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. Boehm and Sandberg (1932) identify six purposes of
assessment at the preschgpl 1eve1: screening (identification),
diagnosiic evaluation, instruction related assessment-{(forma-:'
tive evaluation), evaluation of the results of instruction. - '
(summative evaluation), evaluafion of'program effectiveness,
and prediction of readiness. Our Tezm's assessments incorpor—

ate all but one of these purposes; that is, weeare not as'yet

involved in evaluation of program effectiveness, although ~
L]

some ideas for future research evalueting our own practices

will incorporate this purpose as well.

In the area of screening and identificatiom, we look:

t

to the teachers for this information. We provide the teachexrs_

t

with a2 referral form and screening checklist éo assist their

v -

. — = \' ‘ I}
and we are in the process of'trainingteachers and aides to L

administer the Denver instruments as an initial formal’screen- .

ing assessment. rollowing screening and referral, we combine
N ‘ .
diagnostic evalvation Wl;h instruction-related assessment and

- . )

decision making in 1dent1fy1ng children who require referral ‘
|
|
|
|

strive not only to determine the nature and possible causes '

.

or maintaining conditions of the’ referral problems, but to “

e

relate findings and recommendations to the preschool educa—

5

_tionzl -setting. This is formalized into an IPP (preschool

[ N

- ' . .
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equivaient offan IEP) process, but goes Beyond mere paperwork

into a trully'bonsultative relationship between referral

L sources and assessors. -Evaluation of the results of instruc-

tion occurs when the child's progress is monitored and peri-
odically reevaluated. This reevaluation and monitoring is
most fea§!p1§ when children are referred early in the year.,

when they are young enough to be enrolled in Head Start for

two years, /or when they are receiving direct speech

therapy.. This“é pe of involverent with the child is optimel,
and permgtg déri ation of .a much more’acpurate diagnostic
picture which cludes assessment -of the child's resporise
to interwéntion. A recent exampleigf the p%flity of such an
approach 6ccurred_when a child by the tbird assessment re-—
‘vealed himself to have a specific language .disability, when
che first assessment would have resﬁLted,iﬁ'a diagnosis of
mental retardation. ’ o

: ] _And, finally, prediction of readiness occurs when the

Y - .

children are assessed prior to graduation from Head Start

E s C s it

and hen they are about to enroll in kindergarten. At this

. time:the children who are likely to require special educa-
ot - tion services in public school are assessed specifically
to identify their school readiness skills and areas of special

need, and Clinic Team members are then.available as child

3
. [}

advocates, rebﬁssenting the child and family at team meetings

Y
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vhere decisions regarding special edycation services are made.
4 . . ; -
ihué, as/@oehm arid Sandberg point out, the above cited

pvrpoéses are not discrete events, but a continuum of assess-.

. ment services provided to individual children. This need for
s <- N . .

multiple stages of involvement, as well as multipqufxposure

/ . »*

to the -child within d4ny single stége, is a particularly im-

1]

r . N
portant issige in the assessment of any preschool child

PRy

¢ *

(Lidz, 19%7). :
After this‘over—all summary of the assessmént-process,
i would 1%ke to elaborate in somewﬁat greatér detail on thk,
ﬁiasnosti& aspect as it fela;e%ito an instructional setéing,\
as there are issues concérniné this pfocess vhich azre of . -
particﬁiar concern for thé.pigéfhoql child (Lidz, 193f, 1982).

I vill firststress that wel use no standard battery of ~

tests for our psychological assessments, and this statement

Tepresents a value and point of view which asserts that as%

sessments are most meaningful if they respond to the issues
A3

raised by the referral source, although the direcﬁion.may at

a later time vary in response td questions raised in the

examiner's mind (lfaz,tl981). Because of this value, the
o :

" referral form has beendesigned to elicit information which

. N e aes
allows each assessment to be custom-tailored for 1nd1VLdua1,
casés. There is, therefore, no opportunity for the.teacher \

, *TRANSPARENCY* :

. .
S
’ - .
.



Yy . .
V . i ‘
Psycholdgical Assessment

. . ) ! / s
to’ request a specific type of assessment; but only to ‘formu-
r :

late the issues of concern and the question$ to be addressed.. *
It is then ;possible for ‘the assessor to determine an array of

\ . .
- assessment strategies ‘to be applied, which may vary from any

£y

3 . . ) . .
combination of teacher/parent interviews, classroom observa-

tion, to fgrmal standardized tests. The measures are at the

y . . . ) .
service of thedecisions torbe made and the information to be o

derived; the assessor is not at the service of the measures .

