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\:i.vao of. the. ma;or purposes of Pubhc Law 94142 the Educatron for AH
. \"Handrcepped Ch:ldren Act of 1975,° are to assure .that all handicapped: chndren‘
. have avartable to them a free, appropnate public educationand to assure that the -
rrghts of handlcapped 'chrldren and the\r ‘parents or. guardrans are protected. In*
" the ‘educational Process, evaluation. of the child is necessary. in’ order, both.to
:determone ehgxblhty for special educauon .and rejated servrces and to' desrgn anf ‘\
\\ . mdwrduahzed educaﬂuonal prograi-n whrch meets. the handlcapped child's: UleUQ: -
\ “\‘needs Without the evaluataon process the adequacy and appropnateness of the
_fchnd s, e'ducatuonal program would be questoonable ln developrng the Act ‘the.
: \Congress recogn:zed ‘the: rmportanm gf chrld evatuat;on but “aiso dehneated
‘\'hree major areas of concern. related to; the rdent\’rcatron and c!assrfrcat:on of o
r\handrcapped children (Senate Report No. 94-168, Educatron for “All Hendrc“
7 capped Children Act, June 2, 1975, pp. 26 29). These concerns were (1) the - -
. misuse of appropriate 1dentnf|cat|on and classxfrcatlon data wrtfyn the educatron-,f \
- . al process itseif, (2) drscnmmatory treatment as the rasult of the identification
o of a handrcappmg -condition, and (3) misuse of identification pracedures orf?}f‘
“ﬂmethods so that the chrld is erroneously ctassrfred as having a handucapprngl ‘

\condmon o S . : ‘

. '

~In_response. to these concerns, the Congress wrote into P.L. 94 142 (Secuon L
615) praocedural safeguards to be. provrded ta parents in decrsrons regard;ng the
ndentrhcatron evaluation, and educatronal placement of handrcapped children, .
as well as, specrfrc condmons which test and evaluation procedures and materials © -
‘até to meet (Sectson 612(5)(0)) In addmon the Commissioner of Education
‘was directed to issue regulations which assure that state ‘and local educational
 agencies establish procedures to insure that these conditions are met wsth regard -
1o testing: and ‘evaluation. 'The ‘Commissioner was also directed to repory’ to“*
Congress concerning ‘the procedures amplemenred by the states to prevent
erroneous clgssification of children. As a result of the rnandates the Buresu.of
Education ir the Handicapped (BEH) developed and published ‘regulations
‘\:concernnng protection in_evaluation procedures (45 CFR Part 121a.530 - 534).
The regulations' are the basrs of a Program Admmrstratuve Review (PAR)
. procedure which has been devetoped by BEH for sponitaring implementation of .
‘ ;\P L.94-142, including. the chrld testing and eveﬂfa‘?on provnssons

e

“e

THE REGULAT'IONS o

~‘l’he requlatrons to P.L. 94:142 provide a framework for umplementanon of the

- protectaon n evaluatlon procedures’ (PEP) prowsrcms but leave many details o

state and/or local educational agency d-screnon Section 1212.530 of the
regulauons, for example requrres that state and !ocal educanona! agencnes rnsure

»
3

P, L; 94.-142 amends Part 8 of the Edu\calion of the Handicanped Agt, which suthor-
. izes a tormulagrant program 1o assist states in providing free appropriate public education to
. handicapped children. . -
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that tesung\ and evaluauon materrals and procuderes used for the purposes of‘ .
evaluatron and placement of hancheapped chrldren are selected and admlnlstered ‘
-$0. 35 not. to be racrally or “culturally drscrrmmatory As is evrdenced in the
current case. of Larry P, vs "Riles, however -there"is. c0nslderable controversy
concernmg which tests meet ‘the non-dtscnmrnatory criterion. In this case, the
- issue. is whether Calrfornra schools may use 1Q tegtsin decusrons regarding the ‘
ldentrfrcatlon classlf:canon and. educatronal placement of handlcapped chll

_‘dren. Plaintiffs argue that such tests are racrally and culturally brased whlle the

defense argues that these tests are neutral L :

;S.ectron 12la 531 of the regulauons requrres rhat a full and lndrv;dual evaluatlon
‘of a child's educanonal needs be conductetl prior to:the" unmal placement of a
handrcapped chrld m a spec;al educanon program Fle-evaluatlon, of the child is.
eto be conducted every three. years or more frequently if :ndrcated Jti lS Secnon
121a 532 vvhlch delmeates specrflcl evaluanon procedures .which must be

COnducted These. ‘procedures include thes requlrements that tests and evaluanon
. materials: (1) are provided and administered in -the child’s native language or o

other mode of communication, unless it is clear!y not feasible do- so; {2) have

been valrdated for -the ‘specxfrc purpose for. whrch they- are used (3] are

) admrnrstered by trained personnel in _conformance. wrth the. lnstructlons
- provuded by therr producer (4) rnclude those taxlored to assess specific areas of

" educational need and not merely those whach are deslgrled to provide a smqle
- general mtelhge’mce quotlent “and (5) are selected and administered so that the s s
results accurately reflect the. factors that test purports: to ‘measure, rather than s
: reflecting the child’s impaired sensory, manual -or speakrng skills (except where * .
" those skills are the factors which the test purporrs to measure) In addmon no'
smgle procedurs. rs to be used as the sole cmenon for determmrng a child’s

o educauon program and the child is to be assessed ih all areas,related to the *

;7 . suspected drsablllty This secnon of the regulations also specifies that ‘the

C “evalyationis to be made by a mulll‘dISClphna(y team or group of persons,

‘ mcludrng at least one teacher or other specialist with knowledge in the area of
the _suspected disability. Frnally, section 121a.533 of the ‘regulations specrhes N
procedures to be followed in mterpretrng evaluatron data and makmq placement
decrsrons a : .7 -

: <,

-

“‘*"‘*As"stated“the every-day" rranslatron of“the < regalations into” “practice s the "““w
"~ “province of state and local educational” aqencres At these lavels, however there S
are many quesnons to be resolved How does one define and rmplement the )
feasrbrhtv‘reference concermng testrng in a chiid’s native language? What test -
aclmrmstratron procedures shoulgl be establrshed to insure that the procedures \’\

- are non-drscrrmmatory? How should the concept of valldanon be.defined and -
operauonalrzed7 The overndmg .question can. be vrewed at the school drstnct
Ievel what ‘would exemplary rmplementanon of the protecuon in evaluauon
procedures (PEP) provisions look tike? The Bureau of Educatxon tor the
Handrcapped is mterested in asslsung states by supporting the development and

]
O N

\

ArullToxt Provided by Exic [




vdsssemmatton of exemplary tmplementatlon procedures. State educatlon agen-
- cies (SEAs) responsnble under P.L. 94 l42 for monttormg,local tmplementatnon ) ‘
«"of ‘the PEP provmons and prowdmg technical assistance; must take the lead in_ .
: developmg State standards for” PEP lmplementatlon Flnally, local educatton
. agencies {LEAs) must conduct thel; own internal evaluat:ons of PEP implemen-
) ffatatlon The follomng section descnbes -an approach undertaken to mvest:gate

\ the :ssue of qualtty or. exemplary procedures TN :

THE APPROACH

: jlt is evndent _that- for quest:ons concernmg quahty to be addressed cntena are
" needed which can be used to evaluate. lmplementatlon To stlmulate th0ught

: Vlregardmg definitions of quahty the BEH undertook a. study in October 1977 X0,
. -explore_issues of’ quallty in |mplementatton o'\four ma)or provmons of P. L
94-142, This monograph ‘Summarizes activities related to one of those provmons
= protectlon in evaluation procedures The studv had two major parts. First,

R f0ur papers were comm:sstoned to provnde professuonal 1udgements of quahty
amplementatlon of the PEP prov1snons "Second,-a panel of educatlon practatnon- N
\ers was convened to dlscuss the. papers and. make recommendatlons to BEH
concernlng thexr value and use. . . . LTS ; ’

e
s
w o

“in conceptualizing the sutdy, ~it was recognized that evaluation never takes place -
n a vacuum; standards -are- always involved, Jutigernents of the performance of a
- program or pmcedures are measured. against etther expltcit or implicit standards.
Standards. are derived from expenence ‘knowledge, and/or values. The difficulty
is that standards will vary according to whose. expenence knowledge and values -
serve as the basis; for the standards. For. example ‘the regulatlons state that tests
and other evaluatton materials must be selected 50 as_not to he raccally or
cultufally dlscnmtnatory Criteria for the evaluation’ of PEP lmplementatlon
would be llkely to vagy, however, dependtng on ona’s mterpretat:on of tl‘ns
concept Educators anc? psvcholog:sts have long been concerned Wl{h test bias -
and have developed different approaches fo the issue, One: sugh effort, for
. example has been the development of Culture-faur tests. Such tests attempt to o
represent multiple cultures, rather than any one. particular dominant: cultural e
group W}nla colturesfair tests have ot been " good pre :

dlctors ‘of school success,

an advocate might establish the ériterion that they be ‘used as"g supplement to -

- tradl‘ttonal 1Q tests in the evaluatton of children from minority groups. ‘Another”

) aDDloach the faxr use of - tests is based on the premise that tests are fair; it is’

* .theit'use which is problemattc ‘and may reSult in racial or cultural’ d:scnmmatron o

An, advocate of this positior” mxght establish the criterion, ‘for example, that a*

‘ mmonty group child be evaluated onlv by an exammer who is a member of the
" same mmonty group as the chtld

Because a variety of standardsare possibie, authors were selected-for this study:

e
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Huthors“ were provrded gurdehnes whrch fu’st expanded on the sub;ect of
quahtatnfe mp!ementatron of -the. PEP prov;srons Progress in cmplementatnon
was conceptuahzed as a continuum; conformance with the letter of the Iaw was‘ .
:vrewed as one end of the cdntrnuum (mmumal rmpiementatuon) while 2 full :
Jneetmg of the intent or Spmt Jof the law would form,the other, {maximal} end of
\~“the connnuum Authors were to use thrs concept of progress in rmplementanon

\sn dewlopmg thelr pape S RO N

ducatmg handncapped chuldren Thus the deve!oped cntena could be used bv
EAs mterested in evaluatmg their own progress rn rmplementatron of the PEP
\provcsaons s‘ Well as, by SEAs in conductmg thelr own, evaluatrons The
urdennes furr.her mdrcated that criteria whrch would involve. the coliectron of’
data exther aiready ava;lab!e or reiatavely accesscble ro L‘EAs at ‘a Iow cost of"
both trme and money. would be most usefu! -

Y

Th:rd authors were requested tp develop crxtena ior determining: H) the qualzty\ : o
- of procedures undertaken by b to implemnent the protection in evaluation - - . -
.procedures provisions of the" law ‘and (2) the effectiveness of the protection in .
evaiuatron orocedures rmplemented by LEAs. Thus, authors of PEP position
papers’ were to develop criteriawhich could be used by ‘LEAs as approximate
mdncators ‘of -the extent to which PEP procedures cmpremeoted by-LEAs rreet o
" both the letter and intent Of spmr of the law and the extent to which they are e
effect,ve : ‘ N - e ¥

N - o . . R

_____wd_ﬁo_uztn,_,aumo:s«ow_ere asked_kto oro\;ide‘ a. rétionale or_ justification... lor. their..
criteria. It was expected that P.L. 94:142 and its regulations would provide @
base for the deveIOpment of criteria. For those criteria used as mdlcators ‘of
maxrmal rmplementatuon authors were expected to draw from*theory, research‘

fmdmgs the Congresslona‘ Record -personal’ expenence or. persona! knowledge )
~ of current practices. Where criteria did exceed the requitements of the law and ‘
\ regulatrons authors ‘were to mdrcate !hat the cntena represented des:rab!e but
o not mandatory standards. :

) Fj\fth, the gui‘deljnes ackn‘oyvl‘edgedhthe interrelationship of th\é\'PEP provisions of -

- =

s . "
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mplementmg SEA poht:xes scmnar to P L 94 !Q Authors were. to deterrnme
~whether a general set of cr:tena for deterrmmng progress in nmplementatton of

not to be the prototype self-study gulde . orn theqr efforts to deveiop crltena
however determmatcon of the feas:bmty of the task rmght be made. .7 . Ui

A THE PEP CRITERIA STUDY PANEL
. The second oart of the study mvolved bnngmg together a group large!y of”.
j educatnon practmoners t0 d:scuss the posmon papers and prowde recommenda-
© tions to BEH More specvfrcalfy, the purste of. the pane( was, stated as follows:
To determme ‘the feas«bmty “of deveiopmg self-study guides whach could be used S
by_ state ‘and/or 1ocal educatlon egencses 1o ‘evaluate implementation of the !:‘ L
* protectron in evaluatlon procedures prov:szon of P L 94 142. Feascbxhty was \
defmed to include toptcs such as -field- testmg and dtssemmatoon as well as \
o content and formatof possrble gutdes G e S o RN

The panef meetmg was structured mto three drshnct parts First, authors “/ N

5 presented summanes of thecr papers and respond’ed to°questions. Second ‘a targe
Lo groub dnscussnon was held concernmg issues reiated to the study Fmally, thr o

meetmg These questxons were mtended to snmulate d:scuss«on and the® a
formulataon of addmona! questxons bv panehsts N v
Questxon?for the Iarge group session. concentrated on: the rfonceptuahzatnon of -
the study as presented in the gundehnes for authors and also as presented by the

Y

e
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”ETBEH On the pomble ‘deve!opment freld-testmg,f
and drssemmmon o! se!f-study gu’rdes Speccf«c quesuom posed fo? these groupsjiz:

i 1d testrng and drssemmatron efforts the format of self-study gundesf‘\
and freid testmg actmtles and the utrltw of ﬂéld-testmg developed se!f-study\ ‘

;mall group would encourage an mformal atmos;)here and hvely exchange of N

rdeas !n selectmg educatmnd practutconers fot the p n‘él emphasss was placed“;‘\ :

The next part of thss monograph presents‘ the fbur position oapers As 1§ soon\
. ‘evrdent upon readmg the papers, the. authors varied.in therr mterpretatrons of

the task and the:r rmplementmg defmrtrons of nondtscnrmnatory assessment

‘\The papers have not . been ‘reviewed to ensure that Federal statutory and\t

regulatory requrrements are accurately stated. Readers seekmg to fu"y under-‘i v
o stand the Federal requrrements are encouraged to read the' regulatlons for Part 8.

of the: Education of ‘the Handncapped Act: (4SCFR Part 12ta.;. pubhshed at s

42FR42473 August 23, 1977; ‘and’ supplemental prooedures for eva!uatmg\;g\j \

\\specmc |earmng dtsabr!rt»es at 42 FR65082 December 29, 1977)










t‘the evaluatlon of rnams!reammg proqrams mamstreammg a the mmonty chr!,d* N
' and mainstreammg and the m:ldly retarded Forthcoming' us another pubhcauonf -
\ Spec;al Educatmn and !he Future so‘me\\qu\gs\nons o b\e\a\nswer\ed \and}f \
*answers tobe quesnoned B N




stern rom thts analysus

f\The plan’ Qf act:vsty is 10 move’ from the general to the specific. thatis, from an.
vervtew of the_ entar‘e ndentnf;catson-assassment-ptacement process to an analvs:s )
Spec ic’ elements chmponents, and_acuuules wn-the process, Potenua:sourcas}:;w ‘
\f error occur amongﬂhe elements and cormponents-and it'is at these levels that ‘
rotec’(lons will need to be: developed The present paper, then, develops criteria -
'for xnsunng protectmns at rhalor po:nts m the rdentcf-canon -assesiment- place- .
ment process. . . - & o S :

f;Fifteen ‘rn‘odels\ of the identific\‘ati\onassessment‘-plaoenwent process \(Aﬁeso‘n et
;:al." 1975; Brinegar, *1976; Carroll, et al., 1937 Harrison, -1976; National
. Assoc'atton of State Dtrectors of Special Education, 1976a 1976b; Office of thef\
“Santa Clara’ County Supenntendent of Schools, no date: Sabatlno 1976 -and \
tTucker 1976) were’ rev:ewed (see Append:x) A svnthesrs of the models/dua~~ —
grams/ﬂow charts wou!d suggest a process somewhat as follows: Fn’st a school
\fre!a’d Droblem is identified. The problem may be one of: behavnor of‘\
\f\achcevement of appropnateness of .the admmlstratwe arrangement or some -
combination of the above. Second, it ‘formal observations and or’ ‘assessment are
deerned _necessary,’ perrmssron ‘to engage n such activities is sought from o
‘ fparentslparent surrogates _Third, formal observattons and assessments hy vanous VT
g specnahsts leq., school psychotoglsts school socoal workers, resource ‘consul-
e :i‘tants speech therapists, physicians, and others) are obtained. Fo th, planning
1 team is constituted to integrate jnformation received about aichild and to make
:recommendauons for further case d:sposmon anth an rnstrucuona! plan may \
be formulated. Sixth. fo"ow up is. required. Obviously. not all udentcfucat:on-‘\ o
\ assessment placement_ actwmes fouow the above model in the order presented
~ibut most include the cornponents md:cated or samslar ones.

- In the light of the above synthesxs and of -94. 142 stipulations related to °

. evaluation procedures it ‘would seem that major teatures of the lripntiftcatlon-\.'

Aassessmem -placement process around which protections need to be built include
AN LEA provisions for, testtng/assessment (2) communications with parents, (3}
damensrons of assessment, (4) the piannan and p!acement team, (5) adequate L
\‘kest use, and (6) follow-up ~ - S

S

Drawrng from the research hterature and. unformed opinion, a variety of cnten:
are developed for assessing the adequacy of activity in each ot the above slej
N areas. Each criterion uem is-classitied into one of three groups: (1} “Required by
: “94 142," that is, the particular gctivity must be carried -out as required by
94 142 regulations (2) "Desrrab!e " i.e. while not required, the actfyr Y, if

AFullToxt Provided by ERIC




:»conducted would be valuable in meetmg the mtent of 94 142 tegulatlons and

P "ideal, 94-142," evaluatwe' activities wh:ch nﬂect the spirit of 94-142.
Ttegulatlons. An example ot the system in operatlon can‘be\seen bv teferenoe to \
*\Table 2 whtch-mncerns parental parthlpatlon in the evaluation process Several
cnterla ate set fortha lncludmg the following: {a) communtcatlons abOut the -
- child should be wntten in ‘the parent’s prelerted language (b) procedures must

o be developed tor sttuatlons in whlch parents deny LEA's: perrn\sslon to engage in
evaluatmn .activities' wmth their ahild, (c) there is a designated person responslble oS
\for certlfymg that’ poluctes Wlth respect arental lnvolvement in evaluatlon .
ifactw;ttes have been followed {d) if knoy ind/or “available, parents should be
S provoded wnth the names and addresses. of advocates ‘(based on type of handlcap,
Tohor rac:al ethnlc, Orx other co’nslderattonsl “{e) mechanisms are developed tor
deter ing parental understanding of what is to be done, and probable benefits
" and possvble negatlve t:onsequences of the actlons and (f) parents are involved in-

;Qdetermmmg plannmg and placement ‘tefm ‘membership. "Using tne three. level

. scheme referred to above, evaluation cntena aand.b would be- classified: as
requ:red to meet. the letter of the law, c and d rated as desltaole and @ and f as
-ithe ldeal to:-be. ach:eved Obv:ously, judgments about actual-evaluative cntena ‘
.;and thelt placernent mto one - of the three categones is subiecttve However,

o masmuch a5 the cntena are-stated_in straugntforward fashlon “angd the: evaluattve
categones as well 1N cases of dtsagreements about categortzatlon it should be.

) DOsstble tot reach consensus on appropnate item placement in addltuon to
develomng and categorlzmg the evaluative criteria, attention is aiso gwen to such
-matters as vaholty, reliability, and practicality . as well as, when appropnate the .

: rattonal and empmcal bases. for’ cntenon development/selectton Actual cntena N
for assessing: compononts of the tdentmcatxon assessment placement process are .
presented in sections followmg . e -

AssESsmG THE ADEQUACY
- " OF SCHOOL DISTRICT
TESTlNG/ASSESSMENT PROGRAMS

B B\ackground

“‘“‘"‘Thete ) “specitic 94” Y42 réguirement that TEAT have | tormanzed orov:slons

~ for securing test/evaluanon data. Virtually ali LEA" 5, in tact have such

) Drowslons but they are not always orgamzed 10 serve 94 142 needs to rnaxlmum

. advantage Moreover as presently organized, few have built into them the kind

 of accountab-hty which make themn as useful for 94-142 evaluation putposes as :

" they might be. The purpose of tha present section, then, is to appraise school .
district testmg/assessment programs in the light of 94- 142 evaluation require- - °
ments. To antnclpate it ts apparent that protections need to be rleveloped not

.~only wuth respect to test selection and use, but also_ at the structural lavel, e.q.,

- the manner in which, LEA 5 are organized to provode test/evaluateon data
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TABLE 1 o 3

ASSESSING THE ADEQUACY
OF SCHOOL DISTRICT =~
TEST!NG/ASSES::MENT PROG RAMS

' Evaluative Criterion -~ . "

1. An adommmle orogmm ax-su “in the u:hoor T L
ST district for swcuring aa on stuaent achievernant, ‘
aptnuoe, and otner . permnai cnaracteristics of -
U studens’| prewmed to be reiated to. instruction
~and/or achxevemem hc.. a lestmgluvaiuntnon .
wnit). . : A N

g ‘Provmons axist in ‘tne wnool - gistrict for © X
‘duqnusmg and pre;cnnmg witn’ re:pect to tho\ R
: nmg and w;us(ment neeas of

3. The purpwes OF the mu»mem p.ognm: are U . x .
S lv.l!.bh in wrirten form

. The ooscnmion of scnool oistrict aswswment
prograrns is mage avaitable to persons in these

A :Dmrict Aarninistrators
"1, Routnety: .
2. Upun request’
B. Toacners
1.. Rouunely
2. Lpun requc:t

: C. Parents
"~ 1. Rouunety " -
2. upun reguest o
‘D, interested (.mzens!(.ommumty groups
1:—-Hoynunelys -

2. Upon teqQuest
TE. Swaents .
\ 1. Hounnely . -
. 2. Upon request

5. At the district or buiging level, there is an
Advisory Comnmittee 10 e swndardized {group)

- testing programn wnicn is cumonsnd of, rapresoma-
tives trom these grouas .

