employ-

_ing a long-term acquaintancesh\ip definition Qof é’xaminef familiarity, is °

the only inv’estigation known to explore subje;:ts' respons'es to familiar

and unfamiliar examiners on both simple and complex tasks. Corroborating

previous findings, Fuchs et al. discovered that test performance inter- .

acted with \task complexity. On complex items, subjects' mean test per;

‘formance was dramatically greate: in the familiar than in the unfamiliar
condition;*there was no such differential‘ fu?xctioning on simpler tasks.

In addition to examining relationships betwe;n examiner familiarity ,
and ch:{.ldr‘en's performa’nce on difficult and relatively simple tasks,.Fuchs ,

et al. asked teachers to complete an expaﬁdéd version of the Schenectady
> . * 9
Kindergarten Rating Scale-on the subjects (cf. Fuchs, et al., 1980). ‘

This scale generated descriptions on a wide-range of behaviors demonstrated

by subjects ip their classrooms. The teachers' ratings were used to pre-' 8
- ! .
- dict differential performance in the assessment situation. Six classroom

@ -

behaviors contributed significantly to the variance of the difference
¥ -
. v ' |
. y ) \
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\ between subf%cfs' performance in familiar and unfamiliar conditionms.

& — S -
‘Four of these behaviors were related both to subjects' capacity to use

,
S °

lénguage in the classroom and to sﬁbjects' feelings about théir speech

and/or language handicap. ‘Cumglatively, the six behaviors explained

T / » .
. 36% of the variance; all 17 variables constituting the rating scale -

"

accounted for 45% of the variance. ' ¢

»

The.present study continued to explore determirants and prediction

l of children's differential test performance.

)
\

Task Complexity-and Mode of Response o ) ‘

The present. study explored task complexity, defined in terms of

symbolic mediation, as a determinant of differential test performance.

5 -

The tasks were different from those used by Fuchs et al. (1980), where \

&

Aﬂq\ items Qiffered‘in terms of the degree to which they directed pupils' .per-

Ll

formance and the amounts of examiner = examinee involvement, as well as
-

in terms of symbolic mediation. By regulatirg the nature of the test
g . - T Ty
materials and the format governing their presentation, the present study

ittempted to control for test demands, oth%r than symbolic mediation,

g%at might influence:test.performance. In addition,‘many more items we;e
used to assess symbolic mediation so that the progression féom low to higﬁ_
e . - ‘ - 8y . mediation tasks could be controlled ﬁore call_:efully.

Also controlled systematically was the mode, or manner, in which

N v

subjecés were required to respord to the experimental tasks. At each level

[TEN

[ ] of task complexity, certain items required verbal responses while other

test items necessitated gestural responses. Selection of the vgrbal and
: <&

i o
gggtural modes was influenced by the fact that the study sample demongtrated””'ﬂyff

- -
Eam s

’ moderate ;t rofound speech or language handicapst™ -
@ o P P guage_handicap

By sharpening'and’éifgﬁgzgé previousfcpnceptualizatioﬂs of task
T A

- . 2 . =TT * -
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“demands, this study attempted (a) to clarify characteristics of difficult o S
tasks that help to explain differential test perforn;anE:e, and (b) to r

// .

/ : build upon the kn.owledge base that would permit one, ultimately, to ,,——//
identify tasks that promote differential test performance. Such knowledge, e
—

in certain instances, may call for modificat»l/ons of the testing‘lprocedure '

- \

{ that enhance the validity of assessment res 'hts. oo . .
. Prediction of Differential Test Perfoimance \" 'b . o
. This study also extended efforts by Fuchs et al. (1980) to predict h .
differential test performance on the basis of teachers' ratings of éupiis'
. ‘classroor;x behavior. This extension of earlier work was accon;plished by L ' i ¢
cross-validating the‘ behavior rating scale employed by Fuchs et al. on
a population that was larger than, but similar to, subjects in the former )
study. This"effort was undertaken because of the need to predict which °~ ‘ ®
pupils may requj:re special attention from the e;:aminer before assessment ’
.;_ v to pr?:mote optimal per_fermance.. The.imgortanice of such a procedure was
suggested by two firdings of Fuchs et al.: (a) clinicians who worked ."
regularly with the subjects predic_:ted dramatically fewer students to
perform differentially than the number of pupils who actually did so, . /"
and i(b) familiar and unfamiliar examiners appeared insensitive to/d»iffer'/enf/ ®
tial'performers‘as reveaieci by their respongs/tofa posttest‘q'uestionnaire.
If students who ;erfoini,gi;gferenti{imassessment resrecsent' a small ,
proportion of a classroon’x'popt_xlation,' and these pupils can be identified . PY
// /prior“ to assessment, it may be p_ossibfe for the _classroom teachers of .
, ’ these students, rather tpan clinicians, to function as examiners for this' “
] .. .
. ) “ * 3
. . //.
. /,/["/// .