»

" *TRAMSPARENCY* . . ,

4 c. .

The nature of the developmental level of the preschool

child creates specialuchailenges for the assessor, and, in . r
fact, makes assessment of the preschool child &n area of . .
Specialty. Thetchild'betyeen three and five has not neces—
sarily deVeiob d the.ability to sit still for an hour at a
elme, respond approprlately to formallzed\test d1rectlons, =
or verb 112e 1n clearly formulated phrases. This is es-
pec1a y true of the’ Chlld ‘who is referred for assessment
" as- the reasons for referral ‘may pre01se1y 1ncorporate de-

flclen01es uhlch reduce the accessablllty of the Chlld to

adult {nterventlon. The exam1ner~must therefore not only be

n’ _ L s

acqualneed m1th a'large array of approprlate measures, but
must be adept at capltallzlng upon the child's natural re-

‘sponse tendenc1es Because the child is usually not the

~ -
s L st 4
.
. .
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best source of information about his or her own circumstances,

>

rating scales, questionnaires, and obéefvaéional techniques
- are particularly usgful at this ;ge. Beqausé play is the
natural activity of the preschégl cbild,.égsessment measures
\\ Which incorporate piay have great potential for?iel&ing sig—

niéicant information. Because development tends to proceed

~Yy o,

in a fairly. regulér sequence, some of the components of which
1 ] ° ‘.
have been identified for this age group, developmental scales

1

are another major source of. relevant infgrmatioﬂ. Whatever,
tﬁe measure, individual assessment even for écfeeping pur-
poses is a necessity at this age"

’ I would like to mention some ggne;alizagions which apﬁly
to the assessmént of the preschéolgr.' The first is the neces-

sity of vtilizing both multiple.measures eand multiple op-

portunities for observation, a point already alluded to above..

While such multiplicity is optimal at any age, it is essential

at the younger ages. The behavior and.levels of functioning
) of young childrep normally fiuctqgte (Flapan .and Neﬁbauer,

1970; Vane ahd‘Métta,‘1978; Dunst and Rheingroveé, 1981 ) and

v rapport-building is a major component of the inteﬁhc%ion.wich -
- children who may. still be struggling with sepération and who

are quite vé:}ant in their development of social skills in

dealing with strangers. That familiarity‘with the examineér
can have"facilitéting effects on the preschool child's test
. <

L]
-
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performance ‘has been documented by Stoneman amti Gibson (1978).

!

Anecdétally, it is of note that a nﬁmber of esdhool children

from economically disadvantaged backgrounds are highly skilled

in their social interactions even when very poorly developed
in their task orientation and object relatedness. In some\
cases, clearly not the majority, thergiis a social ﬁfecocity
which is inappropriaEZT so that the chf;d is almost totally
per.son foctsed with poor adult-child boépéaries, while at the
same time extremely'unskilled in preacadémic demands such as
listening to storles, completlng puzzles, stellng shapes and

colors, etc. X_ L

A second issue concerns the dlstlnctlon\ between capacity
and performance and the relevance,of applylng &ynamlc assess—

ment strategles at this age. True to the saylng of not know—

ing a book by its covér, most assessors are now wéll aware
. L 4

S

ot . N . \
of the, diffidulty of interpreting obtained scores ag more
than samples of current, achlevement rather than Efpaﬁity to

"aghieve. For the middle clkss child, or any nonhandicapped

’ —

.
child from an. environment which has provided optimal médiatlng
experiences (Feu rstein, 1979), there is likely to be a closer

coincidence of. test funcLlonlng with learnlng ab111ty. For
. ‘\ .
the child who is disadvantaged in terms of exposure to optymal
) \ Y
medidation, the coincidence between ability to profit from iﬁ%K

-

struction and response to standard assessment procedures is |
- AY

v - \ ' . \*’ “"
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likely to be reddced, and this lack of coinciaence is more
likely to characterize the low.SES preschool child (Lidz,’
1982; Hunt ana Kirk, 1974). 'ft\thus becomes necessary for®
the assessor not only to establish thé nature and degree of
deficienc&- or even the natureéand'degfee of intactness- but j
to consider proeesses by which the child arrives at solé—

tions and errors as well ag processes by whieh the chi}d's
behavior can.bé modified. This is the essénce of dynamic
assessment-which; I hasten to add, is not adequately de-~
veloped for the,preschool child, but which is nevertheless
possible to apply-on an informal, supplementary basis. \

. There are some tests already on the market which incorporate

elements of a process-oriented or dynamic approach, such as

the Psychoeducational_Evalhation'of the Preschool Child

(Uedrysek, Rlapper, Pope, and Wortis, 1972), Goodman-Lock

Box (1981), and Discovering Learniqg Capacity by Stott

(using Flying Start Materials, 1971).