A. . Administrators

B. Teachers

o ‘~~~Par:un§: )

E



\ e f}  Requireq ~ Dasirable Idesl.
S sa2 o sz

\,Students . :
The Commumtv at large (mcludmg ndvocatss L
“and tepresentatives -of grouos known © be )
o mtmmod in these muttors) -

At the dmnct or. huoldmg tevel there *‘s Ny
advisory ‘committee to the individuslized tomngl
‘specialized_ education program(s) *which, is com-. .
prised of representatnves from !hese group: ) LT s

\6.

A, Adm-mstrator! ] X
- . B. \Toac?‘:ers L : o X
: G. - Parents X
D, Studepts : Co X b
U E. The Community at large { mciudmg advocates ) X

- and representatives of:group; known' to be
\ntorostod in those manors) -

7 At the dmnct sub-dmnct or bu«ldmg lmt the - ‘ X
yroup ‘testing program is orgamzatmnally alignied ’ s

duectlv with the* dlsmqt s’bur!dmg 3. mstrucnonal

dnpartman t/ um t.

8 At the dmnu sub-district, or bu-lqu Iewl the o X
md:wduol:zed testing assessmant program is organi-: 0 . .
Zahonallv ahgned dm:c!!y with. the dJdistrier's! -, N
bu»ldnnga nstructional depar!ment ’unn )

RIS
N

9. For any single grade. level data gre‘ avaitable- 6n N
© student ach'evemem in relationship' to "the . LN
fonowmg KA \ e = S DN
A. The district as a whole o X
B. School building.. .o X
_-C. Clagsrooms - \ - : b S
' D. Major racial groups; . . X
B Sex. % N X
" 10. There are written provisions and foremnal structures - \ .
for "utilizing group evalustion results in instruc- - NG
tional planning at these levels: x - : )
~A. District | SN R . o X
N Buﬂdmg RN PN N, T
C Classmom - T ) el X
n. There are written provisions and formal structures : ) X . :,\ )
for utilizing the resuits in, mmucnonal planning# v ) . &
with individtual students‘ . -
2. Assessment personnel have been trained to work ¢ - - o X

\wnh students of diverse economtc and cultuu!
‘background a : :



Evaluative Criteria N
C‘riteria for assessing the adequacy of LEA testing/assessment progréms are:
oresented in Table 1. Key.elements of the critieria are that an «dentmabie
program for securing test/evaluation data should. pe present-in an LEA that

B information about it shoulddbe available in wrmen form to school Dersonnei

o -

1y

students, parents, and. cilizens that it should be orqamzationally aligned w;th tha‘
LAY department of mstrucuon and that there should be assoc:ated w:th it
(them. if separate LEA programs exist for md:v:duahzed and qroup testing/
assessmem programs) an advxsorv commmee comprised of represematuves from- -
. teachdrs admnmstrators parents, and students: The program would specify what ™"
" tests are given zo whom when, for what purposes and how the rewlts are to be
used.
‘5‘ 1‘.

s

Ry

Discussion .

't rmght appear, at:first. blush that'94.142 evaluat:on actuvmes concern only ‘
individual tests and assessment procedur Such an assumption is lncorrect In
vsrtuallv all LEA’s, group testing prograr‘ns ‘and individual testing programs are
interrelated in the sense that resuits from group w3t are sometxmps thé fust
level of wentification of children who may nead snoccahzed servu:os Moreover
any cornposite educational picture of a given child mc:udas group test results.
The role of group testing programs in 94.142 evaluation activities, then, must be
given .as careful attention as is given to evaluation matena;s \."'ngfiﬁ‘d to be -
administered o indjvidual children — 3 senousiy overiookod fact The nroblam }
would be less serious !f careful attention were paid to the criteria for test

. ]
evaluatian and use presented in Table 4 but/typ:callv this is not done. Consider
- anly a smg!e criterion used to evaluate tests. that of reliability, which refers to

\;
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the cons:stency of measurement. Measurement author:t:es note that if decisions
are to be made about the achievement gains and losses of individual pupils, the
rehabmty coefficient should be at least 90 {though obviously mfnrmauon useful
for ather purposes, 4. group cormparisons, can he obtainad trom tests having

. Iower rehabl“lzeS);.\dﬂ(} parallei forms of the test shoyld be-available.

v
3

As has been noted e!sewhere {Jones, 1973) it is reasopable to ask, as a purely
empirical question, how many extant school achmvemem tests have parallei
forms, and reliability coefficients of at least 90 An analysis of some 1,649
achievernent tests and measures for use at the alamentary school level was
undertaken by the Center for the Study of Evaluation at the University of
California, Los Angeles {Hoepfner, Strickland, Stangei, Jansen, and Pataling,
1970). A representative sample of their findings ware ‘those obrained for 141
'standardczed reaching tests appropriate for use in grade 6. OFf the 141 measures,
108 (74 percent) had either rio parallel forms, or parallel forms with reliability -
coefftc:ems of less than .70; only 7 of the 141 measures DOSSessed reliability

21
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coeffnclents of 90 or htgher Moreover Hoepfner and hls assocmes ;udqed that o
112 (719 percent) of the tests had norm qroups whwh were rated as local, poor,

Lor outdated

the no exphc;t reference has been made to group tests and eva!uattons in
T.94.142 (althouqh not stated exphcctly, the language of-94:142. requlations
 suggests strongly that the major concern is with tests of mtelhqenm in_general,
parttculariy those that are.individually administered), it-is-apparent ‘that as rnuch
attentt ‘neegis to.be gtven to the use of group. tests in the assessment/o!acement
ptomss as to i‘ndmdual ones, L -

A crmcal feature of an accountabmty system would ~seem to be -an advasory
commmee(s) to LEA testmwassessment’soec:a! educatton proqrams. Many of
the issues related.to 94-142 evaluations® wege i in part stimulated by parent. and
) commumty concern about special education teifTrTE. assessn'nent and nlacement
practices. Advisory commtttees of_ citizens, parents, children, teachers, and’
admmustratms to LEA testmg/specaal education programs, if made- workable, N 3
. would do much to demonstrate LEA wnlhnqness to respond to communj
demands for the reform of certain practtces ‘Where such’ advisory” commattees
have been mstttuted (both at the district and at the building level) they appear
0 have worked to the advantage both of the LEAs: and the edurattonai proqram .
(Jones, 1976). o \ .

A fingl isme concerns the role of testing and evaluat:on actxvmes in the district’s
organizarional structure in the typical school dtstnct standaidized testing and
‘assessment is conducted for severai purposes: to evaluate student achievermnent’
“for purposes of comparisdn “amony schools within the LEA. between LEAs or,
.against @ national standard, to meet the requirernents of tunded projects fe.g.,
Titie | ESEA), for ‘placement ‘within regular ciassrooms and for placernent in_ .
< special classes. . S i -

s

‘There should be an LEA philosophy ahout the purposes of formal testing and
assessment and also an administrative structure to accommaodate the phdosoohy
Wh la recogntzmg that test/assessment results may be needed for adrmmstrattve e
-purpases. (e.g. Titlert. valuations, etc.), it would seem that. district. Statements.of .
phtlosophv should emphasue the view that tests and other formal assessments )
~ are . administered:conducted in order _ to plan mszructlona! «programs for
mdividuat students and to monitor. achmvement and skill development —
requtrements which are at the heart of 94.142 evaluation. procedures. The
adoptton of such a pomt of view would sugyest that responsibility for 94- 142
assessment activilies (esoemauv in relationship to appraisals of mdmduat
students)’ “should resade in the final analysis, in the LEA’s Department of
Instruction and - not, as is _sometimes ‘the case, in LEA. departments’ only
mdtrertly telated 1o mstructmnzﬂ acttvntxps )

we e T
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' PARENTAL PARTICIPATION

‘ , INEVALUATION ACTIVITIES: " %
1thle no. specific ment;on is mede of parentai pamc)pet:on in the eva!uanon
process as dusrussed m section 121a.530- 12!3‘5'34 actlve parental mvolvement

-and 1t as in this context that evaluatron data will most likely be presented What
“ follows then is a“discussion of procedures for* ensurmq parental particioation in

l‘e context of developmg IEP's. : ; L

o« N

: Carrol Gurskv Hmsdale and Mclntyre (1977} state the beneﬁts to pafental
- mvolvement in ‘the assessment process qunte wen Thev observe that \

- N

[0

Pnronm mvolvemem in the atspssment orocess has been shown to have B
immediate benetit to special educators. For mstance it has become apparent
thav the parents of children in need of mtensnve assessiriant may be enlisted | in
becommg va!uable sources of diagnastic mforma’aon especially with regard” o,
the child's peaer and farm!y mteractmns heahh and piay habits, developmental

h history and medical history. Moveove' parents who become activel y involved

_in the assessment procesd often are wiiling o’ esslst in actual. program
implefhentation, therebv providing a sense of commun'y between hame and

- schoo!, Finally, parental involvernent in assessrment ang oroqremmmg adds g
‘new d:rnermon to the concept of. accountability in educators — the direct
eccounta?:l\;tv ot educators to the parents whose chiloced they. shapo in the
context of culturally apprapriate assessment, this accountab-my 10 parems is
particularly rneaningful since it wmphes accountabalnv 10 zho child’s cultural
Tand lmgunst!c heritage as wetll {p. 323) :

P

Eveluetivekbri‘terie

kY

partcc:pat'on in eva!uatvon activities and the evaluative process ‘ate presented in

rationale for parental mvolvemem Addmonal cmena relate to the need to
protect oonf:dent:ahty rights, to —develop gucde!mes for secwmg parental
permcss»on to engage in evaluation actlvmes to ascertam whether-in fact parents
. actually understand ciearly that-to which they give assent including probable
benefits as well as possnble negative cbnsequences, and to make provnszons for
securing information on Pparental perceptions, pr@rences and expectations. «
Fmany prov:snons for ensunng acdountab;hty with respect to implementation of
LEA pohcces Concernmg parental pammpauon are made -and a detaued set of

!

TR
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- in evaluat:on actov:t'es is |mphed nevertheless- For example the. reaunrement :

. < 121a, 533 N hat the placement decision is to be made by a group of porsons
" lincluding those knowledgeable about the child,.impties. that parents are to be.
involved. Parentai part:cmatxon\ is required in the development of IEP S however R

the meetmg(s in-which .evaluation. fmdmgs are presented _most probablv w:thm o

"Table 2. Key criteria revolve around the need, first, for LEA's to develop a

RVCIEN

Evatuatwe cntena that m:ght be used to assess the. degree of parental s




TABLE 2

R

PARENTAL PARTICIPATION :
N EVALUATION ACTIVITIES

K N . N N .

" Evaluative Criterion. C Requ:rod Desirable -ieal . .

94- 142° 94-142
X
evaluanon u:nvmes has been developodladoomd ‘ -
bv the dmnct . - Lo .
2 At the dmnct level: e e o s T
: . A There are duaqnated persons. who-can answer r - - X )

pgrem and’ community questians nbout

Aevaluat:on sctivitis, - " ' e ‘ i \
\\:There is a desngnated person wtth ‘authority N Lo N
‘and respons:bﬂny for certifying that district h ' ' s
procedures for commutﬂcmng with d
fmvolvmg parems i mlumon octxvmes.&n
‘been followed. .
‘Procedures have been developed for situa- X ‘

uons in which" parents deny parmission to \ I o
eng.ge .in, evaluauort activities with their s . y

LY ehild -

S

3. Prior to any. written communication about child
. St evaluanon actwmes paremal preferences for the*
fol Iowmg are determmed

A, The Ianguage of written commumcanon X
8. The language of spoken communication ilx .
C. Meeting time, . . : oo X . o
D Meeting place ‘ X i ’ ‘
4. I the parents preferred language and prior to the ’ o ..
‘-:-*‘-“*-" \{‘hmauon of any “evaluation ac‘wm.s “ihe chlld g et e e e e,
parems/parem surrogatet, the written notice: y
A. Is written in language" undermndable to the . X ; \
general public, is., be free of educationai, L.
-medicat; and technical ;amonllanguoga i ) . . 1 B
. B8 Includes an explanation of due process X ) hat L
‘ : procedures and confidentiality rights as they L
o relate to.the proposed activities. . =
oo C. Containg s dewription of the proposed X
S action, why it is being Dropused, and the
) options curréntly of formerty under consi- : ‘
. deration. . ' ‘ o

%
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. \‘.\ Tab!e? Cohtin\l‘é\d‘“

. Evaluative Criterion Requ:red Deslrable IJeal'
\ e -94-142" " 94142
D. Provides a descnpt\on ot each ovalumon X
o procedure,'mstrumem rocord or report to -
© . be.used or.generated dy octwnv
* E: Informs parents oy yo refuse tg . X o
o participate in the & \‘ )
F. Provides parents wiEEN ofs), titiels),
~ addressles), and-_telephone~numberls) of .
personk) who can answer questions d'rectly;
related to parental concem: -
G. Provides parents. with the names, addresses:
and telephone numbors of advocacy Qroups *
having.interest in orob!ems of «he same or .
- presumed nature as that/ {those under consi.
\deranon and who have expressed a willing-
ness 10 commumcate with parems an thu:n
these matterls), . e
H. Informs parents of their rvghts 10 seek a th;rd X
" party, cndemgdent evaluation, at district
\ wexpense. ) s )
8. Mechamsms are provided for assurances that :
oarents demanstrate an understandmg of: )
A. Whatis to be done X
L 8. Why it is being done, x .
S C. “How it'will be done : : * X
N D. Pseffable positive benefits of oroceduresl X
* actions, S
o E. Possible neganve conseauences ‘of proce- X"
3 duresiactions -
F. Uses - to.. be made of the information - - X
obmned ' )
. 6. Wrinten communication from parents indicating X )
e e 288R0L O TeQUEST ,Iowunde!.take_;ass\eeismem R
. activities. .
. 7. Mechanisms for demonstratmg nar:m ogreement X
- with: .- : )
- A, Whatis being done; X
\ B. Why it is being dona X
C. Howi it wm ke done X
R ¢ 8. School districts insure that principles of confiden.
viality are observed by makmg certain that the
. - foilowing take place: ~
.0y
Q K % o ‘3.)
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- Table 2 Conti‘n‘u_a\d . f\ | N

- ~‘£v;lqatif/g‘Criterion L ; Required " Desirable *Id;oi; S A
~ : 94-142 L 94142

-

. A. That parents and guardians have. sccess to X
Cn (/"’ - “personauy ydennhabla" rsc\ord‘\ kooping T
\ ‘syttams s . o ‘ )
-7 B.  That there are defmed and nubhcuud means T . X . . .

) ~for_the parent {and child) to find out what~ - o A

personally identifiable information is on - B
record, wha put it there and hqw it'is being

P T used. v ‘
S " - C. That means are provided to keep mformatuon\l X
, S that was gathersd for one purpose fromf .
o T ‘being used for gndther. L
_#D. That there is a 'defined .and puhhc;zeq; X

" procedure ‘for .correcting, amondmg. ahd
- challenging records. . R
€. That schooi districty’ mu:t astyre the vahdttv X e
- and reliability of data for their intended use
" and take precautions to prevent there misuse, ' -

F. That .piocedures for preventing possible - X
\ _ “ mnisuse ot data are availablein written form. T
AN G. That a record is kept of persons who have - X

“had access to records by their name, d.tc of
aocons. and Durpose. :

9 thm the’ contoxz ot evalumOn ocuvmos,

mformamn iy sohcned from parents on: . -
- A, .Their percepnon of the probiem . N X
B.- Their child's behavior in the: home and o x T -
commumzv .
C. The child's ianguage dominance v B X ]
" D. Perceived strengths of the child. - ¢ N
E. Paremal\e\xpec!a!ions and goals. . o . X

" 10. Parenu are mvolved as full partners in all or
T Vrtgally il planning and ntacement actwmesw
-including. N
Deterrﬁining PPT membership : - X
Delegation of agreed upon PPT tasks . ) X,
Structuring of agenda Lt oo h X
‘Use of student needs as guidelines for _ . S X
. judging programming alternatives h \ ™
Suggest student subject matter needs - ' X
influences others to "accept a specific . X’
prograrm S ) ’
G. Suggest instructional methods+for student. X

Co®Py

n.m
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' Desirable Ideal
"94-142

Eva/uatii/efCri‘t‘e‘rionf

e
g

e . -

T H, Evaluot-ve altemanvets) (rom the Daremal DR . X .

. nerspective. \ s s
b Ro\*mw the- smdent 3 educanonal progross T " RN .
. J. “Review the. continugd _appropriateness of the \ ’ )

student's ‘educational pragram, .

- Presant’ 1"‘0rmat10n relevant to the case. .-’

‘\Gather information retevant to the case.
“Interpret mformanon ralevant to thg case -
Summarize |rformat~0n relevant tg&'go case,
,Encouraqe others to participate; !
- Critique-members’ actions.

- Keep group on rask.

{Resolve conflicts of oDmcon

* -Establish meeting’ dates.
Set date for revuew PPT discussiOns,ﬂ, :

R Fmahza decmon SN . et
Sot evaiuanon cmena for stud«m s academnc
_performance in the soecial educanon pro- - - )
‘Q?am R

XX XX X XXX X,

<L EHUDOPOZE X

X

o

- YWhnher ocuve partnens in PPT activities or not X - '
‘ parents are 10 be given written nonhcauon of all \

amsessment ‘mdmgs and gwen the opportunity o

o r«-act to- them prior to decisions about services 0

. e gcven or case d»soosmon o .

. Ma;or SOurces Yoshida: B. K., Fenton K S.. Maxwell Je P , and Kaufman, M.
- Parental involvement ‘in the speciat educanon pupil planning ptocess: The
school S perspectwe Washmgton Bureau of Educatxon for the Hand:capped

- Division of Innovation and: Development, State Program Studies Branch No data

(c); and Carroll, A, Gursku .G., Hinsdale, K., and Mcintyre, K. Culturally

appropriate axessment A sourcehook for practltloners Los Angeles Cahfomu -

-Regional Resource Center, 1977 R

. o
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for assessmg actua! degree of parental pemcrpauon in pl@nnmg and
placement team actwmes gwen

The f:rst evaluatwe crltenon states that »dea“v an - LEA should develop/adopt 8
ratnonal model for: mvolvement of parents ‘in eva(uatron/lEP activities. This.
means, scmply that LEAs should formahze their thmkmg on.the pomt(s) at
whnch parents will be mvolved in evaluanon/lEP actwmes and ‘the beneﬁts and.
:jposs'bie dasadvantages assocrated with Vanous levels of pamc:pauon Yoshida .
‘and Gottlieb (1977) ‘have given: attention to these matters.and have develaped. as .
three stage mode! - input ("school Sstaff gathers psychometric, academac social,
famrha- and medical mformatron required to make a decision'), process (“The
_case . conference(s) of. the ptacement committee considers and eviuates this ~
. information’} and produce {(**A-decision is made which provides an ehgcb:htv o
~ statement. and educanonal plan for the student") which .quite comprehenswely‘i
" provides a framework: for determmmg ‘degree and kmdls) of parental pamc'pa-
‘tion, Possoble foles for parents m each stage are carefully examined. In the mput 5
phase, for example, 94- 142 'equsres that parents be permission gwers ldeally,
they ‘should be involved as mformanon and preference gwers as well. Inasmuch’
as 94 142" requires parental involvement i in IEP. development they are mvolved in-
. “the process phase also. THE benefits: and costs associated with an active {or. a‘j“
passwe} role m the process 15 somethmg that a dusmct will’ need to thmk
throuqh N

Several authors leg Carroll, Gursk: Hinsdale, ard Mclntyre l977 and Yoshida
and Gottheb 1977) suggest that the home visit may be an important source of
\ information for use in the assessment/ '1EP development process. While this is -
utrue, several Drecautions must be taken, particularly when middle class B
professnona!s visit the homes of lower SES and rac:allv and ethnicaily different
_cliants. There are at least two potennan problems {a) securing inforrnation to
~evaluats, and {b) evaluating the mformatlon secured A perspectwe on the !atter
potentlal problem has beeng ven bv White (1972! who writes that .

LA sxmp!n jaurney wnh tr-e wiite resedrmer (mtenhewer?) into the bigck home
E may Drovlde RILE wnh somn insight into how . errOneous conciysions: are’
reached. During this visit to the. biack home rhe researcher may not find
S ramiliar gspeces “of “White EGTTGe Sueh a5 8ok al the Month selections, ‘records
of Broadway plays. classics, magazines soch as Harper s, the Atlantic Monthly,
. or-the New Yark Review of Books. He might aiso chserve -a hngri noise level,
‘contmuously reintarced by input from hiues and rhythm radio sta'rons TV |
-+ programs, and sevaral sets of conversations qo ng on at once. Th.s ty()f' ot. - ow
) observanon Jeads . him. 0 assume that the homes of black chidren -are very
“weak in intellectual, comem umnteresting,.and generally confusing places to
grow up. Somehow he fgils to sed the intellectual stimulation that rmgh! be
provided by local black newspapers, informative rapping, Jet Ebonv. Sem:
-and the Matown sound. Black rhrldren in these same horees who subpasedly
- can't read leven preschoolerx) can sing several rock and bxuev tunes from
memaory and correctly identity the songs of popular entertainers.. These same
. .




3 e -

: romrchors or attonal mychotoq-m Iittnnmg to btock spooch amume that

L Our use of no dard oral English 1. an examplg of bad grammar without

. recogmzmg the poss~bmtv that we have a valid. legtttmate alternate, dxatect
\fWhlte 1972 po 43-44}

! \‘\
R

“;Yoshtda and Gottheb (1977) wam of the ! posstb!e danger " in the tntervnew
. \f:s:tuatzon that the parents may*descnbe thelr chtld s, home life maccurately ln

) : Some scholars beheve that to the ex tent posstble mtemewer and mtervtewee .
~ racial backgrouqd shou!d be matched. In summanzmg research . on the N
~_‘interviewer-interviewee match, Weiss (1975) concluded that “'current evidence
\ suggests that on a limited range of race: related qQuestions, matching tntervtewers
to respondems ts advusable in the cause of: accuracy But for. most questuons in-
most places at most t»rnes ‘a2 oood interviewer is a good mtervnewer " lt should
be noted that Weiss- generahzas from a limited range of studxes many of. whtch
. are quite old (20 yeafs or more) Changes in mterrac:al climate - durmg the past ‘
decade, the. sensitive issues bemq dealt wnth and the attitudes which Somq
groups {especialty’ ractal mtnortty group members) hold toward the' posstbtltty ot
\“fsfspecnal education . p!acement wJones and thkerson 1976) suggest parttcu!arly in,
S dealing with ‘special populations, that m the context of home visits, attentton be
: gvven to mtervwwer charactensttcs o .
- e l
‘ It would seem, ideally, that parents“ cught to. have an active role in the
\\fdehberatuons Criteria des»gned to appratse ‘parental participation are desugned
";wtth this point of view in mind, te. acttve parantal parttcmatton Thus, at the -
 point of initial contact, oarents need to be intormed of what is to be done, how
s to be done and how the trtformatton is 10 be used Aiso, they should be -
\mformed of potenttai posmve outcomes assomated w;th the procedures as well .
\as posstble negattve comequencns Utthzmg data fram Yoshida, Fenton,
”Maxwelt and Kaufman's {no date. ci mvesttgat.ort ofparental mvolvement in the
specral aducation planrung ‘process, a variety of criteria which can be. used to
assess parental involvament in evaluation/IEP . activities are presented It is
Cunlikely that - most LEA’s will be able to respond aﬂtrmattve!y to all criteria )
listed_in Table 2, which reflact. iideal_and_maximum.parental_involvement-and—._ ..
part:crpataon However the criteria do represent . a set of guidelines which: an’ :
LEA can. use to _organize - tts thinking about desired degrees of parental
rnvolvement and participation, “Also the criteria can be used by the LEA to
determme how well it has foNowed the. gutdeimes develooed

\ ~0bwously. LEA’s need models of ideal pa\rticipation\in evaluation/1EP activities.