A
A,»spééial group of pugils. Appropriate training in test administ;ation . -
would be a necessary prerequisite t6 such a stfategy.

Examiner Behavior and Differential .Test Performance

-, g Ut
The vast majority of,é%evious investigations of differential “test .

performance imply that examiﬁee characteristics, alone {(Seitz, 1980),‘

or in combination with task characteristics (cf. Satgier, 1974), determine
similar'or dissimilar performance with familiar and qnfamiliar'adﬁits.

The importance of exaﬁiner behaviors rérély‘gg;~;;en studied. ‘Neverthe-
less, their salience is suggested by Roseqthal's (1980) work, a large
corpus of investig;tions that demonstrates the profound impact others'
expectétions may exéft on subjects' performance. Rosenthal (1973) cited
four ways in which expectations may be communicated. Teachers who expect

good things from their'students (a) gfaate:g,warmer social-emotional mood < _
. R -
. around their ""special" students, (b) give more feedback to these students

— -

. about their performance, (c) teach more material to them, and (d) giVE:7:“ -
/ ’ -

e ”
‘Eggir/“Special" students more opportunity to respond.
. L .
Fuchs et al. (1980) obtained results in support of the last of these

phenomena and, by so doing, indirectly corroborated the importance of ,;
// ' o i

examiners' expectations to examinees' test performance. , Fuchs et al. .
rt .aa “.
\ - .
found a significant and dramatic association between both the amount and

variation of s{lence exhibited by familiar and unfamiliar examiner nd™ -
handicapped pupils' differential test performance. Familiar exéﬁiners

allowed very long silences with some children and grantéd scant silence

té other pupilss unfﬁﬁiiiar examiners uniformly permiéted brief periods Bf

silence. Further analyses ére required to "jocate" more precisely\xhese
insEEEges’of'silence in the communicative flow between exXaminers énd

i . A
.

- | +10




6 ;
examinees. before-one may posit confidently any possible effect!’they may .

B

[ - N
exercise on pupils' test performance. However,at this point, it seems ,

that familiar examiners permit snbjects adequate oppon{nnity to tespond
- , ¥ . » \ -
while-unfamiliar examiners, by prematgrely terminating thedtest session,

-

fnequently do .not offer the sane chane§;

. . - -

-

Moreova;, one may speculate that the unfamiliar examiners' proneness N

to terminate the testing in an untimely manner was related to their ig-

- g

norance and cg;paratively low estimates of subjects skil]l level and knowl-

edge base%gfsznfronted by "subjects' discomfort_in response to some test

requirement, unfamiliar examiners had to decrée whether to ignoré”this un-

4 . A
A

. 4 P
ease and encourage continued effort or to withdraw the test demand and
: L ’ / )

assuage manifest .anxiety. Presumably, this decision normally requires

*

gfounding in what the examiner understands about an exeminee's capabili-)

ties. Because unfamiliar examiners in th#s'study had limited information

. 4} »
about subjects' ability levels, were presumably perceptiyﬁ about and em-
y -

patﬁig towards children's feelings, and were no doubt aware of their need

s - W
for subjects' cooperativeness, they may have experienced no alterna%ive

-

but to behave conservatively and employ sdbjects' discomfort as a primary

cue in determining when to conclude testing. ) ’

»

In contradistinction, familiar examiners, by definition, had a more .

* )

accurate notion of which sbbjects'éere capable and incapable of perf?}mZ

ing. When faced by ‘subjects who were reticent and uncomfortable, yet -\x\

-

known to be capable, familiar examiners appeared comparatively unresponsive
to their silence and insensitive to their display of diggomfort, sup-
positi;ely as a means of communicating an expectation that subjects function

in accordance with their potential. Furthermore, because their

.

-l s
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® . relationship to ghe suiaj'ect_s ‘rested upon a-‘relatively‘long p‘rior acquain-

- - tanceship, - it is sug'gested the familiar }axan{iners were less concerned

than unfamiliar :exa’?.fners about subjects'. discontinued cooperation Juring

assessment, - L ’ , . .

o
° st : ; .
’ * a

No' ad‘dit;ional research in the general assessment literature is- knowd
s I . : . e .
° - that pertains to these findings and speculations.- However, investigations

2 in the area of ,c;];assroom teacﬁing and counseling glemonstrate the power-

® RS

o ' fat si ' oz 7
ful ‘effects,;_t:ﬁat ~s11en_ce may exercisé on human behawdor. :Rowe (19:4),
. ’ for, example, systematically varied theamount of silence permitted by

o
[~

‘ “  .teachers follouiné both teacher questioning and pupils’ responses. She
{ . S ‘e . °

- . . ¢ %
‘discovered that by increasing the amount of permissable time to respond, *