A third issue is the greater priority ofiattention vhich
needs to be paid td.adequate sensory functioning, particularly
to hearlng, relative to the assessment of older children. Be—
cause communication skllls are st111 developlng, and are 1n
fact in the most raplq stage of development, and, especially,

because communication itself may be the referral issue and
) ' !




| [

* Pl - P .
+ e T T el . . )

T - e atam . o -

Psychological Assessment - : .
. R N . -

may reflect a number of origins of difficulty, the diagnpstic

- .

ability of the ‘examiner is put to the test. ‘It is'not suf-

~

ficient merely to describe.the components of the problem for

remediation without concern for causes. Looking at hyper-

s

‘activity w1thout con51der1ng lead poisoning or at speech dis-

‘order w1thovt asse551ng hearlng acu1ty may. 1gnore p0551b1e

treatable conditions for!hhlch the assessor is in a unique
posiqion to éetéct (pailagher and Bradley, 1972).

. The final issue to be mentioned here describes the posi-
tive aspects of assessing the preschooi child.  Except for

the very inhibited child or the child with unresolved separa-

tion problems, we have found 'preschoolers eager. -for and open -

,

to the attentions of the assessor. The children virtually

clamor to be taken out, and feel rejegted wvhen they are not’
y . . . - -

selected to be special- quite -in contrast to the older child

who may almost visibly wither in front of peérs if the psy—’

-

chologist'dare seek the child out for specfal attention. " An-
other wonderful aspect of assessing the preschool child is

Y

the r*iétive unselfconsciousness,so that real observation
is_possibIe. Whilé a visitor to the classroom is likely to )
attract "attention, with encé%ragement,the children will just
80‘about "doing their thing'", and some realistic behavioral

samples can be easily derived. Even when alone with the ex-

amlner, the preschool child can barely resist playing with
\ :

x
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téys presented, and I have at times inviéed another child
. - in for a play ogigrvatign just to promote interactiog;aﬁd v
‘ enhance the reaalistic qualitie% of the play: .
.« . .‘yEvaﬁs (1#$74) lists a number of trends in the measure-
€ ment of young child}en's behavior, which inclyde: a rapid .-

¢

increase in the measures available, increased concern .,

.
»

with nonintellective factors, decreased ethno—centrjsm; ‘E
broadening of the types of strategies used; greater individu-~
alization and prescriptive attention, and.the availability

of a growing number of resgurce,books and services. The li'st.
of preschool tests passed ogt is only a selection ;f whé; is '
available, dlthough, as we are all %ell aware quantity does

-

L not .equal quality, ana there is, not suprisingly, more of

'
the former than latter. In the annotaFed list of assess-
ment measures, Ssome measures‘of pérticular promise and with
which large numbers of assesscrs may nct be familiar have
been selected for elaboration. It is up:to the individsal
assessor to determine what information is needed and by
what means such information is ﬁés elicited or gemerated.

With regard to' the issue of Jéthno-centrism, so far,
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préschool child. This to a large extent represents a point

of view that much of what has been said in ¢eneral about as-

] 1

sessment of preschool children applies tofthg éisadvangagéd !
child as well. There is, after all, more &n common éb&ut
children than not. I would like to spend the rest of the . 7
time discussing some specifics‘of nondiscrimiﬁatory as—

sessrqent .

-
»

The issue of nondiscriminatory assessmené and assess—~
ment of minority children is pgfhaps the biggest issue 1in
assessment today, and response ‘to EheAproblgms pqéeﬁ may
result in dramatic changés in assessment metﬁbdoidgy,,par—
ticharly in the cognitive domain +{Reschly, 1981; Hines,
1981). | |

Historicallyz attempts to devise culture—free measures
were unsuccessfrl, and there appgared to be a 1lull in the
) (1itera;ure between the earlier attempts of Eels and Cattell

and the more recent research of Mercer. The concepts of

-

culture-fairness approximates the idea of nondiscriminatory -

assessment in the aspect of attempting to use cantent- *

which is common'to the cultures représentéd by the children
‘assessed rather éhan attempting'thé impossible feat. of free~
ing the cont;nt from any cultural influence (Anastasi,