They also nees\vcrtterié to determine the extent to which minimally acceptable
_objectives have heen met. At the same time, LEAs must realize that a number of
fa&ors {both positive and negatwe) have to be gonsidered in decisions about

".degree and kind of parental participation in evaluation/IEP activities. Yoshida. -

{AFullToxt Provided by ERIC




\i_and Gomneb (1977) have summanzed these cons;deranons exceedmgly well,
‘\Thpy wnte~ N . L ™

\ Assuming that greater parental participation in thidccision making ap‘bantus
ns :assocmad wnth increased tultillment of due process guarantees, what are
~some of the gains and losses that can be anticipated? On the positive tide,
parenrs may not reject’ scnhool p!scement decisions as’ often, thorebv raducing \
_the number ot due process nearings {Kirp and Knrp, 1976). Also, parents may
becorne more recepnve and tess hastile to the school 3 demands aspecially
.when. they are mvmvm in-placing’ stuaenxs in spocnal chms Fma"v parents.
~ may be taught memods for: deahng with the child in the home, thus fultifling
the "home-school team etfort 8o amm sdvocated. This- team relationship. © ©
. may’ become - necessary. as Darents are feyuired to be present during the S
development ot the mmvuduahzed nducatxon pian as proposed in 94:142,
Howevm there may Dbe cermm dxsadvamages that accompany . parental
involvemnent. Greater Damcmatlon may also mean. more opnortumhes for
parents to observe tne system, and they. may -conciude !nat schools are hot
operating 10 the best mtemsx of their child. More 'moortant!y the presence of
‘parents may require major cnanqes ‘m me committee’s handling: 'o \\he case, -
whlch may- aﬂect the aegree. ‘of ooenness w-:h which membpers S\ate oomoons
“and suggest solutuons These costs and benehts must be weighed’ whon defmmq
the parent role. : <

PN

K ,

These efforts 10 increasa parental mvowament m uetermmmg the educational i
- placerment and. prograrmming of their chitd facus on ingal uroceduws which: . N
_ necessarily. must be. lonowvd Hawever, fultilling legal criteria should not be

equated with remadying the fun(lamomﬁ ‘problern which due process was
intended to relieve. Do these .procedurés resuit in equcationally sound
“pracrices which increase e student’s achievernent and adiuétmenﬁ Unti this
que,tmn is an;wen-a positively, professionals and laymen alike should be
coqmzanz 'hi' improvernent in due process procedures does not necessarily
imply a concomitant improvement in sducational pertarenanee -among those
the litigation and legisiation was dgesigned to h«m nost - tho puptls Wosmda
_ and Gottliab, 1977, n. 20),

DIMENSIONS OF ASSESSMENT i

) Bad(gvound

Adequate protection for the. stuoem requires that assessmem be comprehenswe‘
\The requlations are explicit in s\atmg that ‘the evaluanon 15 to bo made by'a
?mulnd:smplmary team or group of persons arid that the chitd is to he “assessed R
“in all areas related to the susoected disabilivy, mcludmg, where appropriate, »-
health vision, hearing, social and emotional  status, general intellgence,
. academnc oerformance communicative status, and motor abilities. " In the
_ present section -evaluative criteria are set forth tor derprmmmg whether in fact
‘. provisions have. been - mado for securing cornprehenstve data in areas reiated to
© the ch:ld s dlsablhty :

‘.




i EValuativex-Criter;ia k

“The crtterta presented in Tab!e 3. drawn directly from the regulatmns and other .
‘sources are. meant to represent areas that" mrght be gwen attention in any

R comprehenswe assessment of a child. ht is unhkély that"all of the drmenstons will

be necessary for each child who rs the subject of study, but many will be.
Teacher reports. on children are requrred by 94-142 regulations whereas direct"
observations of the. child in the classroom are nat, although the need for such .

\ observatxons is not ru!ed out Provrs:ons are avat!able for. securing. tnformatmn on. \
the chrld S cogmtwe language scxc-atemtrona! educational, and physical : Lo

Do »functronmg but that related to the family and cultural environment is often not-
secqred in part pexhaps because it is dtfhcult R (¢} obtam A final item requrres

formal attention to each evaluative item in Table 3 by the planning and.
placement team. Such a requurement builds accour\tabrhty into the eva{uatrve
process : (. :

~

PgDiscuss‘ion .

-

As is wen known teacher reports, partncularly of child behaviordl and social .

performance may be subject to some error. The cehiext is important i behavrors

~“are to be interpreted accurately. The evaluative dlmensron retated to the direct |

,

JAFuiToxt provided by ERIC

‘ ‘observation (by persons other thar~ the. teacher) of {a) the classroom manaqe

ment system, (b) student teacher mteractrom (c) student peer mtergctton and
(d) the child himseif, may supplement data from the, teacher and other school -
personnei To be sure, there are probiems wrth observations in the ab ve areas.:

i*‘There is first the cuestion of retevance. While classroom behayt can be
" categorized ‘on a number of dimensions 1t should be ostabiashed that the
. dimensions on which assessrnents  are made are related in some way, to .
. meanmgfu! aspects'b{ the school experience. This is not always the case for

‘observation systems, even those developed to provide mforma*tron about a
chrld s perfarmance in the schoot setting. Second, onge a system has been aqreed

\upon there is the practical probiem of who w:ll conduct the observations. {t
.must be acknowledged that any observat!onal system proposed will require

A

consxderably more personne! than now exist in LEA s for such purposes.
There |s concgrn in 94-142," and justmablv 50, about the use of a smgle
instrument or procedure for acquiring data‘on any dimdnsion of interest. Within

. the present context this concern needs to be extended to the reliability ‘of the
observatrons made. Qbviously, if there is to be confidence in the ratings,
. inter-observer reliability must be obtained. Thrs,equwerhent again ‘dictates .

additional manpower needs. Despite the fact that obta‘inin‘g observation may be
expensive and time consuming its value and irportance should not be_

" underestimated. By giving attention to the context in which behavior occurs and
to classroom dynamics, a more adequate assessrnent s likely to: resuit.

NI

N

Cot




DIMENSIONS OF ASSESSMENT

‘Evaluative Criterion

For each 94-142 activity

s\uden\ appraisal, there are: ‘\".-EA‘provisionslguide-

Desirable  Ideal

' insure > tormal consndoranon of

fol!awmg kmds Of information:

A Teacher repqm of child’s
‘ acadermc performance
behav jrat performance

socca! mvfovmance

Direct classroom observations =

classroom managernent systemn

a. evalyation of
modation

learning rate accormn.

evaluation of child's cognitive styie
c. . evaluation of curricular content

d. svalustion of
©oonant

classroom  enviton-

Student-teacher interactions
a. teacher verbal reinfarcement pat-

tarns

rainforcernent

t. _ teacher naon-verba

©o{larterns

N G t(‘acher hmnqual lmeractmns

A Studem -pear interactions
a. reporis of obsarvations of ch.id in

groun set:mqs

.b. reporws of observations of child in
refationship to group norms’
Dirgct observations of child
a. specific target hehaviory *
H. locus of control .,
*Educat-fma‘ !un"tmmng
B achwvnm‘ud\i i subject amas

learning styiels)

strengths and weaknesses

0.- "Sociai-ermotional tunctioning

social-psyshological development
a.  alttendinglraceiving

©. responding
‘. valuing

d. organizing
o charactaerizing

seit- heip skilly

X X X X X




 Table 3 Continued

_ Evaluative Criterion : Reqd/red Desirable ~Idéal

5 L 94-142 o T 894-142
E. Physical functioning .
b visual \ X
2. hearing . . " X N
3. ‘speech fwi \ X )
4, motor/psychomotor i X . .
a. gross motor ) X
}h.  fine mator X .
§.  medicatthealth: X
F.. Cognitive func{ionihg
1. inteiligence X i
2. adaptive behavior R T X
4 3. thinking processes S T x.
. a.  wnowledge . X
Y. comprehension X
[ aocmcahcm 0 : EA X
d. ann‘ysns i N X
e synthesis L X
f. ‘avaluation *s ’ )'e
G. Lanquage ‘uncuomnq o . ¥ ’
1: receptiva T a X
2. axpressive ) ) .
3. nonverbai 'S
4. speech : L . RN “ %

H. Famnily
. L dominant language

x
-

2. parenichild.interaction R X

3. sociat service noeds . X

I, . Cultyral and Social Enviconment X SN .

1. home w . Con . 4%

2. interpersanal , | ., . T . . X

3. . matenal oo : o ‘\ ' X

2. There are desigri"atéd LEA personnet given the ‘ . X

responsibility tor cemfymg that esach of the above
-assessrnant  dimensions (A1) was tormally consi- .
dered by nltacement and planning tearms and either N

utilized or rejectad as unnecessary in the case under

contidergtion, in the latter instance. a brief justiti-
cation for nor«sohcuanom’nonm-hzanon of the
eva!uazwe dimension is given. . N

Major sources of criteria in the"‘\éb()\ie table are the following: C;ii‘f(ifnia Regiona:
Resource Center. Culturally appropriate assessment — a sourcehook for

practltloners. Los Angeies Cahforma Regional Resomce Center, 1977; and
~ National Association of State Directors of Special Education. Functions of the
placement committee ‘in special education — A resource manual. Washington®
National Association pi State Directors of Special Education, 1977.




Fortunately there are a number of sources of information on observations, and

- observational systems, several of which have direct relevance to special education

teg., Carroll, Gurski, Hinsdale and Mclntvre 1977; Lambert and Harteough

1971; Lambert Hartsough, and Urbanski, 1976; Urbanskx 1976 and Weinberg

& Woods,  1975). Systerns for Assessment of social- psycho!ogma! development
and cognitive functioning {with speicai education relevance) have been devel‘
oped as well {Bloom 1956 Krathwohl etal. 1964)

N LN

AN

~_ "'~ ¥ESTEVALUATION AND USE -

N . . . 3

Background e

Fannnon-dtscnmmatory use of tests is at the heart of 94-142 protection in.

evaluatlon procedures. The ragulations state that ''testing and evaluation

proce ures used tor the purposes of evaluation and placernent of handicapped ‘

* children must be so!i\cted and administered so as not to be racially or culturally
d(scnm{:torv Moreover; tests and evaluation materials must<be provided and
administered in the child’s native language, or other mode of communication,
. have been validated for the purpose for which they are used -be administered by

* trained personnel, and be tailored o areas of st)ecmc educatlonai need. The

thread running thr\)ugh concern with evaluation procedures i is, simply, that they
be valid for the purposes fof ‘vh\oh {hev are used. While simple in conception,
there are, it is to be regretted, a number of difficuit problerns of impiemanta-
l:on Crxtena presented in Table 4 then should be useful in assdssing test and
assessment instruments far degree of bias.

Evaluation Criteria

lnappropnate test use is due largely to a faslurn to mrrertiv apmv existing

standards. in this section, therefore, no new or innovative criteria for test

appransai are presenteds Rather, the test user is directed to ralevant aspects of
Davis’, Standards for educational and psychological tests (1974}, 1¥ applied as

_ to. the genersl popuiation, ta racial and ethnic minarity ‘groups. to the

"+ which can-be \apphad to the evaluation of tests far any pupose and which can be

used with any group. Nevertheless, certain principles are highlighted in Tables 5,

6, and. 7 which .treat, respectively, corsiderations related to test” use with

’ minority group/low SES populations, the’ r\ariciica;w()éd. and preschoolers —
populations of special interest within the context of P.L, 94-142.

*

they should be the standards will be useful 1n selécting tes Tor administration

handadapped and to preschoolers. What follows then {Table 4} are standards




TABLE 4

i - TEST EVALUATION AND‘ USE
R . OVERVIEW .
Eva/uatii/e.Cciteriqh . \‘ ﬁeq&ired Desirab\le\ )dea/
R 94-142 - - .94-»142

1. SEAS and LEAs will insure that all persons using .
tests  in  connection with 94-142 activities
understand that: N .
C AL When a test is publisned or otherwise made . X
available for opeemtional use it should He o
' accompanied by a rmanual, .which among
other things, provides information required .
10 subgtantiate claims that have been made - R R N
for ity use. (A} Essential.
.B. . The test ‘manual should describe fully the = ‘ X
} " development of the test; the rationale, o
. ‘specuhcauons followed in writing items or
- \\selectmg abservations. and procedures and
. . results . of. itemn ahalyhs of Other research.
: {A2.) Essential. .
-C, The identity and professional qualifications X
) of item writers and editors should be
: described  In instances where they are
L relevant: for. exampte, when adequacy. ot
S . covefage of a subject marter achigvément test
‘ : Lannot approona!eif Or  practicailly  be

measurad against any external criterion.

{A2.4.) Desirable, . N o
D. The manuat should call attention to marked x
/ ) inflyences on test scores known to  be )

asspciated with region, sacioeconamic status.

race, creed, cotor, nations! origin, or Sex.

1B1.3.) Essential. :

E. " The manual shouid draw attention “to, or ) X
e b WBERL .against, -any. seghus ereor of APGTDA@IG s ot e s e e e e “,\\,\\_:“\,“,\.‘:m“__:
$ khown o be froquent B14 - ‘ ‘
\ Essentigl. . .
- F. The manuat should state explicitly th\ X

purposes and applicdtians for which the test
wrecormnmended  (B2) Essentigi,

. . Letters and :figures enclosed in parenthesis (A1, A2.4 atc.) represent the
: identification of the avaluative item as reported in Davis, F. (Ediror} Standards for
educational and psycholpgical tests. Washington: American Psychologicat Association, 1974,
Adjectives following the entry, eg. Essential, Very desirable, etc. represent the importance

of the itern as judged by Standards authors.

s
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Table 4 Continued .~ . = -

Evaluative Criterion

Desir{ble " Ideal
. 94 142

- ‘Required’
94-142

psvchofog:ca! oducanonal and other reason«
ing underlwng the test “and nature of the
charsc'ensnc itis mtended to measure. {83.)
Essential. .

H. The test manual should sdennfy any ‘special
qualitications requumd to admmmer the test

_-andinterpret it Droperly . {(B4.) Essential. \

I Where 2 test is recommended for a variety of

. ourooses or tvoes of mference the manua!

shouid _indicete the . amount\ of
tequired for each use. (B4.2) Essential.

J.. The manuai should draw the reader's

should become familiar before attempting to
. cinterpret the test iesuhs. (84.3.) Very
- desirable.
Evidence of \nhd:tv and rehabnlny alona
with other relevant research data should be

. K

" presented. in support of any claims be;ng‘

made. {B5.) Essential.

L.. “The manuat should differentiate between an
irterpretation applicable only ‘to average
tendencies of ‘@ group and. one that is
applicable o an individua! within the group.
(85 4.} Very desirable, .

M. The directians for admm:stranon should be
-presented in_the test manual with- sufticient

‘ciarity and emphasis so that tha test user can

* .duplicate, and will “'be encowaged 200
duplicate, the administrative conditions un-

der which the norms and
relisbility and validity were obtained.

RN - 3% 73 T S,
N.

€1

the examination: Samole material, practice
_use of answer sheets or punched cards,
sample questions, etc. should be prov:d“d
{C2.) Desirabie.

refer to defined and clearly described
populations. These populations should be
groups on whom test users wiH ardinarily
wish t0 compare the persons tested. (D’}J
Es.vennal

'

)

\ G. Tre test manual should. describe clearly the

training

artention to references with which hefshe

Instruction should prepare the examinee for -

Q. Nofms presented in the test ina\nual shouid

the data on *




Table 4 Continued-

\\Evalua;t\iVex Criterion N Required Desirable Idéél .
B 94142 .. 94142

P. The testmanual shouid report the method of - . X
~ sampling from the poputation of examinaes :
and should dnscuss any probable bias in the
" sampling ‘pvqcedure 1D2.1.1.) Essential. ] )

+ Q.. Norrns reported in any testmanual shouldbe . - - X .
based on weil planned samolings rather than o . o
on data _collécted because it is readily- ) N
a\miable Any . devaatmn from the olan o
should be reported alopg with descriptions of 7
actions taken or not taken with respect to
them. (D2.1.2.) Essential. . \

R. A test developer must provide evzdence of . ) X ) N
* the reliability and validity of his/| her test. it |;_
usually reparted in the test manual. b . :

S. « A manual or research report should presem ' . X - L
.the evidence of wvalidity. for each type of : : s
(inference for which use of the ‘test is R \

~:._ recommended, If validity for sorne suggested . Cos =

- interpretation has not_ been. investigated, the o \ .-
fact should be made clear. (E1) Essential. * ~ - . o N

T. Statements about validity Should refer to the C X
validity of particular interpretations or of" y .
particular types of decisions. It is incorrect T . -
to use the phrase, “the validity of the test;””
no test is valid for ‘all purposes or in ol . ‘
situations or for all groups of mdnv:duals. : oo : . v
(E1 1 )Essennal, ’

- U. The test user is responsible for marsha!ling . X

the evidence in suppdrt of his/her claims of
« validity and reliability, {E2.). Essential, o )
Vi Al measures of criteria should be described - X
campletsly and accurato!y The manust or
research support should comment on the . -
s -pdequacy- of-a criterion. Whaﬂewr'fﬁaﬂbh! “_ F T R N————
N “should draw attention to significant aspects ‘ o
of performance that the criterion measure
doss not reflect and to irrelevant factors
likaly to affect it$(53 } Essential. ’
W. A criterion maasqg& should itself be studied . X
for avidence of vaiklity and that evidence "
should be presanted in the rnanual or report.
{EA.) Essential. :

ey ¥
3




" Table 4 Continued . .

_Evaluative Criterion -~ " Required Desirable " Ideal "~
. 94142 . .94-142
. e

- P
C s

The manual or rese{r(:h \répon should i T X
ptovide mformmon on the appropriateness
of or limits to the gemnhzabumy of vahdxty
: mformauon (€5.) Very desirable.: o : \ \
Validity coefficients. are specific to the . . X v
 situations in which they are obtained. If the ;
‘manual is to suggest gonerahzanon of valnd:~ .
ty for prediction of a gwen kind of criterion
construce, it must present data suggesting....
the limits of generalizability regarding popu . .
} tation or sarnple” characteristics, snuatsonal .
" . context variables; or variations m ‘criterion
rmeasurement. {E5.2.1 ) Very desirable.
Local co“ectoon of evadenco on critetion- . . S X
~ratated vahdlty S froquently more’ use!ul ) . v :
. than published data. (E522. )De::rable. o - T Lo
‘ AA_ The sample employed in a validity study and . X o
zhe condmons under which testing is- done :
shoulid be consistent with recommended test -
use and showdd be describad sutficiently for
the reader to judge its pertinence to his/her
situation. (E6.) Essential, .
BB. Any selective factor detarmining the compo- - : x
sition ‘of “the wvalidity sample should be ‘ A -
indicated in a manual or research report. The ) T . -
sarnple should be described in terms of those
factors thought to affect validity such-as age.
sex, 50CioeCOnOmic Status, ethnic .origin,
" residential region, leve! of ‘education or other
demographic gr stchologvcai cmractensncs
{E6.1) Essential. ’
CcC. Ewdence of validity shoutd be obtained for x M )
subjects who are ‘of the same age or in the
same educationai or vocationat situation as | )
e s et g D3O NS fOr whom-the testistacomnmand: -~ - o B
ed. Any deviation from this requirement . I
should be described v the. manuai or )
research report, (E6.1.1.) Essential, - - " )
DD it°a test is used for ditferential diagnosis, the - X
‘manual should mclude ewdence of the test's
" ability -to place individudls in d:agnosm
groups rather than merely to separate . ) . i
diagnosed abnormal cases from the normat - o ) : V_;“‘
population. (EB.3.1.) Essential ) :

A FulToxt Provided by Exic [




‘ Table 4 Continued

 Evaluative Criterion B Requi od Des:rable ldeal o - - -
o S 94-14 \ 90}‘3? \
k‘\\\ L

‘of bias’'in tasts or in test items. Whenever
possible, there should be an investigation of .
passible  differences in criterion ralated T ’ N
validity for athnic,'sex. or other subsamples ’
~ that can be identified when the test is given,
The manuai or research report should give. .
the wofuits for each subsample separately or o #
i ‘repart that no dmerences were found (9.} . . T
- Essential. . o )
FF. If the au!hor orooosed 10 mterpret scorex on o X
a test measuring a' theoretical variable (abili- ‘ R
ty, trait, or attitude), hissher proposed in‘terviﬂ . oo D
oretation’ should be fully stated.. Misiher - I
theoretical construct should be distinguished
. from untorpretanons arising or? the basis of L
e other meones (E13.) Essential. - )
' GG. A test manual or research report should “
present “evidence” of refiability, ineluding ‘ \
estimates of the standard error of measure- .0 D
! ment. that permits the reader to jucige \
Ty whether scores are sufficiently dependable
\ ST the mtended uses of the test. If the
: necessar, svidence has not been coliected,
the absence of such information should be . .
< noted. (F 1.} Essential. ..
HH. The brocedures and .samples  used 1o S &
deterrnine reliabitity coetficients or standard '
errars of measurement should be described i .
~sufficiently to permit a user to judge the . S
- applicability of the data reported to the ’
individuals or groups with’ which he i
concerned. (F2.} Essential, )
1. If wwo or more farms of a test are published X
e With TRe samma eXarminees ) Horma s
1on on means. variances and characteristics
of iterns in the forms shouid be reported in
the test ‘manual a\l‘ong\ with the coefficient of
correlation arnong their scores. If necessary -
information is not provided, the test tnanual
should warn the reader against assuming
squivalence of scorps AF4.) Essential.