Lot le:?nd quality of students' utterances and the frequency of pypil-

® initia peech increased. ) B
’ o h Similarly, in counseling research individuals consistently reported
' v =
a preferencé for thek"z’.sts who s‘poke less frequently (Kleinke “&-Tully, . ¢ -
® 1979). . Ihis remained the/‘\case even when the content of theraqp:l.stsr talk ) .
v.‘\t" was‘controlled', Moreover, several sources suggest that cltents perform ¢ : ‘

better ‘fn therapy when the‘re is an opportunity for silence (e.g., Rogers,

14

. 1851). ‘ ‘ SN i )
. -— - ’ - . ) N . oS A
, To gauge the effects of examiners' behavior‘on examinees' differential

test performance, familiar and unfamiliar examiners' use of silence was . :

~ \ ’ - )
manipulated exp:erimentally in the present study. It was anticipated- that. .

v subjects'- presumegi different:lal test perforéance would be less strong when N

* -

familiar and unramiliar exam:.ners ﬂe}g,fequired to extend equal amounts
- N ' T | .

of response time t n when the amount of response time was left to the |
) K St . ’ : ‘.

~ . discretion ofvthe’examiners. - . ¢

v




The importance of this endeavor was predicated upon thé fact that

differential test performance“with—familiar‘and‘unfamilrar“exandners——‘

rd

.
represents a source of error varfance in the way tests currently are

v

* administered. I£ this differential performance may be attentuated by

’on children's gest performance.

w "

examineri to offer examinees adequate response time) , more ©
. N N

ances may result. The importance of this line of inquiry isiunderscored
' AN

\

by the fact that virtually all test manuals presently used by clinicians

are insensitive to the possible “negative effects of unfamiliar\examiners

In summary, the purpose of the present investigation was to examine

- NP 4

the effects of three variables (levels ‘of symbolic mediation, response

N

mode; and examiner silence) on children's differential test performance

°

Sag” .

and the. prediction of this dissimilar functioning vith familiar and unfamlliar

examiners. Efforts to predict differential test performance consisted of

cross-validating a prediction instrument used in a previous study by Tuchs

L]

et‘al. (1980) . .

Method

Subjécts

Subjects were 7S preschool children whose speech and/or language
functioning constituted a moderate to profound handicap. They were

enrolled in onhe .of three special education programs located in Minneapolis

or St. Paul, Minnesota. Sixteen subjects attended Program A 28 subjects
.
came from Program B, and 35 pupils were enrolled in. Program C. Children

who were mentally retdrded as well as speech or langrage impaigg% were

excluded from the\study. When-data were available, mental\rggigdation




® ‘\ was defined in accordance with AAMD Guidelines (cf. Grossman, 1973).

In several cases IQ data were not available and excluéion/from the study

S

o *was based upon teachers' evaluations of general classroom functioning. T

v N

® -Also eliminated from the investigation were subjects who had been in their

classrooms less than 6 weeks prior to the date'on which the study began.

et %
Y

Measures

Test of Articulation (TA). The Sound-in-Words subtest of the TA

(Goldman & Fristoe, 1972) was administered to replicate Fuchs et al. *
(1980). This subtest consists of 35 il.ustrations depicting objects
-and activities that are familiar to young children. Examiners were in-

L
.structed .to elicit both a spontaneous and imitative response from the

subjects. To facilitate a spontaneous response, q;aminers presented all

-

of ‘the pictures and for each one inquiréd, "What is this?" Regardless

of whether the subject responded correctly, incorrectly, or faileb to

provide any answer, the examiner then instructed the subject to "Say "

R modeling the correct name for the depicted object. This second direction
.! yielded an imitative respd!se. Neither the subjects' imitative nor\spon-
taneous performance was scored since previous findings (Fuchs et al., 1930)
failed to indicate differential responses to familfar and unfamiliar ex-
aminers on this measure. Also, in an effort to limit the duration of the
\ total testing .session, only the first two-thirds of the Sounds-in-Words
subtest was administered. SR r i
Action Pictures (AP). Two black and white pictures, one 14.0 cm x

10.8 cm and the othetr 15.0 em x 13.3 cm, were selected first for their

unambiguous depiction of actors, emotions, activities, props, and settings

o . . and, second, for the interest they promised to hold for the study sample. T~

o

- “w
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i

fhey were administered in two different experimental conditions that .

are described below. Subjects' verbal descriﬁtions of the AP were <
. #

Arégofded on audio tape during testing and scored later by a certified

s ) speech clinician who was unaware of the experimental questions and
. who knew neither the subjects nor the examiners. Subjects' responses

(i" were evaluated in terms cf the total number of intelligible words and

«

syllables employed to describe the illustrations.

d Symbolic Mediation Test (SMT). Developed for the present study, this

AN v »

measure consists of 18 items that are organized along two dimensions, com- !
\1?. .

plexity of symbolic mediation and mode of response. Subjects' capacity

1

_to _employ symbolic mediation (SM), or inner-thought, was assessed by

| six items at each of three increasingly complex levels, low (LSM); mid
(MSM), and high (HSM). At each of‘tﬁdﬁg\levels, three items required a
verbal response (VR) and three required a gestural respbnse,(GR). -