1965). However, the teét must also have relevance'Eo'a, o N
significant criterion, and not merely fail to discriminate

between minority groups or to give advantage to a minority

*

RN L o
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group. As Williams (1974) suggests, the concept of fair-

ness may be more appropriate to a test's use than to the,
test itself. ' y T e

The alternative concépt of culture-specificity may

hold some promise for the purposes of ﬁith%n culture pre-

~diction (Samuda, 1975; Kratochwill, et al. 1975; Scarr,

1981), but has little applicability beyond documenting
acquisition of vocabﬁlary and concépts within a harrow

spectrum of vérnaculer. Other alternative attempts at

nondiscriminatory assessment have included the use of

Piagetian tasks, linguistic translafions plﬁralistic‘ "
: o

norms, criterion-referenced measures pretraining'for

test-wiseness, modifications of admiristration and in-

structions, and learning potential as eésment‘(discussed

above under dynamic sf;ategies). All} of these have areas

of application as well as annbjéms'a d_limjitations (Duffey

»!

-

_measures, and inclusion of nonintellective factors are ad-

<%
.et al, 1981; Bailey and Harbin, 198041 Adaptive behavior -

ditiogal respénses.to the probfemé‘of traditional asqessé"'
ment for ?in6ritie . o,

.Relatively simple sofutioné to the issuve of ‘overrepre- . -
sentationmpf‘minofkties in meﬁt;i'retafdation_categqries are

. . . .
.either to change the statistical cut-off points vhich con-’

4

tribute to the definitions of retardation, and to label

[}

-
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, measures of intelligence‘as indicators of achiebement. While

such solutions represent oversimplications of ‘some aspécts of

~ . [N

the issves involved, they remain viable partizl responses never-

theless. However,'iﬁ the current meesures'used are successful
in predicting echool achievement, then it is c¢lear that the (
stress on the borderline deficient child is not receiving a
fully adequate resbdnse by merely changing labels. And it is
doubtful 'tha’t Mercer i.s’ suggesting that such children should -
N not receive spec1allzed programmlng—only thad they should not
be viewed or labeled as retarded

»
The: issue of defining a nondiscriminatory measure seems |

- - . i
. . to have a lot to do with the use one intends to make of the |
- Anpupmibn. ' o 4 ;

. results. If the outcome of- the assessment is .to be a diagnos-
, o= :

vtic label which aims to distinguish between méntal deficiency-
. and normal cognitive functioning, then it would be verydim—
portant for.the items to reflect content with which the

children are familiar, that all have had an oﬁpdrtdnity to

o e expoeed to the material, that it is adminietered in the pri-

mary language, etc. If however, the outcome of the assess— *‘!g .
ment is to reflect the ch11d's degree of, mastery over bnSiC Y.

7’

aspects of an identified culture, or curriculum, the above

~

prerequisites would be less critical or even irrelevant, and

P

the test would be used to establish discrepenciés,betweeh

[}

the child's current and the desired status, which in turn
¢ . 4 .
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would suggest edgpatidnal objectives, without implications
about the mature of the learner. However, in the case of
most bsychological assessﬁents, it is neceésafy to have
something to say about the nature of the‘learner. As

. Duffey and his co-author§ suggest (1981), if there is any -
solution to the issue of defining a nondiscriminatory as-—

. sessment, it is more likely to lie in the manner in which
the measureg are Selected for spgcific decisibnimaking
purposeé and -in the changing of our zpproaches to categori-
zationfof learners, rather than in aW%y test or strategy per

- se. )

One issue of nondiscriminatory assessment is tha£ of
degiqit versus difference concepts in interpreting results.

While there may have been too much emphasis over the years

on deficit (Cole and Bruner, 1971), to deny that prolonged

exposure to poverty is likely to take its toll on relation-
ships and child development does not do a service to those
living under the stress of such conditions. On the other
hand, it is necessary to acknowledge the positive cultural
developments of the populations invol%ed,‘and improve the
knowledge base regarding cultural differences so that
children can be viewed in the context of their environments.
4

The assessor needs to be able to make distinctions be-

tween discrepancies . which are deficits and those vhich are

.
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differences, and to identify those differences which may
produce deficits under specific circumstances.
o Other 1SSLeS of cross-cultural and cross-— ethnlc as-

sessment are outllned by Sundberg and, Gonzales (1981),

, . B
and 1nc1ude ’