. EE. A .;e.{t user should investigate the - possibility j

Cos JJ. Evidence of internai consistency shauld he X \
. ‘reported for any unspeaded test. {F5.) Very . ) )
) ) ) desirable. ) .

. .




Table 4 Continued

(=

- Evaluative Criterion "+ .. Required Desirable” Ideal. -
e ‘ . . 84.142 T 94.142
L . ' 7 7 v - - : —
"KK.The test manué!‘should indicét; lt}\ what = - N
extent itest scores are: stable, that is, how : ’
_nearly constant the scores are likely to.be it a T s

. parallel torm of a test is _administered after
_time has elapsed. The manuat should a!so .
. describe the effect of any such variation on n -
" the usefuiness of the test. "The time mter“ )

to be \.onhdefed deoends on the nature of
“the test and on what interpretation of the
“test scores is recommended. {tF6.) Essential.

2. In connection with 94 142 evoluat-on actwmes
LEA provisions and qu;delmes should exist to
insure that test usars: ~

17

A. Have familiatity with Standards for educa\. . X
“tional  and psychological tests: Washington: - )
_ American Psvchological - Association, 1974, . ,
8 Possess a general knowledge of measurernent - X :

principles and o tha hmitations of test
. interpretations {G1.) Essmml
C. Know and undersiand the literature relevant X o
" to the test being used and ‘the testing ‘ -
‘problems being dea{t wi!h. {G2) Very ‘ )
Desirable. ) - o
o D. Have an understanding of psvcho!ogwal or X -
- _©  educational measurement and validation and :
. other test rasearch. {G3.) Essential.
E. Have sufficient technical knowledge to . X
" evaluate  claims made in test rmanuals. :
 {G3.1.0) Very Desitable. .
“F: Base choice of tests or tesif batreries. on X N
cieariy formu!ated oals, ] y

LTI as. TH:1.2.) Esseatial.
H. Are able to relate the history
) developmant of the test 1o it
{H3.) Essential. i w
I. . Understand that test scores used for selection RS
or other administrative “gecisions aboul 5
child may not be useful for individual or
program - evaluation _and  vice ver;a_ (M5}
Desirable. : NN :
J.° Know how_to translate test resylts into %
instructional strategies. ’ T




t>Eulr‘a(ya\til;c'.!ifCnét\fsjrfon; RN Requ:red Des:rable Ide;I: =
‘ e 94142 . 94142

- Y X D

Understand potentiai shortcemmgs of tests - X
when used wnh lmgunstncauv different \. e RN
andlor racm and ethmc mmomv groups b

- R “ N .
3. connection wnth 94 142 eva«uauon acnvmes . L
a! the LEAlevel: - ' . . o
Provmons are made to msure that those who x .
adtminister . and  interpret . tests have been . \
trained dnprounatelv for this responsibility. S I a

- B.. Procedures. -are estabhshed tor oenodu; R :
< internai review af test use. T ) S

C . Guidelines ‘exist. o msure ‘that test scores are . X
s reported only to Deoote who are quanhed w7 e s
mterpmt them . S . . A S,
o De Programs are availabte o train assessment : e X
o ang’ mstrucp nal oersonnel ©work® with Ty RN
chi!dren of dwerse racial and nthmc back -
N ‘gmunds o . < zf\‘ N
e "There is 3. roasonable “match’ ome T
. Cehistricty bunldmg between .the ethnic-SES ‘
© student mix and instructional o»_rsonm! . .
F. Provisions exist 1o insurs that assessment x ‘
“parsorinel hawe lanquaqe skitls to coramuni- 1 . Sy
«.at# e native ianguaqe of ‘any cohitd 00
e subject o assessment‘ o - N . i
-7 G. I such personnel are not avaulable formal s Y
provisions exist for securing such personner . R i )
Al “ar ovamation‘ﬁbrvices\ usinq neighb\m\ing, state
Or regional resourcas;«mere assertion’ that *
appreonate maluanon personne‘ are unavail-
abie is not acceptabie. B N
“H. ~Personnet trained in tests and measurements X
- : thh a rospo’hxnmhrv to carry aut . valudxty
studles at the iocai level. and to advnse\orr A
Test Ttelection, TUse, Tand Tinterpretatan Tare T
_ available. o '
1. Provisions exist for . securing consuitant . .
serviges in tha ahave areas ~if no district ’ N
pqrsgnr\ei"am available far such assignimen

&




NN

Criteria presented Jn Table 4 were drawn large!y from Standards for educational
and. psychologzca/ zests (Davis, 1974) The. Standards can be: easily converted o’
heckhsts which LEAs can use to prasse any test consndered for. adm:mstratron S
. f}n the dostnct Af LEA" 's are seno s about fair test use- then the Standards must’
\be fonowed ot at !east apphed To be sure, few tests, if any, are constructed
 well enough to meet all criteria specified. by the Standards Nevertheless careful

" application of ‘the Standards can lead to |mprovements m the select!on and use;‘ a
:of tests S oo s . .

é‘\ .

- fSpecaal xssues related to Gse of test mstruments w:th mmonty group persons aref’
. preSented in Tabie 5. Reasons for mmonty group concern about tes; ‘use, are .
- -widely: known, “and® have been summarized in a- number of sources. {De Awla

* 1976: Dent, 1976; Jones and Wilderson, 1976; MacMillan and: Meyers, 1977,
: :‘\Samuda 1976 and Sattler !975 to name a few). Detens need not be be!ahored\ o
- here but'it wm suffsce to note that bias is thought to exist at the content level ..
where deczs:ons are hrst made about what rterns to mc!ude in-a test (the
\perspectwes of mmonty group members are exc!uded) at -the. level of
. ‘standard:zatlon where decusaons are made about the popu!at»on for whom the\“ﬂ{
fwtest is appropnate at the !evel of’ admm:stratnon in which tests are adrmmstered\
by oersons ‘unfamiliar with the patterns of !anguage behav:or and” customs of the -
- person bemg examined, and .at the “level of vahdataon “where efforts are
. tundertaken to determme whether or not the tests accomphsh what they were
des;qned 'o accomphsh Cnter 3 presented in Table 5 are desogned to address:

&

- thesesssuas R

e

~ There has also ‘wen concern abnut f3ir test use w-th the handocappect 1t was
. noted. for-example {Jones; 1973)- that, for standard:zed achuevement tests, data
on rehabmty and validity were rare!y, if ever reported” for populat»ons of
o \;\hand;eapped persons. Eva‘uatwe cntena pres sented in Table 6, therefore point to
) consrderatlons tor assess;r-g the adequacy of standard»zed tests proposed for use
- with popula':ons of hand'capped parsons. o -

~ % There er also be a noed, undm 94.142, 1o co—aduct evaluations of preschool o
__,_.,___,__&hddre” In._the present.context,-the. mthool chiid-is-defined-as-one- between*"-"*-***-*"ji‘“;f
the ages of 3 and 5. Three years of age is the legatly mandated lower age.limit for' ‘
- servnceas under 94-142, Six-is the age at which mast children enter - school For
) ireasons ‘quidelines and. protections for school age children are much
better. formuiated than-those for ‘preschool™ ch:idr«-n _First, there seems to.be "
- some urgency to-tdeal with chiidren already in schoot, who must be served now. —-
" least restrictive envnronments prowded Second, involvernent in activities for the * .
“*preschoot handlcapped i relatively new for special educat:on and most current\ .
personnel probably have little training and bag hqrmmd in this area. In any case, -
it shouid. not be assumed that guidelinas flevelopﬂd for use w:th school aged

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC




TABLE 5

FAIR TEST USE W!TH MINORITY
GROUP/LOW SES POPU LATIONS

. Evaluative Criterion '3 © - Ref}uired " Desirablg " Ideal
x o \ 94-142 . 94-142

Exammers ore soecmllv tramed to work wnh T
‘mmomv groupllow SES populations: o i ol DA
A. Have nad coursework andjor workshops D D S
_devoted to the sméch langdaqe social, and
‘behavoml characteristics of d!verse minority
group/low SES- oopulatnons mciudmg that of
.the student being assessed. \
B. Have had superv-sed exoenence in assessment’
" of children from diverse mmontv group/low
"SES Dopulatxons mcludmg that of the
student hmng assessnd )

b 44

i Exdmmer expresses couhdence ‘in abmty to fmrly \ X
", " assess the child under cor\snderatlon N :

There:arg goofooriaiely grm‘ned-di&xrictf‘a‘ssess- e O
ment personnel af the same racial/ethnic/SES . ;
. makeup as the_child being assessed who can be ' '
‘ consulted for assmance in and raviaw nf the

‘assaumem )

. . 1

4. Pravisions -exist for external evatustions it no \ o X
district " personnetl are adequately trained to \
conduct a fair assessment.ie., meet raquirements . - i
of 1A, 1B, and 2 and 3 above. ‘

“

.9 For anv sxandardnzm assessment -nst'umam used, ..
. ithas been determined that - ° 5 . \ \
A, Minority groupflow SES’ perspactives on’ - X
. itern/task content were taken into account. \ )
i - gf\_Min@t,i(y,; ;§Q'OOD!‘OW~“-SES~-*‘DQ'*SQC’BN- w@_re:&:_m._.m.m.HM“...\ SR SRR ———
i . invalving in item writing of task selection. )
- C. ‘Substanmt .and repmsemauve numbers of . . X

rhinority -group/low SES persons . were
.~ involved in initial iten vk trvouts. ) .
'D. j\Substantial ‘and representative merabers of . - X
“eninority group/low “SES populations weré .
included in test/instrument. standardization. = ) .
ttem analysis of items/tasks are available for i X
marnbers of different tactallSES groups. : T i
Culturally specific itemns have been included, - . R
it appropriate, . : )




| N ~T~a\blé 5 Continued

.. Required. Desirsble Idesl

_ 94-142 94-142
G Data on the ethmc/SES applicability of X
“norms are avmlabla
5 Data are avaalabm on .. . . . . )
A Vahdnv as a funcnon ot racwl groumSES . T e X
~- 7 membership. . R . N
B. Raeliability as a funcuon of racial gvoup/SES ) X
- _membership.
e
%'i
.~-”"’.¢_-
e
" Ay AR L “ ‘
Q )
. - -
lC . o
Arurerorseiv o RN L ~




TABLE 6
FAIR TEST USE |
wrru HANDICAPPED POPULATIONS

“‘ A ) N . .

Evaluative Criterion -~ | Required Desirable Ideal
. o o 94.142 ' 94-142

N 4
1. For each test u
mstrucuonal pla

for identifying and/or .

79 with specific handicapped X ’ v
_populations. SWA's or LEA’s will determine that; :
A. The pershectivas of diverse handicapped : Y X
" groups hdve been. taken into account. in rest )

formuiation. .
| B Soecnf~c members of handicapped members
. R are involved in‘item tryouts,
" C. Substantisl and representative poputations of
 specific handicapped persons are inyoived in
_test standardization. \ )
D. Whgn‘*ppropriate _narens are available. for. . S X
-specific populations of handicapped persons - -
in tha 3 . 21 age range. . : ‘
_E. Validity  data ars available for specitfic ) . : x
poputations of handicapped fpersans  at
specific age ranges. )

" F. Reliability .data are avaoiahlﬁ for specific™ . . X
) - populations of handicapped persons at is ‘ -
. specitic age ranges. :
2. SEQ or LEA personnel will be available to: i ‘ ‘
A sult on appropriate test use with specific ‘ N X
populations of handicapped persons. - ~ T
. B. Conduct research and development pct-vities \ \ X

in the modification and/or construction of ‘
tasts for use with specitic populations of i R .

handicapped persons in the 3 - 21 age range. ‘4
: — . . e o
<
. i




“‘children;‘appiy, ipso facto, to preschool onesf Many guidelines do apply and =~
.there’ ts much commonahty in quidelines for the two populations. For example, = -
cntena for the selectlon of. eva!uatnon mstruments procedures for obtammg
mformed consent and due process cons:deratcons apply”~ to" evaluation of
preschool chaldren as well as tq school age ones, There are, however several
addmonal cons:deratuons that apply umqudly to evaluatxon of preschool
* populations and these need- to be brought to the attentron of evaluation
. practmoners and consumers if adequate protectnons are to be developed These
‘ pomts are. summanzed in Table 7 . > .

wa
.

Fmally, the regulataons state that tests and other eva!uatcon materials are to be
provided and administered in the child’s nativg language’ or other mode’ of
communication, uniess it is ciear!y not feasible to do so.-The paosition taken.in ‘
this paper. is that -there should be no conditions under which appropriate _
- evaluation is infeasible; LEA’s must ‘make provisions for appropnate evaluation.
Several criteria litems 3A, 3C, 3D, 3E 3F, 3G) in Table 4, Tast Evaluation and’
Use, are related directly to this question. The crmcal xtem is 3G which states
that, LEA s must -make provisions for either. secunng approprrate personnel to
conduct assessment in. the home or nerqhbormg d:stnct or- elsewhere. in the ~
latter instance, adequate protection. ray requrre ‘that assessments rnvolvmg rare
and/or difficult problems or those mvotvmg chrtdren having unusua' }aguage
backgrounds “be done at star¥, regzonal or nat:onal centers. The deve!opment of
such centers, obviously. will require appropriate’ efforts at LEA, SEA, .and
national levels. A \ \

N
LN

ASSESSING PLANNING AND PLACEMENT. ™
TEAM ADEQUACY AND FUNCTIONING

\‘B“ack\ground; ‘ \ \ : o o

The Regulations require that 94- 142 related avaluatioh“ ‘Be "made hy a
_ multidisciplinary team .or qroup of persons, inciuding at least one teacher or
other specialist with knowledqe of the area of suspected drsabmtv Placement )
_..m....._“_oroceduras requlations.require_that_the desision i3 to be made_by ‘a group: oL_\,\\“.«M___.w
persons including persons knowledgeanle about the child, the mean.nq of the
\‘ evaluetron data, and the placement options.”

Exphcrt in both nvaluauon and pldcement procedures, then,.is the requirement

that a team of individuals will be involved in deliberatiors-about the child and™

his/her educationai placerneht- While there will be variation in team composition
~as a function af the issues at hand, the team is expected to be muitidisciplinary,

»

A ;‘\\
tOa : :

A runtoxt provided by ERic ) ~




Evaluative Criterion

-

Required  Desirable  Ideal

AL

B

\Earlv screamng is limited to:

A

e

These measures of ﬂfgamc h..nctlonmg and
basic, adoot-fe coping -skills which enjoy a

high degree of cansensus. weshm tha health.

protessions and af'ected cormmunities,
Those behaviorat faczors nsoecra!!y associated:

_with learning .anguaqn and “speech_deveiop-
h l:{\e'xt, motor kn!is 'md percem\.a! abilities.

N Specthc assessment of emotignal and behav-oral .
adjustment and harentichiid mteracnon are Ieh
0 pa'eb va‘ iz

The aarly dowmpmemm review

“Does nat atrach a label or catngor-ze a chitd
' prior to extensive study and anaiy 513, g
) Makas ‘2 dedicated effort to angage  the

primary caregiver, the parent, as a collabora-

_tor in the review process, and attampts to
insuze’ that the interpretation of the findings
of the developmenral raview are culturally

reievant, as ael a3 osychologically sound.
Recogruza that there is.nat, 2t the prosent

time, a single, universally atceptatye wol for

developrental raview, while at the sarme time

. pointing out that there are a multiplicity of

suc.n .nstmmmts that may have practical

{ultisw in dittaring situations. ariented toward
revitiv of individual ang spc-c:fmd dwelow
" rnental ‘unchons a,

94142 1 94-142
X
o X :
x -
x

_.__..«. —-~Soyrges

-‘American \“Assmiatiox abPsyehiatric
Sl - Developmental review in the early periodic screéning, diagnosis and treatrnent
prograrm. Washington U. S, Degartment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
Heaith Care Financing Administration, the Medicaid! Bureayu April 1977,

Servicas tor Chitdran~lncT




to- mclude regular and/or spectal educanon taachers and to mc!ude spec;ahsts‘

knowledgeabie about the students actual or perceived problem(s) Parents,
_parent surrogates, or advocates must be included as well. By whatever name {e.g.

p!anmng ~tqan'\ planning and placement teams aSsessment team, placement

_committee ~evaluatxon and pladement: comm;ttee educational assessment service,

- school appraisal team, etc.) a muyltidisciplinary team is central to what is to be

o ‘?;E‘v\alkix\at\ive Criteria °

done, how it is to be done, and how the information gathered i is to be used.

—

Crnena for appraasmg ‘the effectvveness of PPT adequacv and funct:omng are

presented in Table 8. The first evaluative itemn ‘concerns the development of a

“framework for .planning and placement activities. Such a framework would show

_the relatuonsh;p of team activities to the LEA's instructional program and would
be orgamzed mterna”y to effectwely discharge its mission.

~ ., ldeally, a philosophy of PPT activities and\'brocedures should be available in

" composition of PPT commmees specific PPT actsvut}es and PPT accountability. -
The_ latter guxdehnes refer 10 such activities as lnsurmg that a responsible LEA

written form, the. thrust of evaluative criteria 1-8, Other quidelines relate to

person be given forma! authority and respons:bmtv for momtormg\ PPT
acnvmes that vehicles are developed to monitor PPT recommendations, that a
wmten agenda be developed for vach PPT meeting, and that there be a written
report of the meeting’s activities, analvses, conpiusxons, and recommendatvons‘
lnformanon relevant to estabhshmq A (.oumatvhty in the assessment- oiacament
process s presentedn Tdbin 9. :

W3

- Discussion

The ‘buliding of protect,ons to insure that plannmq teams wark nffm"tlvoiy can.

proceed from actual knowledge of how teams operate in practice, and how they

‘might operate, ideally, to discharge their rmss:ons The most impressive and

~coherent-set-of analysesand findirigs related 1o planning team activities istobe

found in the work of Fenton et al. (nd™date), Fenton, Yoshida, Maxwell and
Kaufman (no date (a}), Fenton, Yoshida, Maxweil, and Kaufman, (no date {b)},

Yoshida, Fenton, and Kaufman (1977), Yoshida and Gotthiey (Y977}, Yoshida,
Fentort’ Maxweﬂ and augman (no date {a}), Yoshida, Fenton Maxwell, and

Kaufman {no date (b)) and Yoshada ‘Fenton Maxwell, and Kaufman (no date )

{ch). The results of research hv these authors can form a background for building

protections to insure adequate functioning of placement and planning tearns_ {Iy-

might seemn, since the research was limited to only a singie state, (hatTmults

' should be rreated with a dngree of cautxcm However since the prodesses and

435
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TABLES

ASSESSING PLANNING

' AND'PLACEMENT TEAM(PPT)
ADEQUACY AND FUNCTIONING

N

Evaluative Criterion

Required " Desirable ldeal
94-142

.94-142

< 4. At . the district level,

1. Planning and placemem tearn iPPT) activities ara

developed from 3 rat:orai framework.

2. At\ the ‘fdis‘trict level, guidelines exist for the '

hco‘nstitu:i\on of PPTs.

. 3. At the dmr-ct levet, wntxen guadn.mes exist for

the Conducl of PPT activities.

guideiines exist : for -
contacting PPT pacticipants, :

5. PPT membership include the fottowing: i

A. A representative of the 'public agency, ¥
{iualifieci [{) ;}}avide\ ar  supervise | thg
provision of, special 2ducation.
The childd's t‘e‘a‘cher : : : X
One or hoth of the child’s .parents or >
surrogates ) ‘

* Tha chitd, where appropriate ) »
Qther individuals at the discration o/rh»-
parents ar agency

1. Parent auvocates
2. Cormmunity advocates

F.  FEvaluation personnel T Y

O o

mo

~6. There are district provisions to insure that PPT

5)&9? are intormed abou( the [caary) s M)a"v
ass:gnii FUREHOAS - STV

- . AR

" 7. Procudures are developed -to insure that/ PPT

mermbers agree an team goals.

.B. Written guideiities for PPT activities exist, \

.

9. A written agenda to accompany each B
meeting is available.

1710, PPT members are given access ta all mf'mnahm

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

that bears on the case.

a9




e }TableBContihue\d‘

- ' Evaluative Criterion ~* - ' Required

'94-142

RS

\ “:LH.;There is a smgia person in the district wuth the
: ”authomy and respons.bvh:y for insuring thay atl’
. ni pertinent’ 1o 'a given case is made
. avmlable 10-PPT's. )

12, PPT: ‘are given access d:rect!y to persons having
- information bearing on a given case, or reports
. trom suen. persons are provided n written form.
Al oral presentations bnfore PPTs are summa‘ .

" tized for the record. . -

\_ 13, Procedures are developed to insure. equal status
) (non-soec:ahzed) participation among PPT -mem-
bers i in ali aspects of PPT activities,

14 For sach chse the potential contribution “of
Specialists fram each group listed will be forrally
‘considered and either formalty reauasmf or
formolly rejected as unnecessary.

* School admnmstranon .

Special education admsmstrator

Phys:man .

. Parents ; .
‘Schoot psychoiggists . S
School social workers
Student \

Referring teacher

Receiving teacher

Educationai diagnostician

Speech pathologist_

Physicai therapist

Occupationat thevap*sl

Audioiogist
" Schaol nurse B
“Guidance counselor

Curriculum spacialist -

i
i
1
H

¢Hw:pingr?+::9mmﬁﬁ¢?

¥ - Methods and materials suecialist !
‘Opthamologist/optometrist
Vocational rehabilitation caunselor
Other spacialists -
PPT’s make Eertain that the child is assesyed in gli’
areas related o the suspv-cxed drsabnhtv including
whers appropriate: . .
- A. Health ‘ ' ) N X

e 50

XX K X X XX MK X KX X XX KX X X

X -

5 .
x s,
—




- Table 8 Continued

Evaluative Criterion

Vision® g

- Hearing - - '

« Sociat and emohonal status
General inteiligence
Academic performance
Communicative status

© Motor abilities

Tomnmoow®

-

. PPT'y determine -whether ‘sufficient types of
information about the student are availabie to it
~ before makmg 8 decision aifectung the studem s
) mstruct'onal program, Sy
. PPT's ovaluate xhe educational !vgmhcance of the

. data. s

-

PPT's determine the student’s eligibility for
special education. -

. PPT's determine student placemant
. PPT's formulate appropriate-year-iong education-
al goals and bbjectives for tha student.

. PRT's deveiop specific. short-sernstructional
objectives fbr the student. R

:j‘

PPT s formally communlcate wmvr parents -about
changes in the student’s educatmna! program and
invite response.