LSM/GR tasks dsked subjects to select from an array an object that

" —_s

matches a standard. LSM/VR test items required subjects to provide a
one-word label for an illustration of a commonplace object. MSM tas§§?
assessed subjects' ability to perform in-class matching. For example, .

one' MSM/GR item presents one page with pictures of a taxi and airplane

and another with a stop sign, boat, cup, and lightening. The subject is

instructed to point to the object on this second page (i.e., boat) that

- ‘'shares an essential functional similarity ‘with the objects shown on the

first page (i.e., types of trgvel). One of three MSM/VR tasks presents
the subject with illustrations of,a wolf, pig, and zebra; the subject

’

e o is informed that the pictures are al} of animals. Next, a picture is

présented that displays a hamburger, sliced loaf of bread, and sandwich;

- Lo




11
pointing to each in turn, the examiner inquires, "This, this and this

‘ are all ?" HSM tasks evaluated subjects' capacity to analyze
N < '\. N .
.and integrate segments of visual information, of rélatively high symbolic

- ~ <

-4 e °o . *
value, in order to tell a Story. HSM/GR items required '(a) an-atrangement

2

of cut-up representational draﬂings so that they relate a meaningful tem-

poral sequezce, and (b) an identification of a geometric form that correctly

! 'completes aniabgtract pattern. Twé HSM/VR tasks each call on subjects to

» 3

o

tell a story about three interrelated illustrations. The third test item
presents oniy two related pictugss and requires tpe subject to extrapolate

. 4 %,
. to finish the story.

*

Examiners ‘scored subjects’ performance on the LSM, MSM, and HSM/GR

[y

[3

i

tasks. Subjects' responses to the HSM/VR items were recorded on audio
\ Y N - .

tape, transcribed by a certified speech clinician who was unaware of the

~

— o Y B . ..." .
experimental questions, and evaluated by three of the investigators who
) . ’ <

worked .as a group to score each response. Subjects' -responses to familiar
;nd unfamiliar examiners were evaluated on the basis of seven scoreg?
LSM/GR, LSM/VR, MSM/GR, MSM/VR, HSM/GB, HSM/VR, and Total Score. For the
first six of these 0 to 3 points wefeiqyarded; 1 point was given for each

correct response. The maximum' number of points awarded for the total score

was 18 points. ’ . 2F .

Schenectady Kindergarten Rating Scale. Constructed by Conrad and
« :\'-”— I
Tobiessen (1965), this instrument examines pupils' classroom behavior.

In its expanded form (cf. Fuchs ct al., 1980), it is comprised of 17
. B

items that are rated g}ong a 3 to 7 point scale. This expanded version

-

. was compiéted by classroom teachers on each of the subjecﬁs following the

rl

’ conclusion of all testing.

Frw
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Procedure-

¢
» i
. v
~

Examiners. There was a total of 17 examiners. Eleven of these,

-

‘A as classroom teachers of the subjects, were familiar examiners; six

’ -

. ! .
examiners were unfamiliar to the subjects. All testers were female,

certified in early cﬁgldhood education, and.haé at least several years

- o~

of experience working with preschool children in educatid%al settings.

.

.. Familiar and unfamiliar examiners were trained separately in thé adminis-

* .
tration of the experimental tasks by three certified speech clipicians

—— .

.- who were unaware of the study's purposes.
Desigﬁ. At each study siie, subjects were randomly assigned to
Group 1 or Group 2. The two groups differed only in terms of the presen- -

1w

H
tation‘gf:@ﬁg:ﬁf;ﬁagkj§§ge No Instruct and Instruct conditions described ) .

»

"below); the TA and SMT tasks were identical for the two groups. (The TA .
C ‘

. task for both groups and the AP task for Group 1 replicated those used by

--Fuchs et al., 1980.) The three tasks were presented to all subject; in
the same order: TA fi. st, then AP, and SMT last. Within each group, |
subjects initially were assigngd randomly to either the Familiar Examiner
(teacher) or Unfamiliar Examiner (stranéer) condition. All subjects‘
were assé ed twice, within a crossover design, -so éhat all were tested
b, bpth types of exam;ﬁeré. The Schenectady\Kindergarten Rating Scale N
was cqmpleted b; cléssroom teachers for Group 1 subjects since they con-
stituted the cross-validation populati;n. ) .

.
" .

. No Instruct condition. The AP task was presented to Group 1 subjects

»

+ following the procédures of Fuchs et al. (1980). Action pictures were P

presented by examiners who began with, "Tell me about this picture.”" If

the subject refused to respond, the examiner provided adcitional
. . . / -

P ' |




. : B,
V : 13

%

. encouragement by stating, "Tell me what's éappening?" If the child -

remained silent, the task was discontinued. If, on the other hand, the

subject prouided information about the picture after the initial instrucé

tion, the examiner gave adequate time.for'the child to complete the

- \
response’ and then said, "Can you tell me more?" After the subject was °

I

pérmitted an opportunity to do so, the task was terminated. ,

o Although the examiners were required to administer the expe imental
tasks according to the aforementioned instructions, guidelines were pur-
posefull; withheld conterning aspects of the assessment situation infre-
quently controlled by the examiner manuals of published tests. Examiners

were instrycted to exercise their own judgment concerning such factors
i

—as_the frequency and qualitative nature of feedback to be given, the sSe

- of open-ended questions in the test setting prior to thes test proper,

2 \
N - \
and the amount of Tesponse' time permitted.

