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Abstract

Prior research indicates that language-handicapped children
obtain higher tést scores when tested by personally familiar examiners
than when tested by personally unfami11ar‘ ekaminers. The present
' investiéat{on inquired lwhether this finding is due to examinees'
actual differential performance acrossrtHe two examiner.conqitions, or
whether it is the resu]t of testers' biaséd scoring -of similar
examinee performénées. To make this determination, vidéotaped testing
sessions, in which language-handicapped preschoolers were awardeq
h{gher scores by familiar examiners tﬁan by unfamiiiar examinérs, were
shown to two certified speech clinicians who were blind to all
purposeé "of the study. These indivigggls--ratgd each examinee's
performance in the fami1{ar  and dgkami1ian examiner condition.
Resu1ts indicated that the videotape raters, -as the examiners, gave:
higher scores to examinees' pérforhance in the familiar condition,
corﬁoborating the notioﬁ that language-impaired children actually

perform more strongly with a familiar examiner.



The Importance of Scorer Bias to Handicapped Preschoolers'

Stronger Performance with Familiar Examiners

During the past fodr years, Fuchs and associates conducted a
program of research into the effects of examiner familiarity on the
performénce of 1anguage-impairéd children. Findings 1?d1cated that .
. these c¢nildren performed mdﬁé strongly when they were assessed by
familiar testers ~tHan when they were tested by strange ekéminers.'
More specifically, this differential performance was obtained (a) when
testers were inexperienced and a1§o when they were proféssiona] speech
clinicians (Fuchs, Fuchs, Dailey, & Power, 1§83), (b) across studies
employing exper{menta11y-induced (e.q., Fuchs;, Fuchs, Power, & Dailey,
in press) and long-term acquaintanceship (e.g., Fuchs, Fuchs, Garwick,
& Featherstone, 1983) definitions of examiner familiarity, (c) over
various levels of item diffjcu]ty‘ and response modes '(Fqchs,
Featherstone,‘ Garwick, & Fuchs, in presls‘), and (d) across presci;bo1
and school-age A1anguage-impaired children (Fuchs, Fuchs, Power, &
Dailey, -1983). Finally, this program of research demonsfrated that
the personal unfami]iarity“of a tester not only distburages 1angua§e-
imbaired chi1dreh's'optimai, absolute performance but also selectively
deoresses their. performance re1ative' to nonhandicapped children
(Fuchs, Fuchs, Power, & Dailey, 1983). |

Therefore, it appears that the effect of a tester's professional
unfamiliarity prevails across a range of sit:ations and- that the use
of unfamiliar examiners répresents systematic bias against and
threztens the validity of the test performance of certain handicapped

children. The salience of these findings is underscored by the facts



2
that children typically are assessed by strange testers, most test
manuals do not prescribe pretest contact between examiners and
examinees (cf. Fuchs, Fuchs, Dailey, & Power, 1983), and test results
are used pervasively for makihg dec{sions about -educational programs
“and student classification.: _
Given the potentially negative, far-reaching implications that

examiner unfamiliarity has for educational pracficé, it seems
important' to explore how and why a tester's strangeness affects
certain examinees' performance. .As-a beginning, it may be useful to.
recognize an assumption that has been made explicitly and }eoeated1y
in the ppuer thus farv(as well as in all of the pertinent research to
date): ‘name1y, that lanquage-impaired children perform more strongly
in tha familiar condition. It is possib1e: of course, that examiner
familiarity does not affect the level of exahinees! responding but
rather influences the accuracy of testers' judgment and scoring. A
large and enduring literature on rater bias supports this latter
'posaibi1ity'(e.g., Guilford, 1936; Rosenthal, 1980); In an effort to
become clearer about the nature of examiner fami]iarity effects, the
present study exp1orad\the impact of personal fami]iarify on testers'
accuracy of scoring. |
| Subjects:

| Subjects were 22 (17 M, 5 F) Caucasian preschoo]l chi]@ren. Thé'Y
and SD for their CA were 58.32 and 8.70 months, résp/eétﬂe_]y. They

/;

‘came from predominant1y middle class homes in Cenfra] Massachusetts,

/

were moderately ép ppbfoundﬁy language-impaired, anafattended a public
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special education préschoo] program. AT] subjects performed within
the normal range on jndiVidua11y administered intelligence tests.
Examiners - o |

Examiners were 22 Caucasian female graduate students at a state

college, and emp1oyeesffof public and private schools in Céntra1

‘Massachusetts. (See Fuchs, Fuchs, Dailey, & Power, 1983, for examiner

selection procequre.) Eleven examiners were early childhood educators
(ECEs),. who had an average 96.@0 months (SD = 59.28) teaching
experieﬁce. None had fbrma] training or professidnalyexperienCe with
either ascessment or handicapped children. For this‘kééson, they were

conceptualized as the "inexperienced" examiner group.