N N .
3. PPT's formally commumcam ‘with me building
administration about changes in the student’s

__educational program and nvite resoonse

PPT's forrrﬂuy commumcam with the raacher(s:;
about changes in the swdent's educationai
-program and invite response., 5

. PPT’s plan “m!orma;ion needed for tuture review
of the student’s prograrn and progress, |

PPT's make certain that each racommandanon it

dcompanied by: }
AL A time-ing fo[ execution

51

XXX X XXX

x .

fcard,




Table ~B\“Ct§nt\inued

\E“’?I“\"’\”"’é Criterion e Required Desirable”  Ideal
A 54142 - 94142

BN

\ 8. A staternent of means by which adequacy of = X . N
| execution will be determined R D - )
- C._ " The specific person(s) resoonsm!e for execu- X N ; -
. tion of the recommendanons : : : ‘ N

N . . -

27. PPTs wm review the continued apn'opnateness‘ X

of the student’s educahona! umgram R e

’ ‘ . .

PPT's wilt }eview Lthe’ szudedt's educational -~ X ) N

progress.
_ A written repart of sach PPT meeating will be - X

made. DN o : .
. Distrigts insure that guidelines exist for providing o X

teedback o, PPT nattncmants and. program

xmnuemﬂntors

. There iy gvaitable in e schoo! district a single \ R f‘v;
person with  authaority  and  responsibility  for
xzert-fvmg that district guidelines with respect to
PT activities have beer foHowed, and PPT
recommendauons c.amed out. :

Sources Fenton, et al. (no date) Fenton, Yoshida, Maxwell, and Kaufman,.{no
date, {a)] Fenton, Yoshida. Maxwell, and Kaufman, {no date. {b)] National
Association of State Directors of Speciai Educatjon, 1976 (a); Yoshiga, Fenton,)
and Kaufman, 1977; Yoshida, Fenton, Maxwell, and Kdufman {no date, a. b,
and‘c) Seo Rofernnces for full cutanom : k

s
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. TABLEY L
 ACCOUNTABILITY IN THE °
ASSESSMENT—PLACEMENT PROCESS

4

Evaluative Criterion . R He('f"}red Desirable ldeal
A : ’ . 94:142 < . 84-142
. LY s
Within each LEA there are desngnated persannel
who' m-sure that 94.142 relatect nvaluahon’assess~
- mentfaporaise! activities are? ) - : o
AL Retevant to educauonalpéeds o e . X
1. contin specific pragramming irnpﬁc;,: o o .
o tions . : T e
" 2. conain suggestsor\s for specmc strate- X
D gies. R h
B Pedagogicativ sound ' \ x
T €. Appropriateto-the decisions to oe,made . X
D, Written in simple lar\quaae - N ‘ - X
1. describe ner*ormanceﬁ in” dascriptive - X
Tlerms kh \-‘ . - . . .
2. use ng:m\technicaf‘rerrns o : . Cex

DSIN
*

above sha!s nor he partucipants ;‘m actuai

aswssmﬂm‘pmvammma EIN !~\.-m~: n the zase
i - under consideration. At the SEA i»= wel wndeim:x
e s ) o axist o audit and momtor 94.142 eva}u\at:c}m
n * related activities,

P
3, Formal. LEA” provisions swist fer securing v X
) L.Appraisat of participant involvernant  in (and
" raaction to the asseﬁmenwiacemvnt process. ) ) C L
A_ Parents © N S ) o g T
R Reactions ta their own involugment © . N T x )
. _degree of participation, and mbeting
stynamics are obtained ]
- i 2. Degrze: of watistacrion with outcome is ‘ o
determined -twith totlaw u:n as apnropr- -
ate) . . . N - S v
e stw nlogists, n?c ) o ) . S
). Regctions - ta their own involvemany, \ Ko, .
. degree of parvicipation, = and meating R
- dynamics are obtained. =N .
. <.. Degree of satisfaction with outcome is -X
determined {with 90"0wn0 as aonwun - )
ata). -

Source {item 1 abOvé)‘ National "Association of State Directors of Spec.al 2 ‘3

‘Educat:on Functions of the placement committee in special - education. ]

: Washmgton Natronal Assocnanon of State D:rectots of Spec:al Education, 1976,
»
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N

prooedures descr:bed as: operanonal in Connect!cut appear to be very much
~ characteristic’ of the: placement and ptannmg actw:t»es ot~ many LEA', the -
) rasmts probab1y have wude generahzabmty) "

-

Data from the research program on PPT functnomng crted above have been:\
drawn on heav:ly to develop Criteria whtch xf operat;onahzed can.be helpful in.

. nmprov:ng as we" as monitoring PPT actzvmes For _example, Yoshida, Fenton
Maxwell and Kaufman {No date, . b) found ‘that' program- tmplementers.
:especaally regular teachers often were’ not present at PPT meetings. They found ..

_ 7. Talso that there 'was not uniformity. in communicating PPT  information. Among’
RN ‘groups recewmg ‘PPT. information, eg. regutar teacher special . education \
\ teachers “and. support oersonne! no group reomved written lnformatuon w:th:
consistency,. and_ at best only. 63% of one group of program mplementersﬁ
. {special educauon teachers) rocewed written and/or oral communleatlons from -
-PPT’s; other program. implementers received written communications even less "
frequently Yoshida, Fenton, - Maxwell, .and Kaufman (no date. (b)) note ‘that - «
o Umost: nnformat'on ‘except . for that commumcated to the special education
\\  teacher was communucated oraliy, documemanon in the form" of wntten‘
' commumcanom: was produced Tess often“ Yoshlda and his. -associates go onto .
- suggest that “one possible method for reducing the . nnformahty of the NS
o commumcataon network i to,\provude the orogram «mpiementer with wrntten -
documematxons of the PT" decrsnons and the file of mformauon which was used
to amve at these dec:smns Anuther met‘-\od is to assign one PT member the
‘ -espom.bmty “for . commumcatmg w:th all program implementers, rhereby\
. reducing not. only the number of different messages that wrll be transrnitted but.
_._also the timé E‘bmmntments of PT members for cornmumcatmg the PT decnsrons -
‘ (f 10). Fmally, the authors note that “*Regardfess of - the method used, PTs
‘ ust develop, procedures tor venfymg that the PT decuslons and the student’s
¥ program ‘are transmitted without distortion in order 1o insure ‘that the decisions
arrwed at with the, consen( of parents. are. the ones umplemented" (p: 10).

- Research based observanons such as those above were the basxs of such Table 8. . .

evaluatwe crntena as items 22 24, 26, and 29 —~31 o ‘

~

Fenton Yoshrda Maxwell and Kaufman (no date (b)) } found that “{a) not all

PT's have an, accurate :dea about the scope of PT actwmeg‘ and (b} that PT

members’ recogn:zed dutneS“d:"erent!y accord«ng to their roles; )pec,flca"y'more-w_m«._ el
administrators and. support personnel recogmze the official PT duties thando ~
regular education teachem {p. 8). In vet another study. Yoshida, et al. {no date, -
a) found a strong. positive relatronsh:p between statf role and parncspanon in the “ N
PPT process, especially for regular and 3 cial. teachers and school’ psynholoqasts

in - which school Dsycholqgnsts perceived -t ernselves as hlgh status and high
pamcbants, whereas teachers percewed “themselves as low in ‘status and
participation. The results irom this latter study were the: baSts for Table 8

~evaluatwe rtems such as 13,
a

e

1
B




[ _\,esearch cxteg and the exarnptes gwen are. meant t’o be rllustratwe ofm

ffpossrbrhtres for»usrhg research results to burld cnter!a whrch perrm}. an evaiuatron .
E “of the effgcnveness of PPT functronrng w:thm the 94-!42 context and also to
;‘"‘iguade LEA's'in structunng PPT actwrtres

\When PPTs functron mefflcrent!v, or when all PPT members do not partrcrpate jr'
"funy,Aetrors of commlssmn probably. result That xs o the extent that. few .
- specsahsts participate, and hence bring, only hmxted perspectrves to bear on any '

o glven case, the probab:htv of erroneous classrhcatron i mcreased

) rMany cntena for rdeal PPT functromng have been presented Meet.ng them wm
e ;‘prose a great chaHenge For example there s “no: gainsaqu that developmq
‘methods to assure equal- status pacticipation- among a: group comprised hoth of g
rofessronals and _non-professionals {i.e. parents): wilt be difficuit. By putting " R
_torward the’ requrrement of eaual status partacapatron among PPT partrcrpants as
LA desirable” PPT outcome (and other- ideal: Zed criteria) . it is to be hoped that - .’
R B research and programmatrc ac 'vmes er be stxmulated to’ accomohsh‘ this as. well

: ‘\as other desrrab'e obgect'ves 'and that 94. MZ rmplementatton wrn be the better
\ \;i\because of these efforts R o :

A e

v Followup .. L B
A program of Eollow up would sdern to have three comoonents (1) A t'metable B
Cof activities wmch wis- developed by. the planning team as ‘partof'the 1EP; {2) a5
‘ ~""nearly as- poss:ble original PRT members, but in. any case; the parents, and the . .
) child’s reqular and*or ‘special teachers: (3} a set of guidelines which .direct
s ‘fot!ow -up wam com:)osmon and functaomnq and (4) an LEA person responsrble N
] for certi itying that’ ali LEA qurdeimes for fonow up achvrt 28 Were ‘metr- Dgraus of
‘ foliow- up drmemuns may be fr»und in Tab!ns 2.9

[

SPECIALISSUES . .~

TR o : . s Lol ow . S

N Paradoxes in Personnel R o
- Preparatron and 94 142 lmplementatron
The best protnctron ils) evatuanon nrocedures is to adequateiy train personnel
Clearly, the tief:mnon of . protettion in - evaiuatron procedures. should . be
mterpreted to mean evaluation by persons competent to engage in testmg/assess
: ment actwmes to responsrb!y mteroret the results and t0 adenuate!y pian

mstxuctronal actlvmes based on evaluatron and other data Gusdelmes and check
s lists relatmq 10 194-142" evaluatron actwmes wrvle useful palhauvps will not
solve- the “basic and fundamental prob&ems m personne! preparatron that now

-
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o measurement. Such background, is essential to. the proper use of tests and lest
kresu!ts parti cu'ar‘y n mstrucuonal planning. Indeed, an .early » study

had even a smqle course in measurement techmques or:attended a chmc at which

- teachers in” hartrcular report a lack of exposme to formal instruction

- case.

1!967) r('pmi'\ ror arampie, tha{ r!) teacher, tend 1o view standarmzed tests as
Treia:,vely acwratv‘ measuras of a student’s intetlectual pomntmi and achieve-

. \qunsuoned for others _that {2) teachers see the kinds of activities measured by
standardi zed 25! 5‘ a3, import ant 'ieterrrur\an of such ;academic’ success af
- “chudf‘*ﬁ and to a |esser “extent, of their success in life aftar school; and (3) that

teachers oei-eve the
with other measures such as school grades, in making decisions. aboul allocating
_papils. o special clagses, "‘f")mr'mnfhng ‘students fOr rohnt)e aommsxon and the

bt s St

tike. “Einatly, (4) (‘nsun found that teache's who t-xomss ranhdenre in “the
. accuracy of )t(‘”da"’l.’("d tests also feal that thay measure the qualities neces,ary

the ab:hns-s measu sl are, T a srgnlhmm degree innate, rather than inarned.

: in makrrrq decisions. about pupils. Teacher opinions of test use for tns*ruttronai
planmnq was not- reported by Goslin but, obvrously systematic expior.nvon of

-

Q - . .
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we

exrst These problems w'nch concern the adequacy of trammg for work wrth
\handrcapped children m\f chools, must come through legislative: changes at. SEA ‘
~ levels; and probably from a national e“fort as'well. For example, the requirement . -
- that chreren be educated m ieast restrrctwe envrronments also obhgates collegesf:‘f‘f R
and unwersmes and stare credenuahng agenc:es to adequately train personnel .
for such work Coursework and/ 0 ;icompetencres for work: wsth exoepnonal;‘:
chrldren should be requ:red of candrdates Seekrng regular teachrng credentials.In
_one iarge state havmg a: c.ompetency based program for credentralmg regular“‘\
teachers and othetwise gearmg up to meet 94 142 requxrements, no competen-{
- cies are yet mandated that deal ‘with know!edge br expenence thh mildly ‘l
‘lhandrcapped learners™: for regu!ar class teachers" (Machl!an Jones Meyers -
:‘976 0. 7). Course w0rk and/or expenences and competencaes for work. wuth B
o ethmc mmonry groups svmrlar!y have not yet enjoyed wrdespread adocmon
Moreover many teachers’ do not _possess knowtedge of. pnncrples ‘of tests and“

\ ‘(Goslm 1967\ revnaied that less: than 40 percent of - teachers: surveyed ina
\ fnatronwsde “study: had had more than minimal expomre {one.course) to training '~
intest and measwem"ﬂ! techniques. A s:zable oroportron ot teachers had never -

.fmeasuremi‘n! with. more than hatf of rhose who reparted.. g mdacatmg that. they
" had never nad any specra! trmmng" (Goshn 1967. o. 127). It is possnble of
. course, that pr'nuples of test.use were acmnred informally. However, no
“\nvgdpnc(v was prosented on this point, dl"\d .one rioubts that this was in fact the .

n-,n m-mh of rwachrr mrsunderstancurq of wsts and 'est use is. great ‘Goslin .

“mpms a fac"whsrh may be true . for some students, but surely must be

& ums.derablﬂ weight shomd ‘w given to test scores, along ~

‘"for future academrc and nonacademrc pursuits. These. teachers aiso believe that

: f‘testmg was d'sc.ussed Moreover, . “etementary and pnvate secondary school

.,

" Further, they, tend to ‘taol that considerable wesgh shnulr! be given to test scores:




such rnatters would\\be\ valusble as Well.\

, The extent to wh:ch forma! and up-! todate traun»ng in tests and measurements.

. would modrfy views expressed by Goslin"s respondents is of course, unknown.
It will suffice to note that many regular teachers appear. unknowledgeable about‘ o

 testing and assessment matters, an understanding of which’ seerns necessary. for o

f ;nsunng protectrons in evaluation, and to rmplementatlon of other aspects of
94 142

Questuons need to be asked about the trarntng of psyoholognsts {and other\
: personnel intimately invoived in 94-142 evaluation activities) who. otten are key k
persons. in planning and placement activities. Some states require no oartrflcatmn
of school psychologists at all, In these states it would be dtifscult to insure that ‘
psychologcsts have adequate backgrounds for their work, ln ‘most states: school
psyohologlsts are credentialed; some credentrals are competency based In
Calzfornua as.in other states there'is no requnrement that the school ‘psychologist
have teaching. experience,’ although competencies are mandated whtch require
fam:lranty with instructional programming. ‘And even in states where teaching S
o experience 15 prerequlsnte to school psychology certification, there is not the .

further requ:rement that the experience be with the populatlon on whom
\ assosemgnts are to be made. Thus a psychologist- may have had “all hrs/her
. teaching experience’ ‘at the high school level, yet be engaged _primarily in’
educatlonal programmung wrth elementary ‘schoot chtldren

Psychologusts bring a number of skills to" the assessment and placernent processf\ .
- They often have special expertise in behavior managernent in interviewing and
in matters of classroom climate. However, since a. mator focus of activity under *
94 142 will be upon the use of tests and_other eva!uatron progedures to-plan -
- individuatized educat:onal programs it is rmportant that atten be given to - \
‘ . the “professional quahhcatlons of persons (psychologosts and others) who\
“prescribe or deliver evaluation services. State credentualhng..sgqulrements will
\ need to be reviewed careful!y to determine. the. adequacy of provisions for
personnel preparation to engage in such actwmes

B

To summarize, it has been s‘uggested that protectrons in evaluatton procedures‘
requure personnel . adequately trained to use assessment procedures for instruc- .

. tional planning, and other related purposes. Available evidence. suggests that -
~...many_regular_teachers. (and other_personnet). may not be. adequately-prepared-for-— - -
94-142 evajuation-related’ activities. It has been specuiated that the defucrencv

_ Mmay reside in SEA credentialing requirements which do not adequately mandate .

competencies to carry out 94-142 evaluation requrrements The extent to which

thcs is in fact the tase needs to be- ‘carefully mvestlgated lf found to be true
" appropriate corrective steps must be taken

’.
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Totivgand Assosment, e

- Special Education Theory,
and 1EP Dovelopment . - o

i Tbsting and assessment results areiclos»ely ‘tied to' |1EP development. First, the
~}results‘of‘ tests and measures are used in part, to.indicate that an educational

problem does in fact exist. Second, test resuits may: be used to pinpoint areas .

presumed to require Temediation. Third; tests will be used to determine whether
the intervention activities have been successful. In order to be of value in this

testintervene retest process, assessment instruments must be sound. For

\ example a test must be rehable Rehabtlny is related to a test’s validityin that

the val:dlty coeffnc:ent cannot exceed . the scware ‘root of its reltab:ltty‘

(Cronbach 1920). Sumnlariy tests must not be racially, culturally, or linguistical-

aporopriate standards of acceptabvhty for use with linquistically, culturally, and
_exceptionally d;fferent persons have already . beén presented in Table 6 and 6.

presemly avallable psvchometnc technolomes

cmturally dnscnmmatory, do ‘not pradict any educatlonauy meaningful perfor-
mance or provide information which facilitates the evelopment of instructional
activities. Thus, even when appropriate bias-free testp are developed. we may still
be > faced with more serious problems of {a} the absence of established

‘jrelatsor:shups between the attributes measurad and.school berformance {b) and
the absence of a theory (theories) of ‘teaching- learning:in specxal education. The ‘

two vords are, of.courte, closelv mterrelated

in.commenting on the first vocd (a abova) Orasanuy, McDermon and Boykm
{19773 remmd us that

. . in“order for a st to be useful in the, de\cnm:on of what a chilgd knnws
S relative to what is to be learned, the test must otfer weil defined tasks which -

'  are essential companents of what must ba done in the performance of some

cofnplex-skiliaed "behavior, such a$ reading. That is, we cannot give a child a

- reading -test untd we can show that the items on tha test ate well defined in

o the rest taker’s eyes and that they relate to the skit! we are trying to teach.

ordcr to nerform successtully on tho !mal mk eg., read and comurehand a

vage of text: furthermarae, it must identify subdkillt so that tests can be
. constructed which wm m(mnw a Unid: proqw“ oo these ‘campaonenty
e (Orasanu, McDermott, and Boykin, 1977).

In using tests for 1EP development it is assumed that we possess valid
) mformatmn about the growlh and developmnnt of aca(kmu and social abilities

ey
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oy dtscnmmatory, requirements which are at the heart of 94-142 protection in °
’\evaluauon procedures. Criteria for assessmg the degree to which tests meet .

Whiie problems of adequacv axist, they are probably solvab!e even using

o It may be posmble o develop tests and measures wh;ch while not racially or

‘“Th's rmmmment prvxumvs ‘that a 'omme\o and’ a(muumv analy:rs of the (argﬂ\ R




of specwl populatlons ‘that we know somethmg about the condmons under

_whlch such growth and development takes place, about the. upper level of -
growth for various kinds of achievement for different mpulatlons of handi-
. capped {or indeed non—hand»capped) chndren and that existing tests and
. .measures are_developed well enough to be sensltwe to any ghanges that mcght in’
- fact oceur, (Jones Gottli uskin; Yoshida, 1978): Regrettablv, we cannot say

o ~ with any certainty how much growth can be expected to.occur in students wuth

H

“various learmng and /or behavioral profxles taught by method A osjmethod B, nor ST

\\\\can we. be certhm that very many ex:stmg measurement. mstruments are
) doveloped well enough to enable us to confidently measure pupll gams in
R cevement a critical requirement for evaluatmg IEP effectweness oo

Morepver, Morrisev and Séfert (1:?77) noté that

EN

. ta measure orogram/!EP's aﬂectnwness in terms of pupil change indicators
(eg schievernent) it would be necessaty to confirm that what was prescnbed\‘
was nmolemented nd that. the variance that was observod'measured couid be ..
accounted for terms of |mplementat-on This ‘would be a Damcuhrlv
difficult charge since IEP related activities will have varying torrespondence to.
etemonts of the prescnbed aducational plan and ‘take up varying amounts of
the instructional day. These prot)lems coupled with the inherent difficuities in' =
pre-test/post test methods of measurmgfrecmdmg pupil podormanms suggest
_ that it may. be methodologically ditficult to assess-IEP ‘effectiveness in this
way. Moragver, the precision and traquency of ‘documentation that would be *
requwed to collect reliable data make use of such methods prohibitive.
- ~Therefora it may be rast desirable 1o consider muitiple and varied methods af*
effectiveness — cost, resources. satisfaction and pupit measures At any rate,
determining appropriate measures of ettectiveness will be an initial “ditficulr
task_ pp. 3538)

Theory. is critical to the development.of instructional activities, and it is t0 be
tegretted that so little theory of the teaching- learning process in special
education is available. While all manner of tests have been used to predict various
special education outcomes, only rarely has the selection of measures been
guided hy theoreticdl models or considerations which generate the basis for their
selection, which predict‘va‘rsio\us special education outcomes, or which explain
how they function singly, or in in;teractio
accomplishment {Jones, 1978). is §
Sevaluanon procedlures can be used effectt
- ofs such knr)wledge. L '

In the context of their. discussion of competency based teacher education in
special education, Semmel, Semmel® and*Morrisey (1976} stated the need far
theory quite well They rttyte(l that B .

. Theoratical conceptions must \nek to identify thote instructional and
numl characteristics which most probably relate to pubil growth, This implies
mara than the construction of hypotheses related 1o the effacts of one type of

59

10 lead to some specified educational

v in developing 1EP’s in the absence




..'immmmm asrrangement  over anmher. What is needed are tfforu to .
construct models which suggost that teachers with: spocmod chancnrmxcs
who demonstrate specified observnble teacher behaviors, with pupils hnvmg
specifiey learning characteristics will produce desired pupil outcomes within
the limits of specitied educational contexts. The complexity of searching for
“functional relationshins betwean preme process, and product variables in the-
 study of teacher behavior domandsﬁn ‘sizable effort. . .. Theory is a powerful
-tool for arganizing such an endeavor it is, to be sure, not the only promising
stratagy for uncovering meamngfu! relatlonsmm between teacher behavior.and’
" pupil grwh But it is, in Sur apinion, a necdssary component of a total
\\eﬂort. R Sommel et at 1976) pp. 200 20\

~

it should be noted, in summary, that adequate protection in, evaluanon \
procedures should ‘refer as much to insurance ‘that any tests and assessmem

. procedure be valid for the development and assessment of instruction as to the

requirements that they -be free of racial, ethnic and %ES bias. With so much\ '
justifiable concern about the racial/ethnic bias of tests too little attentuon has\

boen given to the tests’ "educational validity. Obwouslv if evaluation procedures

are to be validiy effective for use in the development of 1EP's, much ‘theoretical

and research work will have to be done.
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respect o probiems of identification and classification 1t . . . the misuse o

appropriate identification and olass zfmatzon data within the dugationai pr oess
isaif”’ Two gemraf proposais are ‘madie to ameiiorate this situation: rwainin ng of

personnel and the use of the p;a'c;emer:z conferance.