Instruct condition. -The AP task was presented to Group 2 subjects

using the same verbal instructions as examiners used with Group 1 subjects.
Houever, examiners for. this group were not directed to use their,discretion
in determining response time; rather, they were required to follow a pro-
cedure that allotted a constant améunt of response time. This was.accom-
plisned by controlling both when examiners used sifence and how mucn

silence examiners euployed. Figure 1 diagrams the e§perimental procedure

,éhat governed communication in the Instruct Condition.

Insert Figure 1 about here

Analyses

T
1)

Number of words and syllables used to describe the action pictures

)
74
4
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was analyz\ed separately in both ({a). one within factor (Familiar - Un- ' e
familiar Examiper) and one l;etween factor ~(Instruct - No Instruct) )
. analysis s-f variance and (b) one within factc;r (Familiar - Unfamiliar
@xaminer) and two between factor (Instruct - No Imstruct and Site)
analysis of va.riance."‘. Raw score performance on the’ SMT_ was analyzed ‘ ’ ?
in three within (Familiar - Unfamiliar Examiner and Task Complexity
and Mode of Resop‘,onse) and one between (Site) analysis of variance. S ——
Also, total raw score performance on the SMT wad¥analyzed in one °
within (Familiar - Unfamiliar Examiner) analysis of variance. The’'17 L
llaehavioral categories constituting the modified Schenectady Iiindergarten !
Rating Scale were ente{:ed in a f\orward step~wise mﬁltiple regtession to ¢
predict_diff-'erencesvb’et’ween performuace in Familiar ;nd Unfamiliar tssting \
conditic;ns. C ' o .
®
Results ’
Examiner Behavior (No Instruct Vs ~I'nst;:uct)

Subjects' syllabic production on the' AIf task yith‘“ flahlpiliar and unfam- ®
'iliar‘e}.:aminers in the No Instruct and Instruct condi_tions is displayed - .
in Table 1. Subjects' sylla}:ic pro:iuctions were sig.nificantly greater ’
in the Instruct than No Instruct condition. This remained t‘he case with ‘ °®
the-site factor, F(1,73) -'9.i8, p = .003, and withot;t the site factor, ‘
_E_;(1,77) = 10.01, p = .002, it.lt:iuded. ‘No significant ‘i{nteractions were
found between the\Familiar/Unfamiliar Examiner and Instru.ct/No Instruct’ '\ PY

] condiﬁtions. 7 T - s ‘
! . &>
Insert Table 1 about he_re
. . . . PY
Cp:npa,rable results were obtq@ped whenl the dependent variable v&ss !
.8 1'
1 ~
: -
. 10 [ ®
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- F _/,woras”sp’ol;ea (see Table 2). Subjects in both the Familiar and Unfamiliar
@ -
;M Examiner conditions employed a significantly grrater number of words in

the Instruct than in the No Instruct condition. This remained true both

. N ‘{\ )

. when program site was excluded, F(l 7-7) = 10.20, p = .002, and included,
. ‘ " N ' .

.o F(l 73) '= 10.46, p = .002, as a blocking factor.‘ As is evident in the
table, subjects' raw score performance in the No Instruct conditio& gener-

" ally was higher when tested by zamiliar than by unfamiliar examiners.,:> The

.
o : '

~~ only exception to this was subjects' performance at site A, where.,an
T
-, T~
.. equal mean number of words was produced with the two types of examiners.
. S — T
SO — \
Again, the interaction between Examiner conditions and Instruct/No Instruct
\\‘
' / \ Lot
' conditions was not-significant. -
) ? ’ \\ \\.\\\ 2 ! ‘I .
- ’ - """“\:\'A ; ””” - '
Insert Table 2 about ere _ . v
A T T,
o . \ N —

Examiner Familiarity

Subjects' performance on the SMT, analyzed as a sum of their responses
. . f .
® to the.l8-item measure, revealed a main effect 'for the examiner condition,
i - - )

F(1,76) = 4-0,?, P = .047 (see Table 3). Totale&\ across levels of task com-

- -

! 3 . 9 v
plexity and modes of response, subjoects' performance was greater in tlie ®
° Familiar (X = 2.24) than in the Unfamiliar (X =!‘\2.-1‘9\) condition.
\ - ; -\‘
- . : _ g :
Insert Table 3 about here Co J
| * Task Complexity
Table 4 portrays differences between performance in Familiar and Un-
familiar conditions by task complexity, mode of response, and study site. =~ .
@ A statistically sign'ificanto main effect was obtained for task\complexity,