The other 11 examiners were speech clinicians (SCs) who had been

practicing professionals for an averagé 85.09 months (SD = 24.06). By .

virtue of their professional experience and formal tiaining addressing

” both assessment and language-handicapped youngsteks, the §Es were

assigned "ekperienced" examiner status. The two examiner groups were
similar with regpect to the amount of -their Eespective work
experiences, t(20) = .38, ns. o
Measure

The Preschool Language Scale, verbal expression scale (VE;

Zimmerman, Steiner, & Pond, 1979) was em91oyed. Zimmerman et al.

reported split-half reliability coefficients ranging from .75 to .95,

with a median of .88 on the total test. Using the Spearman-Brown

Prophecy formula, reliability for the VE was estimated at‘.79.'

-~-Design

.- Children were'assigned randomly to SC and ECE groups. Tﬁere‘was

no difference between the two groups with respect to th children's

8
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CA, t(20) = .75, ns, or sex, x2(1) = 0.00, ns. Within examiner
groups, each child was assigned randomly to two examiners, one with
whom he or she became personally famfliar and one ta whom he or she.
remained a stranger. The study,réquired each examiner to serve in
both  familiar and unfami]far roles, thereby controlling for
potenti.lly confounding effects of tester personality. Each child was
assessed twice during a period of three weeks, once by the familiar
and once by the unfamiliar tester, within a crossover design: One-
half of béth ECE and SC examirners ffrst tested familiar children, then
unfamiliar cﬁi]dren; the remaining examiners tested their examinees in
reverse order. A1l testing occurred in the preschool's speech therapy

/

room, a setting with which all children were familiar. ;

Procedure

Personal familiarity. Examiners' personal familiarity was

induced experimentally by two procedures. Every tester Was required
to make a one-hour home visit. Exaﬁ{qers were tojd that there were
two purposeé for this visit: first, "to get to know the_chi]d and to
permit the child tobget to know yéu"; second, "to obtain information
about the child from the mothér." Accordingly, each tester\ was
instructed to take materials with which to play with her future
gxaminee and to administer to. the chi]d's mother & structured
fnterview that/brief1y explored the child's general functioning and
likes and dislikes. = (Although scored and returned to the
jnvestigators, the interview data were not subjected to analyses; the
only pﬁrnose for the interview was to acquaint the examiner with the

/

child.) -
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The second strategy to inquce personal familiarity was to require
each tester to play with her nfamiliar" child for one hour immediately
preceding the teéter session. The play occurred both in and outs%de’
'of the child's classroom. For this éncounter, the téster provided the
same materials with which she and the child had played during the home
visit. The play outside of the child's room always followed the
classroom interaction; the preschool encounters always followed the
examiners' home visits. The lapse in time separating the home visit
and testing ranged between two and eight days. |
Training. ECE and SC examineﬁs were trained separately to
administer the VE scale. The ECEs received a total of five hours of
instruction ih two sessions.| The SCs met for one session that 1astedﬂ
2k houfs. A certified speech clinician conducted all training.
Videotaping. The students' test performance with familiar and
unfamifiér examiners was videotaped with two AVC 3200 Sony video
camerasgon one-half inch videotape. The.camerés, connected to a Sony
3600 recorder, were placed behind the examiner and examinee. With the
aid of a special effects generator (SEG-1), a split screen was created
displaying a frontal view of the upper torsos and heads of both
participéptﬁ. Examiners were informed ofﬂ the recording; examinees -
were -not. !
| Scoring.u Examinees' performanées on the VE, in both fami]iar and
unfamiliar testing condifions, were .scored ‘using two procedures.
First, invéstigators summed examinersi protocols ~that had been
comb]eted during _testing, using a blind proéedure so that
.investigators were unaware of examinees' namés_or\testing conditions.