\. Training of Assessment Personnel. Thaxui‘éfénd ragulations stituiate
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. Ach.ev:zment !ests ‘and ;eaéher recommendanon wh-ch are also ment:oned in
. the federal regulauons for |mo!ementmg Public Law 94 142, likewise qualify’ as
\measmes of behavnor When evaluators are usmg mstmmeqts 15 assess behavnor
in & soc»ai semnq, they are opefatmg w:thm the ;@c.al adapnv:ty model

Ees Defmmon of Norma Abnorrra:

The’ social szatuses are the posmons which persons ocCupy-in a system’, such as
~the Dosmon of teacher, pupn .priacipal in the school, Associated with- each
status is a somal role whlch consists of the” behavuors of. nersons arcupymg the
! status Persona pamc-patmg n a socnal system. share common expectahons

- system. Thesa shared behaviora! ex ectations are the norms of the- system, The
'erm “normat’’. from® a social deviance perspective does’ not relate to b:oloqncal
. s*qm or have any necess%ry relationship with_the bioiogical o'gamsm Normal
behavior is that which confarms”to the expectations of other mgmbers of the "
group Dewanr or abnormai bohav.or g that whvch does not meet group
- expectauons C- \ .

NI

. . . P o t RN . R
_ The firse 3531,,mptmn of the social adaptivily rnnda' is That \thv'é‘n ra’ muitipie‘

and from roi‘* to role, 1t is “normai"for a studzat-to yell and sum;; around when
a{tenr]«nu a pep ra“y, but such behavior would be ,\zdged as "dbnormdi in dn "
‘ ar*zhmeuc class. There is noth:ng( per se, which rnakes velling and mmmnq ezther '

“normal’’ of ~aabnorrwl i is nn!y n "*l»)’mr) 1o the norms *:f LY mr' fcular aQC'dl

\q“?l‘nq hat the normality: of the tehavior can obe aval uitnr! rhu, the social

22

ifldapnv;t“ modet- is highly S!tuats{:’ speatic. To r'eterm.na whetmr a given, -

.behavior is “normaly”t one must kn (1) the social System in whxch the person
_is operating, {2) the status the persor: holds in the Syst em and its associated rolﬂ
{3} the role expectations {)r norms for judg.ng the meormanuf of mrsons

} plawng that roie, and 14} the behawor of the persnr. to be wamated

$ . N
. ~ ) -

A A second assumm‘xon of the social ariam:v:xy model is that the norms are not*
‘ _ biotogicalty determingd. The norng by, whick:a.person

Lnig parf«)rn’\dn ~—¢5

' greatest power in the social system impase their dehmuon af “nowmiilaon lesy
power.ul rnembers TypIthy parnnts who are the most '»owerfu. membeérs af
!ht fdeY. -unposo their’ behavxorat ‘norms on their ch,o}dfen Tua(hars the: most

* L .powerful porscm n the c!as)room (yp»eal ; n'nposn their behavioral, norms on

their students, “In’ the larger society, those. cul!um! groups which- are dnmmant
politically and nconomnca!ly umpose thelr behavioral standardsf(m l(*S" oolmcatly
pownriul qmups, ot VL : .

- ,{ B

Thg no\rmative&ystem which cu“r’?en‘tiy‘gﬁides ‘Ameriqan ‘p(tblic education was

Each’ social system is romposed of\\»oc:a! Statuses, ele al :ole> and social-norms.

honcernmg the aporopnate beh’lvug tar persons p!avmg oart.cular roles in the -

R defmmons of ' nrmal “behavior which vary from socia! system to social systpm ’

v e

P

judged are 9vo‘ved in a poht:cal-defmmonai process. Thaosg persons having the B

v

LN

*‘f

Assump tlons of the Soc:al Adapt:w ty Modei . aey A




established as: o result of the political and ecohomic domininée of the
B Anglo Amencar cultural gmup Pubhc scboc! norms require that ~ati= mstrucuon\ o
- be in Engnsh that a student’s ;anguage de ve!opmem ‘be determ.ned bv“i\‘ s
?-valuatmg pru iciency in the Enrglish tanguage, and" so_forth. Yhe growth of- the

- \estmg movemen' has been. mtzma*ely -8550Ciat ed w:th 'he pubhc schools‘
. Standard«znv acadomac achnavement and wpt:tude tests are mmrecr measures ofif
\th‘e extent to which 3 studeht's ac fermnic pertmmance m;et; the expectattons o~f_‘

‘~’h: schao harher evamanons 'p'e dlrect measures of the axtent to wmch a

- student's ¢ rmance meets schgol norms. Both types -of measures focus"on,\ o
" ;waluatmq‘\ben ‘o} in the school settm and are wxamnles ! measures which ht \
the soc;al adaptivity assessent.madel. ~ "7 -

.

§or.la/‘5y$tem bpef.mr \/a:ue Frame. ‘ ;, ST : : .
‘ the \med-cai modei w!'nch based on_universai- values, t?‘e somakg*
y mode: is basad on the. values of n‘::ch social gmua Those values- are
frﬂve«lerl throuqr rhr non'm, qovermng each’ >ocmn role 10 eas.h ;ocxa! systern.”. )

“acka p\t i

2MS . Thz, vamw) o‘ th; ,chon! may chffer from\t“]e val uﬂ;: df the smdent s?f
: \“6% thé a.vt».s af Dx.er qrc.up The behav ofa atudnm may fumn ro! e
. expecfations;in one group Ou\ may )

' rzul*n' alb m(wp'v'.

»

© Focus of Assessrent. ‘
“Unlike the madical rmadel .

'?ich‘ views pathdldgy as an atmbuto whmh the
arganism carnes mm every social situation, !he“soma: adam.vs v modﬂi focuses
on A35essing: hondv\or Abrmrmduty o} normant are mdgmenza about mhavuor
T not about the state of tne. arganism, Abnmman ¥ or nos mah:; is not rngardnd dS
a rharac:e istic ar zrm of the individual whose bebavior qs bemg evaluated. -

JREEE IS

"thaxx Sr 3% r’\ia *pncg u\ ."\(j noarms are 'r\in t{\ﬂclflc He ZETe N uc*'mon(, ahout

__M,._..“_z.exx avd O._:nm_lr.w\..“c\;! ,Nup(._“. 2 \hvl-»i"nl"n‘-»\)OVv fmr.g tn-‘,_gmcu:c:nie-h#hawam--M...

b(“r\’l n\‘(“\, atuel, . . Lo e o

Proaert ies of Measumment l-ws(rumen L A ) ' A

Btc\dug"‘ aCiah groups red m;n.z»‘ xna(cnmabm,‘arcnmab*e, and "wemplary roio

;mr&{»rmanm.,‘ghe mum ads .mmr\, mofl(*i isbath a 'km it ans an as sat mof!ﬂi
=0 ™

The full range of megsuramentis-passible _Therefore, i

dﬂecz or indirect’ measures of role perforrndnm shou d have 3 fuﬂ dustnbunon ot ”

‘1 C(rm{ and (unf‘ {x) dorm 3. rr)tmdl rl e.tn}nmnn trams huuvi dataot twhavmro

n'twmr'mt desighed d‘;

“valued by the group and should have 4 high angugh ceiling to identity
©e L outstanding performeres. L N ST




\Vahdl‘y . : : . N
The- vah(hty ofa soc»al adaptmxy meaaure is determmed by s ab:hty ro idennfy
y '0se persons‘ who ar:e succeedmg and thoSe who an, fazhng to meet group
Texpectanor-s Tha assessthent o, famx!y fole pec.ormance sbouid reflect the.
- famxly $ expc-ctat»qns the assescmen* of peer group pprfnrmance .shou?d reflect
peer group Pvamatlons‘ 'he assessmeant of academic ro!e per*orma"ce shou!d
mﬂec: ‘teacher avaiuatuons and 5o forth. The | rechc“va vahidity, of academac B
L ach»e«emert and. amztude tests has tradatuonahy been\fmeasured by then abmty
: ‘\den‘ufy those students. whae are judged: as competerut or as mcompetenl bv
the teacher Cmenon rolated vahchty »as currently defmed by persons in
. ccnforms 1o 3 “social adapt.wty aSsessment model
o def:mt*on of Jahc‘xtv (Ciearv atal, !975) o . :

s zmpor{ant m note that the percon designing a test o‘ aoc:ai 1clapnv:ty does
' not: lmoos" & se( of vahxe.§ -on the systemn within whcch behavna' is bung
* evaluated. “System vai ues - ge waken as a “given” when measuring social* . -
o adaptavny whether that svs m be-the child’ 3 ram:!y) the scnoo! the | neer grOup,. .
~*_or. the ethnic community . Social sysxem measures should embody ‘the Vaewoomt
- and the evaiuanons of persons in the systerns: inYwhich (he chiid is t{,lmg to
" achieve an. ad’lpnvo HIN T'arht ona! psvchomptnc def'mt om’ o‘ "cntenon re!ated
" validity " f;; the social adaptiv ity sessmem mode!, The rost dwgneﬁ accepts the .
vaiue’ )udgmnnts of persons i the system @3 to the types of behaviors-which qre .
. aoccany relevant-and useh ar~ *‘.ncvah,umm.nari"" 1(,1@, et al;, 1975 p? ‘
- 23). ""Criterion retated validity. . . is simply the Bxtent to Wh:(‘.h fest scores are
!ﬂ’axed to a soc:a"y m'wo'tar“ th or: measure’ fClr aty st al, 1975, p: 25).
The' 'k:c sion as to which behaviors are - soc:al!y ~mponam H dnxermme;d‘ oy the
za!a(w ' . '

“,;ower mlations in !he mc.dl system, -
b ‘ Nt N . N . “'\

n shou 1d be no!er! that ‘ms; def nition raquirm 3 ;J;re(_t meaau e of soc:ldi rule . ’
.~‘~oerformance as the criterion. i.a, schoo! grades, ‘teachar rating, peer rating, etc. o
Two indirect rmeasures e, test test’ rorre!aunm such 23 ':maxhgencg Trests g
correlatnd ‘with achmvemant t: are not appropriate rmeasurks c;f the vai‘idigy; . e
of asoc.za\! addapt svzu ':sseﬁr(wnt ' C T P R o

~_Another issue s ‘tha!’i of deis:rminjmf} the gxtent to which a particular direct
rhéasurg of a child’s performance in @ particutar socia““‘svstnm accurately
" represents. thg- evaiuations af other- membpers of the social system. Does a~
‘part-cular teacher’s 'atmq of a- chald N performance in scheol reflect ths rating -
which would be given by o:hor tgachers? Daes the. peer rd(mg of ong rnnmber of s
“the penr groyup. adaeqguately capture the ntmqa of Sther: pedr graup membﬂrs7 o

. Such ‘questions referto the :ssue ‘of interrater rehabmtv They are answered by -

’ corrolatmg the ;udgemehts of various members of a soc:al systnm with each
other, For example, correlations betwaen the reports of a child’s adapnve
behavior secured independently trom 3 chuld 5 mother and father would provnde

: mformanon on inter- raier rehabih’ty in the famuly social system Correlauons 3

v




between ratmgs grvemby vanous Leachers would prowde mformat:on on the

\;the group As outs;ders, ‘they are not. pnvy to the subtleties of the behavxora!

.of a social worker or ateacher. They are “outs:ders Thear ;udgemems reflect

\ \famaly
Raczal and Cultural D/scr:mmanon

: ’fnf racial and cultural discrimination is dsrecdy relatad to the accuracy of the test
i predrctmg the evaluatnons whsch system members ‘will. make of the child's

" the natuw of test ”fmrness .when" operatmg from oy ocral system assessment

constant ertor in tha uferenre as g function of membership in 3 particular

) :)roup' (C]ear etoal, U?S ol 25). O'zerationany; a test would be considered
\ i "fa,r or “uhbiased” it the foliowing four conditions® are met, {1) The varjances
are hnmngeneous fnr the onou!auons hemq f’)r'\{)’lré\d {2) The carralation
coefhicients between the test scor:z .(lﬂ\:\\]"JL!D svaluations of individual role
pérformances are non/eru and aquat for parsons af cdifferant rac:al and erhmc
groups. l3) The regrnss:on lings for persons ‘of rhtferent racial and ethnic qroups

;rhfferont raciaj and ethmc, oeoups have simiiar mtmcepts -

In a somai ddaotw:tv assessmeny modﬂ the fart that one qrouo may have a
‘higher weraga score an i test rhan wmhm qmup or 'haf one q'ouu 'r\av recelve.

{rehabmty of a pamcu!ar teacher 5 assessment of the chitd’s adaot\ze flt inthe - -
“school, and 50 forth. Tbe ;udgementsof persons who are non- members of the -
‘fsocla! svstem cannot be used to determme the reliability of the assessmnents
ff\made by system members Non- members are outsrde the normatlve strugture of’

 norms- which operdte in the group.. Knowledqe‘of (hose norms it what -
f\dufferentxates the ms:ders” from the Ustrangers”’, F}or example a mothar's

. report of a.child's adaptwe fit' in the famny cannot ‘be. vahdated against a report ¢

" the socfal norms of the syszems in whlch they, operate and-not that of the,
When measuring a child” ] adaptwe fit to a partlcular somal svstem the quegtion
performance Tradmonal psvchometnc definitions .of test. "faxrna-ss" fit the .

: jsoc:al adaptxvxty model Clearv et al: (19753 have presented a clear statement of

maidel. A test is considered fair-for a particular use H; thn ~nference drawn from
thP test score s made with the smaliest feasible rdndom ercar and if there isno ™

Coate para! . i.e., have s:ma!ar slopes. (4) The re"resSaon lines 10)’ persons of

“systern than another rlrms fot mean rhar the sm.nei ariaptwaty measure is rac:any
or culturally rhsc.nmmatow, 5o long as the four conditions ,ssted above are met,
For examople, if an evaluator were interested in “predigting whurh ‘students would -

" take a st to mvesurn thair kriow! ‘"‘J” of hiark Enul.sh an the aSStzfnthn that
such know!edge wou!d be. re(xu:red for eccemablﬂ rale mrformance in the inner
“city. The Black Intelligence Test for Cultural Homogeneity (BITCH-100)
dweloped bys Rabert Williams ( 1976), a vocabulary test of !OO wards selected
.rm\th«- D:cuonary of Afro- Amerlran Slang. could be used as rhe Qrerhctor The

f‘perform successfully in the sodial systf-ms of the innercity, he quht ask themn to .




N

fact that students from a rural southern background or from a rmddle class
backgrcmnd _might earn lower average scores on the BITCH- 100 than students . .
- rearéd. in rhe centra| city would not be evidence that the test was racially or | o
2 \«.ulturany biased, it the test predrcted accurately whuch smdents would perform \
their soc.al roles in the most acceptable fash»on as, eva!ua(ed By persons ‘of the
inner - c:ry L:kew:se the fact that central Gty youth m'ght be rated hngher
averall, in the‘r perforrnance bv other persor\s of the inner city would not be -
consndered evndence of b:as i the correlation” coefficients wern “of s:m:iar “
i~magmtude the rngressnon hnps were paralle! and the intercepts were. the same,:
the. fact that the average scores for rural or-for middle. class, students on the test
and an the criterion mvght he towe.r than tor cemrai city stu(Jents w0uld not be
. reg:}(ded as evidence of ramal or uiturai duscnmmatron within the soc;a}
N adammtv assesgment model Sucn a uctuat:on 5. rien\cred in F:gure 1 A, N

R

Howéver if one or more 0‘ xhe f:)ur cnthna are '\ot met, !hen the test is defmed
as "bwased and -’ unfanr - typicai smxanon He) soma! adaptw:ty measures is
: demcted i Fagurv. 1-B. in this case. the average scorns of one group on both the

test and .the criterion are lower than the sqores “of ‘the other: ‘group. The

reqresmon iines are parallel but’ havo different ntercepts. When the regresscoh
““line of the higher scormg group is med 10 predict the Derformance of the lower a
,corx ng .groud on the criterion measura, the performa'xce of the lower scmmg
§roup s overpradicted ~ That 15, thn lower >corsrg group is pred:cted to perform ’
mzrer in 'nc-u social rolm n thﬂ social system than thﬂv are actuaily lrkoiy to’
~perform 1f the Wwo aroups are cornbined to caicula\e a ;omr regrassion ling, the
/ joint 'ra will fall betwean the lines for the individual groups. Prz.drcnon from
) "~ the. pmy'eqres;xon hnﬂ will hkew:sg overpredict thn iower scor-nq qroups )
probab!u s0¢ial rg.,: mrformance Hmc‘. this situation d.g(nm‘nates agamst tho L :
"nghnr 5C07INg group and i in favor of the !Ower scormq qroup ‘ o ‘ R

~

A sityation in whu.h a test meets none of the cnterna fOr a nonh'ased measure

15 depicted in Figure. 1-C. 1% the i intercepts for the 'agrosmn lines are- different

-ang the lines are not paratlel, the regression lines. will cross. ACCU?ato prediction -

of the cntmxon ,J»rformance 15 rOY possible. When xhn ma;ont, regression line is

used t0 predlct mmomy rGie performance, mmomv performance !s averpre-  * -
“dicted: above. the pai nt at .-vhnch the s Gross but undarpradicted helow. Ahee e
pr_)m( at whuch the hnes rros;«Be!; ‘ int- of c'ossmq is precisely the
portion of the distribution. in whi” ) decsanons arg ‘made about _ special
education piacemnm If the low scormq group us a racial or qultural mmomy as

15 frequemly the case with standardued :ntn!hqnnc.ﬁ tests, and’ the regression .

hnes ¢ross, tho situation wnum !md tn underesnmatmg the actuai studonl mln
performance of low srormg mmonty ch-ldren - . “

-y

Jo summanze ?h(* trarhuonal pwrhomvtzac ck-fmmon of test "bxas" fus the .
socra! adaptmtv model. The dahnmon tak‘-s the values of the social svstem as a

N N : .
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‘\Purposes ror Lmng the Soc:a; Ada, t:wty o S‘oc:a/ S /stem\Model A

‘ :\mcrmn \s {wose*v reiated to .
S second Qui(“":ﬁ‘ for assessing behavior. is to
a‘?r ‘hef;')uc)ii’ educat ohar, needs in or(,er o) develoo
oreferably: uuwv» (tiohs riv,-s.qmd as part of a Cohpren(
al pmfw‘ T%n RV puums-ﬂs are \x:rmar W the rwa i imensions
;b‘; Cary ,(‘974!._th,\pw home?:!c hnctnon and the

? st% ncmu‘ an prm,rl.ng measuws which wtll

mm c,f bs \;rhomé:r.c 1 ts 5 ro h.r;h ;qh r! m ences among mdw-duaas and tn f .
‘am th“ﬂ"- ac ordmt‘ to thmr mhmancy in pnrrormmq some type of socuanv;\
ehavior, For Wiz ASOR. T SCOIeS  on. psychometric tnsts ar&f \
; thve JopUlation ” Standard scores
Erl‘émif\w the ‘rnc'ix"i*h)a, s rs‘hmvv pGSxt;O'\ in the distribution of scores ot persans
.on whom the est-wvas normed. Lrtue chamw in relative poszt-or: 13 antnc«pated»
from and 1~‘Jmsn,s"azion -‘\f rh? tast to ‘hpi noyt Sincescores are ordmanly_ "
standardized by! ages Surh 'tahx!ny n’ rf-!ai-w fank i3 considderedt an, snd:canon

» ~

that the wtw rehabh' S AT N S

i

vatued

.- . ..
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“The edumetrkicf{uncﬁqn\ of testy’ fO(U‘PS on proy 'dmg mfo:mahon on the
gmdghg"s current  performancs. This® infofmaticn 15t ‘he used to design




- educanonal mtervent:ons in spec:flc academac areas, Edumetnc m?l are. ciosely .

a. senes of graduated educatronal ob]ectwes’or crrtena wh:ch have been :

estabhshed as representmg stages m accomphshmg the goa!s of the curncu!um

Ordmanly, faw_scores rather than standardlzed scores are used s anuc.pated

that a oupil 's performance as; measured by the raw scores wm improve with'

a mstructmn Shght emphasis i is placed on gompanng the pupil’s performance with

‘that of. other pupns Rather the mdnvndual pupil’s performance is measured

‘repeatedly” and” is compared over trme The expectation-is that a smdemsz

performance wnH progress. threugh the graduated Senes of edubatronal ob;ectwes L \

Jf qwen appronnatemslructmn )

Both psy«,homemc and edumemc tosts fit wrth'n the soc;a! adapww or oc-al \

: system “model because they bath measurg iearned behavzor which ‘is evatuated ;1
against.standards which have been se:.by a social group. In general, tests which )
have been’ designed ioz psvchometnc purposes, such as so-called tests of !

S mte!hgence and apntude are not adequate as edumetric Mmeasures. For e example

\ \no ‘one would attemm G desagn an educatrona! program w_teach -3 chald

\ ar:thmeuc on the basis of arethmeuc subtest scores an the WISC-R. On the other

hand edumetnc measures are not. generany useful. for ,)sycthetnc functnons},

Dzagnosnr Values. \ : i
‘\ « Diagnostic valyes mhm a mmai System assessmant madet o Her rna;k‘u‘”y i'c-m
* those used when operatmg within a medical madel. The' rationale for these
_values is based upon the sociological concept of Dnmarv and secondafv dw.ance
and the devnance proc‘ess . .