N - P
e

| .
F(2, 142) = 263, 46 2 <$.000. -Subjec‘.s performance was strongestﬁ the

RS .
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* 2,31). A contrast of the third vs iﬁfﬂfffifﬂi&gdfffgﬂd~lBVels*WEE’EIE:——’~ﬁ-4,,

* ’/

A}

rd

first (simplest) level of the SMT (X = 2.95) and weakest on 'the third

(most chal{enging) level (X = 1.38) of this measure (middle level X = ﬂﬂﬂp,,,,'

nificant, ES%Ll§gl,5»19793:‘if77761, as was a comparison of thé first . ®

&

and second levels, 5}1,152)‘= 4.83, p < .01. Despite the findings of
significant hain effects for Examiner Familiarity and Task Coumplexity, ’ .
and the significant decrementin performance on_the SMT at each succes- L

sively higher-order level, there was no significént interdction between
4 [ .

Examiner Familiarity and Task Complexity.
. !

’

Insert Table 4 about here .

s ~

I

Mode of Response

.Pfediction of Differential Pe~£ormaﬁce with Familiar and

A.signifiéant main effect was found for mode of respopse,_§(1,76) = .
33.94, p <.000. Marginal means for tasks demanding gestural and verbal
responses were 2.39 and 2.04, respectively. Also, a sighificant inFer-
action wé; found between mode of response ané task difficulty, F(2,152) i

- °
- 13.96,.é < ,000. Performance on gestural response tasks minus verbal

-~ response tasks for the first, second,‘and third levels of task complexity

were .006, .715, and .304, respectively. A compariS?n of these differ-

-

ences bééw en fivst level and second and third levels.of task difficulty ,

yielded significa.c Fesults,‘;(l,lsz) = 4,78, p < .01. Also significant

was a contrast of é tural minus verbal differences between the first

ani second Ievels, €(1,1

Unfamilixr Examiners

None of the categories co;;:;:Bbﬂpg the modified Schenectady Kinder-

garten R%ting Scale contributed éignifipa tly to the explained variance in




P i ' .
the difference-beTween pexrformsate (i =h* AP in Fami'iar and Unfamiliar
testing conditions, the dependent variable. There'was, howéver, 2 lack

of differentiated performance on this dependent variable”as a function of

, examiner familiarity.

. . Discussion. )
. : In contrast to findings from a previous study by Fuchs et al. (1980),
subjects did not perform differentially when tested by famiiiar aund un-

familiar examiners on the AP task., Possible explanations for the discrep-

ant results include variations between the two studies in éxperimental

-

_ .
procedures and in subject or examiner charac:eristics. However, because

’ ~ I e e
the experimental procedures were relatively straightforward and care was

M .

- taken in the second investigation to replicate the manner iq which the AP

v

task was administered, it 1s unlikely that chanées in the experimental

procadures explain the different results.

At first glance, variation between the studies in subject and examiner

{

characteristiif also appears to be an improbable explaﬂatoryhfactor. Sub- °

-

jects in the previous and présent investigations were al{\speech and

language. handicapped pupils who attended special educatioﬂ“greschool,

N\
programs. Alsc, in both studies examiners were matched for séveral preé-

1

sumably importa#t proféssional and personal characteristics. kll were

A

female caucasians, certified in early childhood education, and 11l had at

least several years of experience with preschonl children in educational
settings. ’ [ v
Howevefk an aspect of the examiners' experiential background over .

4

which no control was exercised was the extent of their previous contact

with handicapped pupils. In the first study, none of the four unfamiliar

- -
4 . -

&
&

o

¢

N

A
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’

examiners had}previous experience with handicapped childrenj in this

. Study moure than half (four.out of six) of the unfamiliar examiners were

~

- cuireﬁtly or had been employed previously as teachers of handicapped
preschoolers. Thus, the absence of differential functioning on the

AP task in the second study may have been associated with the deployment
of examiners who were unfamiliar to the exafiinees in a persoﬂal sense,
= = )

but, for the most part, had professf%nal familiarity with the type of

chi%d cohstituting the study sample. This raises the hypothesis that the

°

examiner's specialized professional training and experience may vitiate

the adverse effects of hi=/Her—personal unfamiliarity with an examinee's

e

o "
s £ - performance. — R

R — e e
i e - - — .

DeStafano, Geééén, and Cowen (1977) produced evidence supportive of

» -

this speculation. Examining mental health profeséionals' and regular class-
room teachers' attitudes about and expectations for handicapped children,
DeStafano et al. discovered that the mental-health professionals were mofe

'positive about handicapped pupils and held more optimistic pfognoses'for

them. Similariy, special education teachers, in compar}son to regular
' : ’

= 'blassrégmwteachers, may view handicapped cﬁildren more positively and .