|
i

1
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For  the second scoring, two female certified speech clinicians, who
did not know (a) any of the examiﬁers or examinees, (b) the purpose of
the study,‘or~(d) the testing conditions they viéwed,'comp1eted new
protbco]s as they watched“ the videotaped testing sessions. These
raters scored equa] nuhbers of SC and ECE examiner testing sessibns.
One rater observed 45% and 55% of .familiar and unfamiliar testing
sessions, respectively, with the rémaining sessions scored by the
other: rater. Interscorer .agreement,l calcalated on 18% of the
testing, ranged between .91 and .96. Later, the second set of
protocols was summed by jnvestigators usirg a blind procedure.
Results
A preliminary one bétwegn (SdkOs. ECE), one within (personally

familiar Ys. unfami]iér) 3pa1ysis of variance (ANQVN) was run on the

VE scoresﬁ(Winer, 1971). \This ANOVA yielded ‘one signifﬁcant>effectm
| for personal familiarity vs. unfamiliarity, E(1, 20) = 3.56, p € .05.
Across exper1enced and inexper1enced examiner. cond1t1ons, subjects

\

performed an average 4. 11 po1nts higher when tested by persona11y
|

familiar examiners. ' ' ;

Next,\ for each child's performance, botr in fami1iar and
unfamiliar testing cbnditions ra difference score was ca1cu1ated o
between the examiner's VE score and the v1deotape rater s VE .score.
These difference scores, 1nd1caF1ve of the gxam1ners scqr1ng
accuracy, were entered .into a oné within (persdna11y 'Familiar VS.
unfami1iar) ANOVA, which' revea]ed‘ no statistically significant
difference in the scoring accuracy of examiners'between familiar and -

unfamiliar testing conditions; _E(l,ZQj' = .46, ns. The ‘average

11
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differences between examiners' and v1déotaped raters' scores were 4,77
(SD = 5.83) and 3.61 (SD = 5.79), 1in the familfar and unfamiliar
conditions, respectively. |
Niscussion

Resu1tsl1nd1cate that a nonsignificant disparity was qenera;ed by
contrast1ng examiners' vs. videotape raters' scores in the familiar
test1ng condition with those in the unfam111ar test setting. Thus,
the v1deotape raters also obtained higher scores for the exam1nees'

A

performance in the familiar condition. Because these raters knew .

notﬁing about the study's objectives or participants, the findings
seem' to supporf‘ the notion that exqm1hees actually performed :

differently across the two experimental conditions, rather than!
performing -similarly and receiving differential scores by biased .
tesfers. ‘

Although we found no evidence indica;ing that examiners:,b1ased
Ecoring was responsib1e for examinees' differential performance, we do
not wish to fmp1y that an examinee‘s,performance is independent of

~tester behavior. A previous study (chhs, Zern,gd Fuchs, in press-a;
Fuchs, Zern, & Fuchs, in press- -b) demonstratedfgf&assoc1ation between
children's differential verbal product1od\1n fam111;k vs. unfamiliar
examiner.conditions and examiner behavior. In the fam1?1ar condition,
examinees spoke longer, more often, and with greater syntactic ‘and
" semantic c6mp1exity; familiar examiner; (a) éxercised more  frequent
Vand longer intervals of silence than‘unfami1iar examiners, (b) often

used eye contact with examinees as a cue in deciding when to speak,

whereas unfamiliar examiners rarely utilized this cue, (c) employed
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1arge'ly directive 'language in contrast to unfamiliar examiners'’ speech'
that more frequent1y was part1c1patory in nature, and (d) spoke for
\.ého'rter' durations than unfam111ar examiners. 7

Thus th1s study and’ prevmus re1ated investigations suggest that
lche s1tuat1ona1 factor, examiner fam1'l1ar1tv, affects both examiner .
and exam1nee behavior in’ dramat1c and educationally s1gn1f1oant ways. .
'Exam1ner trainers, test deve1opers and publishers, profess1ona1 ‘groups
that are. resp~o"ns1b.'le for establishing and mon1tor1ng_ testing -

.st'andards, res"earchers, and users of test 'findingé should .consider

- more ser1ous1y the role of tester fam1'l1ar1ty and, simu'ltaneou}sTy, o

beg1n to questwn the p0551b'le 1mp0{tance of additional, unexplored

'situati\ona1 factors in the test situation to children's performance.
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11nterobsérve} agreement was calculated using the following formula

(Coulter cited 1n‘Thompsbn, White, & Morgan, 1982): | | ' .

' Agréements between Observer A and Observer‘B

Percentage Agreement = Agreements between A & B + Disagreements between*

A& B + Omissions by A .+ Omissions by B

i
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