3

P4

language and dialec;;differencespwhich affect comprehension

by the examinee of questions; honverbal communlcatlon in-
-

.

volving the elements of eye contact, phys1ca1 prox1m1ty,

emotional expression, posture, hand gesture, and mode of

~

dress; expectations and beliefs, for example, regardlng

[y

the degree of act1V1ty and passivity which should be in-

volved in a.social lnteractlon, and attitudes toward ‘dis-
clesure‘oiuinformation. Examplés of these will be elabora-
ted when discussing specific ethnic groups. Sundberg and
Gonzales also point out the need to consider imtra-subgroup
differences. Not only are Puerto Ricans different from
Cubans who are different from Mexican-Americans, who are
different érom Central Americans but there‘are even more
subtle differences within these groups which need to be
d1scovered in order to fully comprehend responses ulthln

an assessment 1nteraet10n. Sattler (1974) cites an in-
"teresting statistic which claims that there are fourteen
Afro;American subgrovps. It is all too frequgd% that those tests

which purport to have normative representativness of minorit -

ies group minorities together as an undifferentiated mass as

P
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as if aff-white coloration were a significant unifying factor.
What are some. of the issues and' findings relevant to

“

the primary minority grbups in this country, and applicable
to children of preschool age? i

Consrary to:yat least my own expectations, Epps' (1974)
reVLew of the llterature regardlng effects of race of ex~
aminer suggests that this variable may be more of a negative
stimulus for younger than older children. However, none of
the data cited specificslly concern children as young as pre-
school age, and the findings on this huestion are at best
éguivocak (Lambert, Wilcoi, and Gleason, 1974).

On two measures used frequently with preschoolers, the

WPPQI and McCarthy, the WPPSI factors have been found to be

congruent for both blacks and whites, while, for the McCarthy,

congruence is suggested but less clear (data cited in Rey-

nélds 1982, Pp. 198-£99). Studies using other preschool mea-
sﬁres agd to evidence of congrence across races and "add
suppoFt to the use of existing preschool screening measures
with black,and white children of bothrsgges in"the very
necessary prosess of early identification of potential learn-
ing and behavior problems" (P. 199). ’

Gay and Abrahams (1973) discuss some of the preconsep— .

tions 'of blacks about whites with which the white examiner

must deal. These include early teaching of mistrust of whites

in anticipation of expectations of not being liked; such mis-

v

A6
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.tfust'may sﬁow up in the child's lack of communication
w@ich would refiect cautiousness rather than communication
Hisabilityr Further,- some of the children afe taught to
; . " show ;espeét/fcr.adults by lowering their eyés and .remain-
Lfﬁg“szEnt. Many blacks‘perceive—white int®ractional style
" as being cald and aloof, ahdiexperience the testing sicua-. ; '
tion as feflecting these characteristics. ‘These auchors .
describe many black households as reflectlng a post-agrarian
anctlonal style whlch encourages having many children each
‘FO'part1c1pate actively in household chores[ with the mother ’
at the helm,Aand with:qlder children taking over much of
tﬁe child rearing after infancy. This style results in the -
. child feeling ac¢used of wrongdoing if directly queried by.. "
an adult. I“f o
In assessing chlldren fron non—Engllsh speaking groups,. p
two obviously necessary pieces of 1nformatlon are language
dominanceAithin the Chlld and the prlmany language of the
home QMQZich and Mace, 1973). In ‘the “case of the pre— P
schooler, home langudge is likely teo be'mqre imporpapt.than
' peer language. Oéher than obsefqaticas of level of plax,
there is no substitute for haviné a bifihgual-assessor, who
not only %ould be able to gommunicate ﬁ?th the family,.but
who would be able_tqidecermine the Ieveﬂ of the’child's : } o
ianguage competency in tﬁe primary Ianguage: _ Short of the

ideal of having a bilingual assessor, the use of an iﬁter—

17 '
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prétor and of nonverbal measures allow some observations to

. . /
be made albeit with cavtious intérpretation of results

4

(Clarizio,. 1972 y Darcy, 1978). However, having\ap inter-* \

’

e
pretor translate verbal items of a testis not advisable
x

Hbgqause of the~pqtant1al problem of changing the nature of

v

what is assessed, especially concerning the issue of dif-
ficulty level of the items (Roca 1978). Specific language

interferences to testing for Hispanicé will be discussed
- . / .
by the othexr présenters. Suffice it to say that it would
- . )
be all to easy to conclude that’ there are comprehension or _

-
-

auditory discrimination problems even in the child with
ﬁairly go;d English mastery, when tae source of the child's
errors reside kg the dlalect

The Florida Association of School Psychglogists (no
date) has published a helpful general "Guida to - the As-\
sessment of Hispanic\limited-Englisb Speaking Clients."