-

Jd hold hiéhg; éxpeétatigné for them in the assessment setting. And, in

-'tutﬁ,”this may ancourage handicapped students to perform optimally in

this situation, irrespective of the}r personal familiarity with the indi-

vidual special educatqrh(cf. Rosenthal, 1980). Whether an efamine:'s
- \ b
professional training and experience vitiates the adverse effects of
t, .7 N [+]
' his/her personal unfamiliarity with an examinee is an impdf@dnt question

A becauée the adult who tests handicapped children f;—;:EBDls and clinics,

while often a stranger to the child, usually has at least some familiarity

L4
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with handicappad stﬁdents. ’ ) A
. .

*  While subjec}s performed similarly with fagiliar and unfamiliar
examiners on t;e AP task, theér performanée on the SMT was signifigantly‘ .
stronger in the familiar condition. Sybjects' diffef;ﬁtial’peffo?mance

. .. op phe‘SM& appears to,contradict the argument that examiners' professional
familiarity with handiéappedwéhildfen may s&bstiﬁﬁte for a iack of pef-

sonal familiarity as a means 6f optimizing performance in assessment.

The marginal level of significance (p = .047) of subjects' differential

-

functioning on the SMT should be noted, however. t

- While there was no main effect for the examiner condition on the AP
task and only a marginally significant main effect for the examiner condi-

- _tion on the SMI, as anticipated, there were strong main effects for the -
IR e :

a) B e

oo o o -
Instruct/No Instruct condition, Task Complexity, and Mode.of Response.

By demonstrating a positive, direct relationship between amount of

a

response time and extent of subjects' responses on the AP task, this

investigatior corroborated previous findings that indicated the importance

v

" of teachers' (Rowe, 197/) and therapis&s' (Kleinke & Tully, 1979) silence

-

to students' and clients' performance, respectively, Because of its

. demonstrated powerful effect upon performance; and because it 1is used

arbitrarily in assessment settings, examiner silence should be regarded

[4

as an important situational factor in test situations. Whether it repre-

\ - ,

sents a source of error variance in particular circumstances should be

L

a focus of future research.

o
L4

Main effects for task complexity and mode of response répresent support
for the construct validity of the SMT instrument deve%oped for the presenf

study. There is an additional possible iﬁplication for the obtained main

' g-

4
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effect for mode of response. Subjects' weake:'performance on tasks

-

requiring ve;bal responses suggest that the many .screening, diagnostic,
achievement, and intelligeﬁce tests requiring numerous responses ;n

the Yerba} mode may seriously underestimate optimai functioning émoﬁg’
se%ect groups of ‘pupils, particularly children with speech and'language
hénhicaps. This suggest;oné?bf course, partly depends upon the pre-

sumption that the test items requiring verbal and gestural fésponses at
N

each level of complexity on the SMT share similar‘cognitiﬁe demands.

Fiﬂally,ébecause of absent or marginal effects fox the examiner
. 4

condition, no interaction effects were obtained for Task Complexity,

Mode ‘of Respofise, or Instruct/No Insiruct conditions, and the Examiner

a2

condition. Future research should inyestigate the importance of these

s
——
[} -

conditions within an experimental paradigm that matches familiar and
1 - :

uifamiliar examiners more closeiy fiuan was done in the present study.
» Assuming that such a paradigm will yield differential performance in

[

favor of the familiar examiner, it will also facilitate a more reasonable

téél of our capacity to predict differential test performance on the

-

basis of classroom behavior than was permitted by the present investigation.

-~
»

'
¢
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. " Table 1

Syllabic Production on the Action Pictures (AP) Task®
- . 1 ! Fad

Instruction / ’ Examiner Condition
Condition Familiar . | Unfamiliar

No Instructb
Site A 11.14 (9.77) 20.29 (26.70)

Site B " 13.65 (7.44) 11.30 (7.62)

',

Site C 17.06 (8.66) 14.88 (9.79)

Average " 14.57 (8.40) 14.11 (13.07)

- -~
.
*am—

Instructc’

Site A 20.56 (19.94) 18.22 (14.81)

Site B, 25.40 (23.59) 23.13 (29.17)

\

'Sit%ic’q. ‘ 38.00 (31.10) 56.00 (68.13)

o

Average " 28.11 (25.64) 32.20 (45.15) .

%Entries are the ﬁgans and standard deviations (in parentheses) of
the numbers of syllables produced.

By = 43 (Site Az N = 7; Site B: N = 20; Site C: N = 17).
°N < 35%(§ite A: N =9, Site B: N = 15; Site C: N = 11).