§ . SN

There are four stages in 'h»- ﬁevul.;pmem af 3 dev ant careec: ‘Staqe 1, Dnmary
devnance gccms when m hehaviar of an individual -is first labeled as abnorma!
3 by someone in 'ru. system Stage 2 emerges when ,o:hers in the sys*em -take -
k act.on to comterac' the behavior labeled as 'Jevzant N#gatgvp sanctions may be
apphed, in an anempt to normahze the behavior by bringing it into
conformity with system., norms: Stage - 30 re%cngd when there is role © -
: reorganrzauon within the sytem.-The person ex"nbmng behavior defined as”
‘ devrant is moved from the status of "n()rmal "into a Status reserved for those - .
T mwho T cannot T or ‘*w.li-rm “atfilt="normal’-role™ X pECtalions “harge Tsociyl T
msmuuons such as the school “\have formalized many deviant “statuses o N
”::;f\ accommodate persons with a. larqe variety of deviant behaviors, g:rh a3 educab!e o
- enental retardare learrnng di ah!ed educationaily hand!capped -and 50 forth. In \
. " ‘more extreme cases, the offendmg member may ‘be removed frorn the social
system by bemg expelled from any status in the system Stage 4, secondary _
‘devxance occurs.when the individual detined as a dev;ant internalizes the. dewanl R i
" role, restructures hhe self in terms of the dev;am status, acts out the dewant‘ R

Te

'




Labehng behavior. as dev:ant Jinitiates, the devmncg process. Because social
' Ffsystmes “are powerful agenc;es. whach ‘can mold and shape “the eareers of .
( \namcapants ard, ult:mately, may mfluence the individual's socral and psycholo-
gical cdenuty. ‘erroneous Iabelmg of" behavnor as - deviant - may “have senous
"_j“\negatwe consequences for "the mdwnclual !aunched on a deviant career. Thus,
’\wrthm the social adaptw ty maode!, the . ethuca! code. is to -avoid. !abelmg anv o
§ behavuor as* deviant af there is a shadow of a doubt about the rehab:hty -or s
vahdctv of the label Conversely, the ethsc of the- social adaptmty assessment.
A \model would suppor( mam'ammg ‘3 chl!d in the status of normal" as Iong as

3 Because psychometnc tests ‘are used for mak‘ing adm:mstratwe decmons in’
categonzmc children tor” programs and are based. on :norms  which dtrectly
. compare a child's per#ormance with that of other chzldren. the interpretation
‘ kand use of such wests is hkelv to :htaate the' dewance Drocess For this feason‘a i
low cul of‘ level ior defining a person as " “subnormal” or behavioraity deviant is :
} recommended in general, two-or more standa{d devuat:dns below the mean for - \
“the standardnzatson sampie “or. the lowest 2.5 perceﬁt provades such 3
T cooservatwe criterion (Mercer 1973, chapter 14), Th«s cmenon conforms with .
the current definition of the. American Assocnat'on‘ for Mental Deflcaency whlch
) difines. subnormal performance as_ scores’ more\than two standard devsauohs
ibelow ‘he mean on a stdndard measme {Grossmar; 1973) LT S
i * -~ } . \ N - . ‘ NN N %
‘... The orobiem of -mt'atmg the demnce ‘Drocess is tess acute when usmq ndume'nc s
 measures, sucn ‘as teacher. constructed tests and tests linked to Qvaluatmg the
. ach:evernem _of spec;frc ob;ectwos ‘within acritefion- -referenced: cumculum
. Since the ‘h-,;d $-prasent performarice -s comparad with his or, her own past
\perfmmdn'.e rathe' than with a normdme population, the testmg afocuses on
dessgnmg interventions rathor than mak:ng comparisons' w:th others. However it
“should. be recognized that ~nvad:ous compansons are. snll possible” even when
\usmg edumetric-tests if children who are further dlong the curricular commuum S

o

~are compared with chsldren who are at earlier stages in the curricular contmuum N
. L P e . R
. c-; N ‘ i - S - o . DI B e
. \.

The "Gencral l\nt‘elligence';' Model

The genera! ntelligence modet, which nas also bee'; [ !ed the p!uraiisnc model
; '(Mercer in prvss) was first introduced by Altred Bmat when he developed a test . . -0
" of ledvrmq “from wh:ch he éttemmed 1o rn.ako inferences’ concerning: the
. mtnlhgence of the chnld ~The attempt to' make inferences about a child’s
. mtelhgence dphtude Potential, or mental abxlu, trom test perforrnance has
heen one of-the major threacj;; in testing {or the pasz se\{enty -five years..

N G - . . NN . N e
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The Fedefé/ Register iists measures of ganma) mtollluencv amonq those tust :
: wh:ch may be appropnatﬂ m the assessmcm of soms types af ' (hsabnhty (Rules

< . - ; e

-~
e




{\and Regu!anons 12|a 532 Evasuaucn Procedures ‘Fl) It requnres that “tests
“and” other exaluauon matarials ~hclude those tat!oréd to assess specific areas of
" educationa! .need and. not me.eh, those which, are deugned 1o provide a smgle
general mtelhgence quotxert“ {Rules and Rpgulauons 1212832, Evaluanon
f“Procedures {Bi Y, The imn I«ca“or of this statement is that assessmem procodures
\\w"l ,ncxude 'sorne tests . "designed to provide ‘a s.ngle gennral mtehgence
quotxen‘ “ but that such measures. cannot s\an\}a;one

\‘;Quesuons Addressed by the Genefa/ ’ntel 'gence Mode! o R
: le'-e genera' smel'*genre assnss'nem moc‘a! ahe'npts o answer ¢ ues\ti@‘r‘»s.‘ab‘c‘)ut‘
*he rndm’!ual $"mental ability, zmg.!hgmc:e_ or potential for !aarmnq 1t views
mte |gence as an- attnbute wh;ch !he mumd ual® gan apply _in copmg “with'.
solving problams in new satuetmrs Far, rwamo’a Terman and Merrx!! (1960 N
5} xdem!fy ane of the distingtive c"x)rac{ux)t'm ‘of the Binet- -type scale as “'the ;
concept of the rneasu'nmem afa ‘general int gm:q which funcuons as. mentai N
:adao\abxlc“ te-new- aron emis:’ Wv.cr\slu ;]974 po. 3- 7y pro«zdes ‘the fallowmq
“definition: «

N
~

o R S
inte v‘i‘aené»‘ is the Qverail! capacity of an individual 1z uﬁﬂwﬁtand am‘\'c:ce
wit the world areund im0 !xhgde!m;tku B
as an c‘wra!. Qr moba

onceives of Intelligence i R
a multidetarmined and muitifaceted Co el
iy detined 'raz( .2) !z *wcnds sxr-glmq o ;

ﬂp.;t,‘~ vh:,.

»‘ntny Ta

\:.er ‘:?

\. verbal Husag .
a'e 1) wqamed Rather s som»thﬂg :ha. I m g-rmb i om the way ) S
mese 'mmnes are mamfeveu urJer cz.ffnren' contii wms and. cnrc\«msxancus

N at At '~~xr:dx.-\ ot ;0'5 {h\‘ ST \;\ngp hyt v.\-l
. A 54 R -

am howe he zhmk\; (a!lrs, MmOVes,
feng w kind of another. .
£ suzh rasponses has bewn the usual way of e

Sy ‘\a'ﬁpraisai
. fintaceny es ara made byl mrﬁmnm. #ach subjest’s !Ps' .
& not W\{‘w a oimposite age @ QUp but Dx'\mm-i\, with the ;cofet \
adividuals in a single Nthat is, hissar hw awnl age group. . . Eagh N

person tested i3 a;sﬁreel an 10 winich, -ar hig age reprgsents his re.a:ne . o
U intaln gence r:mnu T‘ns 1, and all others similaty ¥ abeined, arg deviativn 1Qs .
¥ “singe thay indicat the amount by which a subject deviates above 3+ beiz~ the . D e
N averagy )Ji"i*'\"m:"!f.e ot mduxf!t.d.s of his own aue {ernpoasis added |, .

—“*‘—"‘\‘Thelé‘:‘a )hrep aspacts ot Wi

“inte!ligence maodel. lnxelhgencn 15 11 coppeived as u. qiooai nrmry ar rd;,d(:xty‘
that is (2) inferrad from the current behaviorrof the' "‘le‘;ll'iUd t (not measurad
rhrect!yl by {3} mmpann'y the individual’s ;:vwfnrmam. & with nfhe s of the same
age, The inferantiai model i clearly statistical. It defmes znte%hqnncg. in terms of *
« the relative rank of the person’s perférimance comnared with othiers of. the same
,‘age lndeed Wechsler is quite forthright in declarmq that "no atterpt has b&:
made to defime a priori the- social and clinical. sw;mﬁcencn of any given 1Q." R
“short, no argum‘*nt 8 marl# for the oredrcuvt’ vahduty of the test in the sense in P :
whichr.' vahd:tv is def'nnd within thc~ social system modm (See thu nartier ] -
X duscusston of the social system model y - NN T




\“\\Fmahy, WechSter racognuzes that as persons performanca and hence the
\ mferences which can he'made’ from that oerformance are mﬂuenced b\ cu&tural
and socioeconomic background He emphas;zed zhe »mportance of *“the
~ examiner’s dwareness of the dngree to which a sub;ects responses may be -
-nﬂuenced or cond tioned oy his «,ulx ral “and soc.oeconom»c backg&ound"
‘(Wechs!er . 7,1 but p'av ides r\o procedure for esumat ng that mﬂhence or
takmq u -No JCC’)UM in }vmwzmg 'es' scoras

ESNEN

g Diefirilition\ of N,orrrial/Abnormalf
e T A S T e “

Thc\’lef 'onn of no"na!*' and" abnormal mthn the 3wera, mteﬂhgence
Cmaodel s assemémy a statistical defi n:taon The: stat’sucas riefamhon of “notmai”’

i‘. i fammar o anyone who has been mtro(mced to"the ‘congept. of the normal
curwr Jn this model, an: indivi dua! is '!ohcnbed by his or he‘ relative pomuon n a
f'»‘qumcy distnbution uf s6ores of other persons who have taken the same test.
The “norm for -the Testis t"n’* stadsteca! averac:o tor the DODdlatiOn on whom
the ‘test- was standardxzed The general mteUagnnce modef'defmes abnormahtv

- oopu!at.on ona parsc;ﬂdr ael of behavzors

v

,ppcniw the potb )t.:at an of rmrmm an wh ch the norms will he based and then
measures tha eniite mepuiawn ar g representatiye dmpie of tha popuiauon on
" the <behaviors” being normed, Smrw: ont the m ure are orqamz»-d mto an
’ ‘T“G\IPUCV\'h‘:!ﬂtud'\n anr! the AVErage SCores — & , the. sta!xst:cax mean . —As

“raloudatard, _The mean is 30 N-;itvu 28 the norm. "‘u 10 marw, pef’mns with >cnres

. 'egarf]ed as fa hn& in the “'normai fange’” and makeTup amroxxmatei 68 percent
f rhc pnoulat on.- Theroforn “in “the <tan>nca! defxnmcm norma! equals the
rm:m pius or rmr us, ofg swr dar i \!Pv ation 7am the me a.@ .

. esiabu;rmg 3 3:anu cal hor 'h Jtes maknr usa; !he cha'actenstms c:f the
particuiar, populauo" being ;tud-ed to es\abmh the boundanes 'of “normal

accovqu 1o the axtent to whach an’ md;wdual varms from the average “af the R

©Est at)hsnmq the \\\at-*nca:iy 'mrrr‘a; sas raiqh'f{:‘rwbrd process. The iﬁvestirétor

e

a xha't ewaxe not more than one standard f!e\uavoﬂ above or below the mean are ™

Whon the gopuiation on which the mst 15 normﬂd 13 cr\anqed the boundarie
o norm;:! will atio be modifiad,

and standardizing a particular te U determine that range. af bnhanow which will

an. whmh the {e 13 \hdll be normed t'\'\::r(‘{*r 1973 pp. 2 ff 1.

S .-

rlevelopmg "focai" norms for tests in'those situations in which "a locatpopylation

selecied for purposes of normmg the test, Whvn groups can be shown to be trom

* -

a fu'xdame'xtal sense; the 'w'sons consuu(.'tmg-

be‘ﬁns:dercd “normal when they made the dec‘sxon con(.ernmq the populanon

l’here 5 a :cmg rradmon n r»sy‘cholomcai mstmq Supporhng ‘thet importance of

~eannat be comVered 10 be parr of the yniverse from which the gampie was .

d:ffergnt. populations,- tat}stwa!ly, it is not dpproonate to; combme those =




:populatuons for Durpose of caicuiatmg a singl \norm fo»r the test (Merceu 1}
‘When 3 stansnceg! rnodel i3 used sto define normal performance ‘the.ng,
. °mergmg from m('asuremer"s' !aken -on’ one populanon cannot be safet\

’generahzed béyond that - popu!at:on Unl.ke thes medicat model
fdefmmons of "normal " are n-‘nther transsocyetal nor umversal They ate t*:'d?
* the. aopulahon on wmch !he 'es was hormed

“In ha genvral mt»!hgence model mfermc 3 are r‘nade aboat me urdnwdu s
! te!hgenca based on his.or her re:atsve posmon in’ tha J s:nbut:on of SC fres. Sl
: \Qozhe' persons br"whom t*:p tt.Sl wis normed Oov-ous!y mtni!ectw cap

_ canhot be m asured c1=rs~ct!y, bef*ause thax wm!d requcre assessmem o;

erences are m'ade abou' the nature, of h;s genotvoe
g}The gennral mei :genct model . assumas that it is poss:ble o make valid \
inferencea about the. genotvoe fmm ap!o%rlv m*med and admm:sterad [i:a S

*ael

\Persons usmq the \J{r‘wal ing

] l‘h a'\\‘l\ro actinre the vyf;u Matig] .
[ {2) ;f thvy am equahy motwated w0 tear® these' okil “and tyo\i
mformat'on A3) i thay. are m’;uagl ‘motivatad exart \hnmselv@ $7n' @ te
“mua'lon and aquaiiy fdmﬂ;df with thn demands of {h@ test suuatxon «4) if tha
-are eaqa!!y free of emotionai fizsrurhirﬁce and an wleties. that tmight, imerfc‘re with.
the!r performance, B} if thny are: aquany ‘trea .of molm "al \"/afhﬁ NG
organic- chff'culnc-s that 'mgm haw interfered with their .eammg the matnnah ino Jg
“the test or might mtev‘ere With test performarw Menaﬁv dxfforence betwaen o
o . thmr perfarmance on a‘test that ¢ :

kn(rwiodge ~s probabw tha —es.ﬂt ot (hffar»m:p ‘ g
“or tearnmg potantial. S-mpl/ stated, if |aammq opportumtms ar;d all othe
Nactors are_equal, thase persons who ieam ‘the most.and who. pnrfc:rm thid
iprobabiv have the greater mnntal vapacity than those w\.h{) !ea'n lhﬁ leust dnd
“perform rnosf poorly. Of coarse the major dnffzcuity in- appwmq thig log:c in
mterpretmg test scores w:thm a generaﬂ uuelhgence morie! s that aN factors ara
\‘»seidorﬂmﬁa‘l L S o )




V)Iue Frame for ohe Model S et e 1}3 S - S

v

‘general mtelhgence model ;s based on the prem!se that persons who leam

! tor |< concer'\ed wuth gomg beyondra descnptlon of the test
and makmg mferences about ‘the - s(utlem S general B

lbehavac_)r

- \school educwon ‘Binet ‘a‘ ted to chuose ztems fur h;s test thh whcch au
persons ﬂamcspatmg m Fr :nch soc:ety would be famxlxar Thns pvact;ce has -
< »ror-t'nued Conanu?ntly, the’ abllmas and sk-!k ar\d Unow!edge covered in the
: typtca! test are selecteq from the particular cultu*a( stream which is “dominant. m
e oartxcuiur soc!ew ‘(Mercer ‘973) Althouqh some. items, such as anthmet:c
_may: e’ d:re"tlv re!atad 10 )cadermc wrncu!a otheM are 'lrawn from the gener
a\_.“cultural poo! of . the dommant oul: ural group (Mercer and Brown, !973) The
C fianguage of- the. test 1 the ianquage of ‘the' dommam cu!turai gmup The (ests
taltempt to measure how much thh mrhwdualvhas 'named about the ‘anquag \
. styleof thouqht history, political and’ soctal msmutsons of the dommant cuiture
v and the extent o whn%h he or she has’ acquxrad the cogn: tive sksHs va'ued ‘w ‘the:
-f‘dommant group. "Any test of, an md-v:duals eammg ne ach'evement n a
o art(cular “cultural ~setting: rould be used QS ‘the basis. for: mfmrmg ic-ammg
T potentiali \'rovxded ‘the. assumptvons of the ;nf"rvntral “model for mﬁ'xrrmg
mtelhgen(.e U are _mat. Héwever, it mdmduai assew,- the mdivzdually
administered. test is pwferred because ‘there are fewer uncontro!‘éd vanables
such N the (.h:id s f“dthnq ab:mv t}w c.hnr! 5 mot.vaz an 1o pur:uo EY pdppr and :
Dencd task andso forth o PR i e T .

Coae . L N

- ™ . NN

o The mterchangeabnhtv of s0- calle'd tx.sts of "mteh;qmce and“testa ‘of- "‘a\chie*ve‘ o
ment” is cogently described by Wesm ﬁ~(1968) Jgnckx (1972); and Cleary, et "
'! 11975l Wesrn.m xtatos AN ammy sts — mt('ihgenés. aptitude, and

achwvemmt T measure what_ thv mdrvxdual has iearr—*'i - and the thgn‘
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| Such ;ust:facat.on as we. .
h e for our’ labeng system resades entwely m rhe purpose for which the test is_
‘iused not in the test dchment rtse‘lf\ It ou \mtent as to' dxst,over how much the

leam‘ g a new tanguaqe or a rew ;ob we seek those specmc prw:ous !earmngs
the possessron of. wh:ch bodes favorablv fO' that future tearmng and we label V
the“ est an antatude test ora specaa! ,apt:tude test, lf our, mtent is to predlct
future acqu;s:tnon of earnmq over broad areas Q‘ enwonmental axposure we
e ose prevxous leammgs the no:sesnon o* wktch wilt be 'e!evant Lo as manv
‘re: ‘!earnmq ;-tuat:o a5 we can ant:cxpate Thns test we fabel - B
ethgence test The se ectmn of test rtefns or samp!e tasks for the three )
. purposes may or '_"w not daffer but in-each instance.what i3 mg_‘sured is what...
- was .prewously !earned We are not measurmq rl:ffemnt 3b~ntes we are mere!y
attendmg to ci:ffwent cr:tena o (Wesman 1968 p. 269.) \; .
f‘is“Jen;ck\s‘ state§ Many (test manufactu’ors) rhs\mgus:h ‘or uamp!e-betwevn
\ “\:\'-achié{/ement' and aptttude ‘In prmc»pte achwvement tests. tell whether
‘studeﬁts\ha nastered same body of matenal that the tester- deems ;mportant
Aptttude thts theoret cally tell whether studentsceare caﬂable of mi ).
*body ‘ot matena! ‘the tester deems :mportant ln bracnce, howpvgr au tests
measure boh. aptntude and ach'eve'nont -1 two students have had the same.
opportumty “to arqmre varba? xkn”s ar‘fi uf one has mtke \hem uQ ‘while the
: othnr has. nor the tﬂ»t does -ndned measure ‘aptitude’ . But if one chiid has been
_raised spe:kmg Snamsh and another English, the ‘test mnasuws the Spanish-
‘ \ speak-ng chiid’s mastery of a. fore'gn tanguage. If the Spanish-speaking child does” .
: waorse. than the English. speaking, *lhls shows lower ach-evamunt in this art-a but
- it need not :mply less aptxtude . When everyone 13 equa”y “wetl prenared
chtevemeat tests becote apt:tude tests ~{tlhen people are- unequally prepared,
\aDt tude tests become achuevernent tests fn hqnt of this, we will not make any
rigid-distinction between aptntude and acmevemont We' will simply* try to use-
< the term that seams appropnate in a given context.”’ lJencks 1972, pp. 85 56).
When persons undert’akmg the assessment of children usp the thmo assessment
mOdMs correctly, they dffferentlate carefully between tl’ve use of a tost as a.
measure of “achievernent” within’ the sacial adapt.vxty mo(‘_l and as a measufe

NI

‘;ﬂt?'ltg(‘n(‘& “within: the “plaralistic o7 germd} m[eihgenge model

\\

f Fmallv Clnary et ab 41975) reach a sarmlar oncluslon "There are no chfteronces
in kmd' % noted earlier, botween/mtelhqonco and achtevnm‘\nt or betwec-n
"apt:tudn and achtevemont Them are, mslead‘four damensnons dppropnate to thé
. 'descnpt»on -of .tests and the repertoires they sampte * ‘The four dimensions
. discussed are- breadth, . the gxtent to which a- test s defined by a specific
" educatiénal program, the recency. of “the learning sampled, and the purpose of
\the tvst The authors then Lontmuu "The dvmensmnal analvsns 15 sntul in




¥ were used in the iawas Tests o. Educatnonat Develop,ment for as;essmg

- N

. achlevemem " (p 21) T ; PO

:‘Deflnmonof Test Valld/ry Ly AN L
\ ise | ne man mrelhqmcé test can be another man achmve.’.-:-‘

Thz. general t%telhgence.modei assumes thaz telhgenre i an
att@bute of ‘the pqrson It cannot be measured dnrectiv hécause current &
&mctaon.ng rafiects aome combunatnon ‘of tha:person’s b;o-og.ca! endowment and
the ‘person’s culturai- exposure 'to ‘the materials in. the test. Therefore, the .
md‘x\v\du\a} “inteiligence”’ has "to be inferred  using the - mferentta} model
. désuibéd earlier in this paper. This model is essentially statistical. The validity of
a parncula‘ inference within the' general intelligence model is determnned by the
extent to wh:ch the p° edures used to: -make. an- mference- -about - the i
) mtelhgence .or \“learmn\q pntont!al" "nf\aﬁ particular person meet: the reqt]m'a
‘ 'nmts o‘ the mfnrantea! oaradu;m on whlch such concius‘ons -are bwed It tho‘
\~\..)erson is bwnq compared with omers who have had thsr same opporturity to
~~um the “dr"”d{bw’l the tast, have' been s-m:ianv mo(watf.d to ieam those
md(»\r:ats haw nad sirniiar. test takmg expenence, are. equai wath Tespact to.
emotvonai disturbance, anxiepy, ‘and “physical ‘disability, then ‘the procaduros .
| meet the assumptions of theinferentiai model and ‘are “vatid”. 1f.any or. all’ o’g_” =
rhe\)bo"o c'mdw*m' _are ‘natejual, then the p*ccndums do not meet?