Martinez-Mozales and Cook (1982) discuss specifics of
the examiner-examinee relationship which are relevant to:
the asiassment of the Hrspanié child. Some general character-—
istics’Bfﬂazggagzzréamiliés include a patriarchical'organiza—‘
tion, with the male accorded great dignity; respect, and .
obedience, clear and defereﬁtiated sex roles, distant father-
.son relationsh}ps‘with‘close mother—daughter reiatiOnahipg-
*‘and avoidance of disclosure of personal information to people

/ '
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| outside the  family Of community networkK. -Somé implications

| .
V ‘ . for %fsessmént include potential problems for the female

=N

assessor with a male (particularly older) child, as well as

‘ with ‘trying to communicate results to the family.\ The

.

.authors recommend establishing rapport with the family to

develop a relationship of confidence before attempting to,
work with the child. 'Hisp;nic communicaéion styles are

" described as showing respect by lowered head and eyes and,
silence, greater‘reli;nce on nonverbal communicaéion thaﬁ
many Anglo-Americans, and-equétion of prolonged eye con-
tact with sex or aggression. The issue!of‘pgrsonal space

-

is frequently mentioned with regard to contact with many
culturesi 'In the case of'the Hispanic cultures; Martinez-
Morales-and Cook cite an equation of Latin-American per;
sqQnal distancqlwith A?glo—culture intimate distance. In
order to-reduce the feeling o6f coldness of Anglo distance
for th; Hispanic child, thg§€~authors recommend that the
examiner sit om the same side of the table as the child .‘
rather than across the table. Touching is znother point
of differdncy®, with the Spanish cultures frequently
_characterize by-more use of touch than may be comfortable
fof an ‘Anglo-Amerjican. Differences in“body mvement (high

level),; cognitive style (more field-dependent), and time

Y . . .
oriefitation (of less importance) are also discussed.
1

~ . -




#sychological Assessment 1 ! .

l .
[

Thi t ibl i i
| is paper can not ppssibly provide comp:eh€n51ve
coverage of all minorities. However, before bringing this

presentation to a close, I would like to make soem commentg\\

* .

on the assessment of the Native ‘American child. This is

~

" not a population with-whikeh our urban Philadelphia Team has

any experience, and it is an area where I have gathered . '

K
onlx limited information. Hynd'(1979)1§ﬁé Sattler (1974)

revieg some issues and information in this area., Hynd sug-

gests th noriverbal measures offer the least biased as-—

sessment for t Native-American in terms of estimating

ability to learn. Some characteristics of the child in the

~

assessment situation include nonassertiveness and minimal \
spontaneous verbalizatioen, lack of eye contact and ayoidant

béhaviors, and possible difficulty fesponding ﬁuickly to
N 4
timed items. Some values communicated in the childrearing

‘

of a Native American are said to include emphasis on co-
B .

- operation and discouragémené of competition and individual
ééhiévemént, ofientation on en unhurried, present focused
lifestyle, the belief that disclosure of personal infor-
mationgivesphe othef person control over the discloser's
behavior, ‘and a2 general desi;e to remain anonyqpus.fEsteem
1s gained by helping another person to improve a skill, and

may be perceived by the uninitiated Angld-American as cheat-

ing. v oo .
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In éonclusion, supported by tﬁé earlier writings of
Arthur Jensen (1970), I am s;ggesting that ﬁondis;riminatory
assessmepﬁs of.any age child, and certainly the preschool-
cﬁild from a Qisadvantaged background, can only be achieved
when a varietyjof measures and strategﬁes are used, when the
measures suit the issues to the assessed, and, in the case
of attempts to explore ability, when direct learning or dynamic
strategies are included.i ;;will end wigp a quote from iensep,
who said thét, «.ﬁ the ”Brigﬁtneés (of the disadvantaged
child) is %ot&fgppéd by- any standardized IQ test,.....
mosF"of these children are capable of iearning with:ease
aéd,§peed far:beyond what one would pnedict on the basis of ‘
theif conventionai'IQ" kP. 97) . ' )

>
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