. L ]

“




kY

; \ / .
’ o ¢ ~ / Lo o
\ 25 ° - -
\ Table 2
Vford Production on the Actidn Picture (AP) Task?
‘ - , Y
Instructipn ’ Examiner Condition -
Condition™ | Familiar - _ Unfamiliar
- | 3 > T , - ‘
No Instruct /
Site A \ .7.00 (7.29) 7.00 (7.21)
. Site B 5\ ’ 10.40 (6.39) . 8.25 (6.03) / : . _\V'
site C™ | 13.59 (7.37) 11.24 (8.61)
\ \\ . ///: -
AVerage ' 11009 (7022) 9021 (703}3') . -
Instruct \' h N
Site A "‘\ 14.56 (16.74)- - 13.67 (12.56) /
/ -
\ . - ’ .
Site B \ 19.40 (20.27) 18.67 (25.21)
.Site C \ ' 28,91 (25.76) 40.82 (47.24) ) ‘
‘ T / L.
Average \ \ 21,14 (21.51) 24.34 (32.98)
\ .

. 2Entries are th means and standard deviatlons (in parentheses) of
the numbers of |words produced. —
bNumbers of subjects|in each condition and site are the same as in
Table 1.
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‘ Table3 .
<. ‘ Total Scores on Symbolic.Mediation Test (sirr)f‘
20, Ty
¢ g b Examiner Condition .
Site . . Familfar: . OUnfamiliar '
¢ 'y
Site A . 12.56 (2.06) 11.81 (3.25)
Site B . 13.11 (2.:35) '12.86 (2.18)-
Site C 14.32 (1.77). 14.03 (2.19) ¢

3patries are means-and standard deviations (in parentheses) of subjects'
"SMT scores., - C - ’

by = 79 (Site A: N = 16; Site B: N = 35; Site C: N = 28) . N
- . 2 .
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Table 4

Nurber Correct on Groups of Items of the Symbolic Mediation Test?

Task Complexity/.

Mode of Response

0 4
site AP ..
Familiar Unfamiliidr

Site B®
Familiar Unfamiliar

Site C

Familiar

d -,
Unfamiliar

iigh
Verbal
Gestural
Mi_‘MJ:E f
_ Verbal
Gestural
Low
.~ Verbal

Gesfural

2

. 1.00 (0.89)

1.06 (1.12)

2.00 (0:65)

2.56 (0.63)

3.00 (0.00)

2.94 (0.25)

1.13 (0.96)
1.06 (0.93)
1.88 (0.89)

2.88 (0.34)

2.75 (0.58)

[ -

1.14 (0.88) 1.09 (0.82)

"1.31 (1.08) 1.34 (1.16)

.
.

2.00 (0.91) 1.89 (0.87)

2.69° (0.76) 2.74 (0.61)

2.97.(0.17) 2.94 (0.24)

3.00, (0.00) 2.97 (0.17)

!
1.54 (0.79)

2,00 (0.90)
43

. i

1.93 (0.66)

-3.00 (0.00)

3.00 (0.00)

1.39 (0.79) .

2,11 (0.92)

‘2.04 (0.84)

2.75 (0.44)

2:89,(Q.42)'

2,96 (0.19)

a
by = 16
N =135 -

dy = 28

- . N !
Entries are means and stendard deviations (in parentheses) of subjects' scores on groups of SMT items.

T L




— -
° ° ° ° ‘o \: ® °
N . O
\\\4 :
) UOTITPUO) IONAISUT BY3 UT aAnpadoad °T 2Indfg
f faXal ’ » ’
- v v 'J 1}
*jse3 9jeuTwIal °S. q%' \ *jyseq 9IBUTWIBL °G
*YSTUF3 03 PTFYd 103 JIYM 'Y . *YSTUFJ 03 PTFYD 203 ITeM °Y
. , ‘0T 03 U0y ¢ ‘0T 03 3uRd) .°¢
*ysel . P “jsex .
3JBUTWAI], *YsSTUI3 O3 PTFYD 203 ITEM °C ajeurwaa] . °“YSTUFI O3 PTTUD I0F IFEM °C
*8uT3UNOD BNUTIUOISTQ T *SugIuUNoY ?nurnuoas;q i
4sNOdsdd ON 'HSNO&SSH ASNOdSA¥ ON \ i dSNodSsad
\ \ i - “‘
. N - *0T 03 Junoy °9
L wld10u 2w T133 nok uey,, iy G-
3 - - .
\ ) *paysSTUFX -TFI 3IFes ‘SupiTel ST PTTUO I - °Y

*0T 03 Juno) °g ) ‘0T 03 JuUN0) ‘€

.- 3uruaddey s, jeys au 101, ‘Aes °T . *BuTTEI YSTUFF 03 PTFYD 103 ITBM T
' *SuT3UNOd anu;?uods;q 1

ASNOdSHY ON SI F¥AHI 4I - M dSNOdSsad V SI mmu:n 4l

‘

(0T OL ONIINNOD NIOAE) ,,°d¥NIOIA STHL 100GV AW T1aL, ‘AVS .

\ -

28

e - - . S ! . - ) " ¥
. . \




-

'

"ERIC

o L
i

PPV RES §

\
\
& [~}
N 7 § [ ' |l' »
Copies of the Symbolic Mediation Test are available from
the Institute For Research on Learning Disabilities, L
Universifg/of'Ninnesota {Research Report {#54}. .
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