&

: :mumpv ny f)f thw inferential modé-i 3nd are xrwahfl l'hus. th'a egu:.'emems‘

bncompass the issues

\kgrour{ds}w*

Vai'rhty mrhm tha general intelligence model dom‘,not reiatei{o predicting sdrﬁn
criterion pnrformdncl- Criterion related validity s apummiate vimm the socml
ataptivity. modet. Werhsle altudas to thls distinction when he (f“Cldf“S that ~

attempt, ha: bcen mi .dﬂ to defme a prxon the SGCH val and chnical significance of . B
any given 1Q°" rather, mtelhgenco is xomﬁthang that is inferred from the way ‘ .
thase ab hw are rnarnfe,»wd under fhf‘erﬁm ‘conditions and cirgumstances.-One :

- can mfm an individuai’s’ m(elhgenrn from how he thinks, taiks, )‘rmves almost . ,
:‘run any of- the many ways he reacts 10 stimuli of one Kind 7 angthe
{(Wechsler, 1974, pp. 3 - 7). In actual practice, it has: béen the logic of the:
-nferemnal ndm(hgm rather than some. type of.cri: terion “related validity which
has ‘operated in glhintcal assessments. 1t s Sngmfscant that during the testimony in.
Lé{ry P. v Wilson Riles anly one study could be found in wh\ic\h‘ an individually




chuldren agamst a d‘ rect measwe of socual system perfOrmance Such as grades

armed an academ'c sub)ects or teacher ratmgs of academ:c performance
Apparem!y the" vahdxxy of. usmg ‘a test for the: purpose oi—mferrmg "mtelh- .
L g'e‘na’ has, in “fact, rested on the logic of the mferenuat paradnqm rather than
empmca! evvdence Qf preducuve vahdity A S :\\,;;‘*\»“

\ \Paua:‘ éﬂ‘f *”u.,ufalecrlmma;lon S T : U
\\Charges that tests are. ractany ‘and culturally dascnmmatory have been ?ocusedn\,
i,fpnrnanly on the mterpr \tat-on ‘of tests within the general mte!hgence\ mo(lel
R (Bernal 1975 Jackson 1975: thams 1975). The defmmon of a.rac:a”y\sand‘ s
B cultura!ly c!v.scnmmatb‘v test within_ the. genera! mtelhgence model dmersf;‘;
. marked!yvfrbm that  within the soma! adaptm‘tv odeb: "1t relates to. the:'n\
aassumrmons .of the mferent'al paradxgrn whigh.must. b met before’ ;udgementsl .
\can leq:tumately be made about a chllds mtellxgence Fundamemany
¥ ) arqument 8 that. chndren from those. facial .and caltural qroups which dn not e
\ \ funy share in the dominant Aoqlo core culture of Amencan sotiety do not heve‘ .
- the. same oppormnrtnes to learn the mqtenals in ‘the tests ‘the same mativationto
learn»\ the materials m the rests nor the same ‘test- :akmg\expenence as the:
\chuldren from the core culture w;th whom they are.being comparnd Thereiore
no mferences can be made about thecr mtelhgence by comparmq thew
. performence on the tests weth that of chudren whao have had greatex exposure to,
the cm'um ‘from whu.h ‘the test atems ate drawn. S nce the assumptions of the
inferential model are not'met, the tests are "b'asert‘, tor makmg infarences about
“the mental caoacny,{mtelhgence of !eammg DOten{!a} of Qon-Angio children

- Thus, the detinition of test bxas in the general -meuv;ence mode» cQrre xpondc“

\closelv to- the d:ct;onary defimition of (he term mac - Whmh mom; to show \
‘parnahty, to favor unfa«r!y, or to make inequitable comoar.sor@ fWebster,,; ‘
1966). In the general intelligence model; a test is biased if. iUshows partiality to =+
one group by mciuqu mainly questions from thezr (‘Ulhlr'ﬂ heritage and tow, .f;‘\ o
.. any, QUeSNOns from the cultural heritage of other groups and then makes
Jnequatable m(erences abom the “intelligence’” of the groub; on the basis ot
their responses to the quesnons o ‘ : ‘ '

“ B - X 3

] Fwe major lines of ewdence are used tu establish the cuitum! bias of 3 test’ zn this
mode! ''''' :

() Exarmnauon of test items. H an - exarmnat:w\ of test itefhs reveals that the -
’quesnons the . test ‘language, and the pertormances exnerted ‘of childien
. represent a'single culturat hemage ths fact is taken as s.vudence that the test s
y bnased Mercer, 1975; Jackson, 1975 Williams, 1975), \

o (-2\) Difféiences in Average Scores.’ Dif\ferer\nces in the ax‘ferage scores of different -
-~ racial and cultural groups on the test are fucther evidence within the general

ERI
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\mtelhgenoe..model that the test is biased.. D\fferences which dre’ !arge and
»~stmstaca"v significant indicate that the two groups come trom dtfferent
~po;:;ulati-:zms and - that the groups {a) should not be cc}mbmed for purposes of'
estabhshmg a yomt-norm and (o) the norms es!abhshed on gne group are th if’ .
appropnate for making mferences about the * ntelhgence of the other group \
(Jackson 1975) ‘ e

N B L. Y

e should be noted that in the general mtelhgence mode’dyfferencés in averbge

$ scores on. the test” are c:ted as evidence "of test bias. ln the sdcial adaptivivy,
model the’ psychometnc definition of . bfas ‘which is’ appropnate to the model
states that. d;fferences in, averagé)%ores are.irrelevant to the question of biasso .
long as thenpred;ct:ons made/ o the test. are unbiased. The social adegtwctv
modei is ¢o \ernettw'th bias in predicting future: performmce whne the genera!
\‘;nteurgence mode! s concerned with bias in making. inferences about general f i
mtdhgence T’he pu ses of the two models are d;fferent and the definitioreof " .
' what consmutes a racially and cu!turaf chscnmmatory test is duffere:\t for. eachf i
model ; o o 2 . )

FORNTN

e Lo BN . R .
N (3) Heterogeneity bf’Minority: Pepdlatibns Minority greups in'the U\r‘\itedetates .
:are nternally very heterogeneous Some -members of mmor‘ty groups are L.
: structurany and culturally mtegrated mto the Anglo Amencamore culture.-
Other members of minority groups are buczﬁtural partlcmatmg Dartxa!ly in the
Anglo .core mlture and’ par(xall; in “theit non- Anq\o tradition. Shl! other .
mt-mbers o! mmontv groups are eomplelelv outside. the Anglo core rulture
They rnav be.recent migrants to the United. States or members of groups, such as
some native: American tribes, who have. insulated themselves from the dommant"
Anglo culture. An either case, rhﬂclren reared in such aon- Anghcazed settings may
Jnot speak the Enghsh {anguage and ‘may know httie or nothanq about the
Amencan core culture. 1 can be demonstrated that those minonty chddren ‘who -

are rnamd ‘in families whlch are atructurailv and culturaliy mtngrated mto the
core r:ulture perfarm better” on tests "of ‘'general intelligence,” such’as the

T WISC- FL than children who are from bicultural backgrounds. Children from
" bicultural backgrounds perform better on"‘suqh tasts than those from families
“who are completely outside the Anglo core culture. Differences are systematic
“and iinear, "The average scores increase progressively as the children in a
T panticulaTgroup Tare ™ frgim” m(’;r‘é‘“Anth»zed “Backgrounds. The Tange” ofmean™
scores is approximately 15 points’ (Mercer, 1973). The finding that the average \
test scores on the Wechsler scales for minority children increase progress:ve!v as.
the families. of the children are more acculturated to the Anglo core culture is o
“presented “as ‘one line of evidence that the tests are sensitive to cultural
differences and svstem;(ical!y discriminate against children. from non-Anglicized
backgrounds. Therefore, it is “argued that.such tests cannot be used to make‘
" mferences about generai intelligence when testmq minority children,

Y

e - (4)~~Experimen!}:v/ Studies:" A fourth line ‘of svidence for cultural bias,. when

- . T
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rnakmg -n?erences N!(hm the general mtelhqence model cornes from studxes )
whlch demonstrate 'ha\ minority mfams ‘who' are mvo!ved-fwnh their mothers
n socrahza\non programs wh:ch mcrease the!r exposure to the lanquagg and
\DraCUC&S of the .dominant Anglo core cunure oerform mgmf:cantly better on.
N "mtelhqence tests than corhparab!e infants who have'not been mvolved in such

mtervem:ons Dl ‘erences as lnrt;e as 33 pomts have *)een reported (Garber
!975;. T

N

-

(5\ M/norpty Fh:ldren Ar/opted mto Core Culture Hormes, Fmdmgs that mmonty
chaldren adopted into rmddle class’ Ang[o homes do significantly bette' than
~their counterparts who were not exposed to the dominant culture :bmagh
adODhon ‘provide-a fifth line of avidence for cuttural bias i in rnakmg mfernnces
A Conce’w ng general mmhgence fram. test performance {Scarr and Wemberg
!976\' . . N

- . e RS
NN . - & N
N _\\\ N

PfQDasal\ far Eummarmg Rac faf and C;/!tt:{&l D/’Sczi{:n;ination w,‘m,-‘n'm Gene:ral»‘5~ .
Inteltigence Madel, . -E g Lo v
A comoiéte ‘lmcu%'on of ha var etv ol pmposa‘s whach have bean made to
correct for the f*ul tural h:as in tests is bevond rhn scope of th;s paoer Two
Qeneval "DDfua(.hea havs benn oruoosed de«eloomcx new \nsts ar\d moddymg
existing tests. : : * ‘ -

) ~D€*w¢lapmq New Tnsn‘ 3 oL R
S o (1) The search for the “culturs-fras ™ et was mwri on the as: umption ‘s,:hat\i\(;is o=
passible to develap a.test ronoust-nn of items which are’ “ree” of\a{‘llc‘ultorzii .
\ mtluence. Efforzs in this direction haw bgen unproductxv\e since“ all learning
takes place’ in o socio-cultural setting and all tests measurs learaed behavior
 Wesman (1968} and Withams {1975} both agree that the wearsh for the
' “?:u!t:dre‘f!\ea test is\f‘ljlti%!‘.‘. o

. . . : a e N .
. (2} The - Ucultaresaic’ test kas benn wmuvd aiong two lines: the ‘common-
_ culture approach and the baianmng m:ms approach. The r‘ommor)-cultur@
- approach assumes that there ar#tasks .aor pmbiemﬁ which are common to all
_ cultures and that a test can be developed using only such items. “'To be equally
fair to al! persons, an mzemqance t'> t shauld present problems that are squally \
- _-m—»ﬁamrlxar*'v"eqoa!'r\:m aml‘:dr to-ali—{Eelisret-ab '9"3“_0"“ﬁ)“HOﬁ:avPY“DEVlS“‘“‘“W
7 and Ee‘la were unsuccessful in achieving fuituoe fairness with the common-
. culture approach based on a series of: "qarne " {Cronbach, 1975). Research on .
thfnrullum fairness” of Catteli’s Cuture-Fair Tests faor Measuring intelligence
(institute for Personality and Ability Toslmq, 1973)is himited and mconcluswe‘
Sorne investigators have attempted o use: Raven's Progressive Matrices {F!dvc
\\1960) and the Goodenough Draw-A- Man Test lHams 1963} for ()oss-(.ultural
. assessment on the assumption that the taska requxred in these measures are
c.orwnon to ait cuttures. However, hffmwzcvx in a.n-rag" groun performance
‘persist {Dennis, 1966: lryine,. 1966). The psycho-sstuat-onai context of the ™ B

REN R . S e N
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: testmg sztuatnon preswts numerous complexttles in commumcanon whach make
~it difficult to interpret’ performance £ross culturalli Mehan, 1973; Roth, 1974
5 Macr(av, 1974 .and Bersotf, 1973}, Other mvesttgators have proposed’ develop- -
: !mg culture faxr measures by mcludmg arr equal number of atems from eacﬁ Of‘the
jcu!tural tradmons of persons mkmg the' test. For example ‘a test desagned for
' \Haspamc black, and white chi dren wouid incliide a third of the: nems from the
! \Hnspamc culture, a third of the iterhs. from the black cultyre, and a zhnrd of the
items: from the- /-\nglo core cu!tum Breland et al. (1974) has quest:oned the
‘ cross-cultura‘ stab;hty of tect items. 'ln addmon the poht;cal feas:tnhty of o
: equnrmg chx!dren from thn po!mca!ly dormnam group to respond to questlons BRI
‘\l;from a mmomy cuhure iS questxonable ‘ : v :

. . o oy A R . K St N ~ e
L .

‘ ‘3) "Békj 'h)re specmc test has also™ bw.en propowd T‘ve BITCH 100
~ . developed by Wi mams { 1975) is.an axampln of a test des;qned er persons -from a
‘ \ mmorny cu!tura The onmary daff:cul(v w'th this aoproach is the tr@mendous
~ cost of producmq alarge variety. of tests, ane for, nach sub-groun within. each
- ;thmc group. N5 single test would be. approprsate for all black children because
. vhn:r cultural barquounds range from the peasant background of the rural south :
10 me: mndd!e-class professional family: No single. test woulri be appropnatﬁ for S

K

all.Hispanic children. and so forths -

N

{4) Cﬂmﬂ mvﬂst-gatc;'s haw hypo'hnsaz“d that the develdpme‘ntai\ tages
- desavibed by Piagat coulsd provide a CTOgs m"urﬂ *ramuwmk fm assessment De
Avita and Havassy (1975), have developed test instruments for this purpose.

1

. Mndimnq Existing Tests. . -
1) The wansiation of ex v:.txr-q tsts’ it !avmuages oth th Er;qhsh has been
Soatternpred as a means 3: controlting for the mnappropriateness of an, Enqimh
“language  test when as:ess.nq a non- Enghsh spﬂakmg chiid. Howavar dnrect
translation of vocabwary rems s ‘rt-quentiy not possible. Transianon also
. \.harmeg t‘wrlsfhcultv jevel of nemse hecause t}“ow words wh:ch are used
'fm(m‘xmlv in o'xe language system anchhence have a lower dtfhcu‘ty level may
not be used" as fr@quenrlv in anmhor languaqe .)/)U"n The coritent of the items
- rernains culture Jpncu 1. Srmth l1‘974) studmd fourteen dif forert versions of the
‘Binst, revised for nine t,ountrm from 1908 to 1960 and. concluded that sach
"Bina T Aad o T ferent cuhman TR ARG WRTER Was bound 6 a partuelar tirne
and locaie. Studies of Spanish transiations of the Wnchtlm scalas ranort sxmxlar .
difficulties (Moran 1962; Covyle, 1965). 1f:a test is translatod then the item o hE
diffiduities will need to be "‘C‘i!(‘uht(’(‘ the item. content shoutd. be rh:mqod o )
“rebect the ctultural m:lmu of the new language: \,ystam and the test would need
10 be ré-normed on the ponulatnhn tor which it i to be used. In short, a’
-translated test i3 (lsof}(\l'd” ‘3 new. mstrumem dnd must be restructured and
restandardized. . LRI

{4 Changmgi}_h!: procedures for administering the test is another moditication,
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‘\ \whrﬁh has been used ﬁome “examiners have- vaned the speed and power
k comoonents of the test based on the assumptron that given adequate t:me
E persons from drffenng ‘cuitural background will perform in-.a similar fashron
:Schwarz (1963} contends rhar there, are. unpredrctab!e complexgtres when the
speed power factor i varred in test admmxsrranon *Changing the wordmg of
. ‘fﬂuesnons praviding additional cues, changing the scoring procedures and other
A fmodrfncanons in the sxandardrzed admmstrat:on procedures\make it rmpossrble <
10 rnterpret the scores wnhm any ex.rstrng normatwe framework A new normmg
‘\k‘of the test based on the. modrf:ed procedures 15 requ:red before scores can be-
prnteroreted e s s LR : :

\\

e . @ \ . s N
\”‘(3) A test train- retespparadsgm has’been proposed by Budoff {1972) usrng
- _nonverba! reasoning tasks such a3 tnose in Raven slProgressove Matrices: He \;s
\itrnterprets the qam score resu!rmq from teachnnq as a ‘measure of the chrbds
‘ “'fearning potem:al Although' th!s is. a promrsmg technique, .there are
drffrcumes in standard\zmg the “trammg phase of ’he assessmem and \

lengthy procedure requnr'ng several comact homi‘\

® r¢‘

(4) Deveioomg socrocultural norms’for rach sociocultural group within an ethnrc T
*group 15 another aporoach to achvevmg nan- dsscnmmatory assessmem usrng
" presently avaelable _megsures, Wlercer _and -Lewis, 1978). The System of
“Multicultural Pluralisti Assessment \SOMPA) prnvudns a procedure in which the
.average score for a chyd’ s soc'ocu*mral group is calculated” using - four measures
of the child’s bacquour  Urban Accultuvanon Soc:oeconomrc Status, Family
\Srze and Fdrmly Structur The chud’s score is.then \.ompared 10 the norm for
his or her socioculturai group to determne how h:gh or Iow the child's
performance is when cormpared with others who presumably 'have hadt similar
\oooorrun-ues ro fearn the rnatertais in the test. The companson is converted to a
metric which has a mean of lOO and a standard deviation of 15 for more ready-
;merpretat'on and is talled Esnmated Learmng Potential.”"The SOMPA
" approach has the advantage of. _being inexpensive (calr:ulauons take about 3
) m:nutes) feasible {the multiple ragression equations are available for. Hrspamc
black -and Angin cht !dren and- are relatively easy to develap for ather groups)
_ and do not require extensive re- training of existing personnel. Dzstnbut:ons of
scores on Estnmate(M_edrmnq Patential are completely normalized fort.'m groups
50 _that sach qroup.. hds«a_-mvdn of 100-and.3. stan(!ard‘rievaahon ofe_lseand‘-—»«m—-—-—--
approxrmatr-n/ the same nercentage of chndren .in the zwn taiis of the ’
dsstnbutzon When this ‘procedure is used, the test content. .procedures, and
sconng are not altered in any way Only the interpretative framework _the
. norms, are JB?*“d ro reﬂer,t rhe aoproprrat° comparason qrouu for each chud

D:agnost:c Values w:thm the General Intelhgence Model

The diagnostic velues appropriate to the general !ntelhgence model are srmnlar to
those governing the social adaptivity model. In each case, dsagnostrr tabels can
trigger .either oosrtrve or r\egatwe institutional responses which, m -turn, mav B
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\ propel a chtld into esteemed -or dnsesteemed statuses as the case rnav be, Just as -
3 the devaance process terQs to culmmate in the. DSYChtC restructurmg of the \f .
individual® in tetms of the deviant status _and rote so tnstttuttonal processes
‘jwhnch move _the .child . into -esteermned \\ atuses associated ° wnth enhanced
ﬁooportumttes tend to culmmate in the psychac restructurmg of the chtld in terms
- of. the valued status and role. Hence ovetesttmatmg a child™s tearmﬁg potent:at
‘iot mtethgence is'a less - senous ertdr. than underesttmatmg a child’s !eatmnn
ipotentual because the c&usequences of the: former error arali kcty to be positive,
- \wt\:'e those rcsu!t.ng ."o.':s "“e .attet errot are ttkely to. be negatave - * N

s ,‘ D

B

R CHAPTER 3 DES}GN FOR RACIALLY :
¢ T CAND CULTURALLY NONDISCRIMINATORY
R ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

‘;\ ;Havmg 1denttfced some of the u?;que charac\bﬁsttcwof each of the three
qssessment models used by petsons nakmg assessments of chtldren the next: task ‘
RENT discuss how' the three mode!s can.be lntegrated into an overall® design for =
rac:aHy and. eotturalty nondlscrlmmatory assessment A set of concepts f!l’S(
introduced by Cromwell, Blashfteld and. Strauss {1975) will bewused as. the
framework tor the fo!towmg dtscusston They presented ‘a set of criteria for a
logical classification system which em \thsized linkages between eticlogy.
d:agnos:s treatment, and prognosis. Althor.ngtv ther mterest was primawity frorn a"
medical perspectwe the framework is useful in conceptuattzmg the assessment

process rn pubhc educat; on

PP

> Buddmg Dnagnosttc Constructs : S ~ R
i Educattonal Assessment . s U
Cromwel! and hts assoc)atﬂs (1975) tc/entuﬁed four major components in a
comptete iagnostic construct and _gave them alphabet:c designations. Two
adthtsonal components “have been a(lded to inciude both' the 'preplacement”’
- €vaiuation and the reevaluation, in.the assessment process, a daagnostnc construct ~
is created by operatxonahunq earh comoonent thure 2 presents a p!ctorlai
\ ;_“__*_repr_esentdtton_uf the buiiding.of. duagrmst*c constryets: - - :

N ;
AL Hlstoracal and £ tiological lnformat:on Component A cons:sts ot tnformatton
about the child’s developmental. h: stary., health hustorv and farmlv background
which may be useful in trackmg oosstbie sources of current dlffICutttes
ﬁiOrdmaniy, the more complete the historical and etiological information. the
mare - ptectse and -comprehensive the understanchng of “the child’s current
charactenst:cs Al three assessment mode!s provide Type A mFOrmat on..

-

- B. ~Current/y Assessable Characteristics {Time | 1. Comporfent B consrsts of all -
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tlvz mformatton about the chn!d s current charactensttcs whuch can be assessed‘\

and is. re!evant to developmg an uhderstandmg of the’ situation at the txme ofthe = .
. initial assessment Txme 1. Agam al! three assessment modets (an prov;da Tvpe‘ ‘ .
8 unformatton R A AR

“ . - - : R N . 3

C Prognosls w:lhOut lntervenpon Component C\ nas been added to tHe\ :
CromWen (1975) frametqork it consists of t!y', Drognoshc statement based on - -
* the: Type A and B. mformat-on whtch presents the probable outcome if there is

termma'ed
prognosttc conclusron :s tttat outcomes wvu be negatxve rf
Ve mterventton the dIBQnOSttC process !noves toD \

D, Proaosed /ntervennon lnd/wdua/ EducatlonaAPIan Component D is. the ptan SR
- for the mtervemon which is de\'elopeq on the basis of the mformatnon DTOV!de =

~in components. A and B. Proposed xntervent ons. wu!l inchude treatments for -
“identified organ:c probiems, such as glasses 10 correct»sfor wvisual tmpanrment“ .
g _ hearing atcfs “o correct for aud?tory impairment,’ physica! therapy. to amehotatee :

..physical rhsab ies” and, so- forth: lntetvent;ons a!so .nclude educatsona
pmcedures ‘to assist the child-in mastering the eun-cutum of the. school and 19
helo “the chiid achiave an adaptivé fit in those sys nms in whch the chtld may ‘be. -
mv:r\q diffioulty, such as the -peer group, the Loy, the choo and so\ﬁ;
forth, The sp“Ci'?C rature of thos» ntarventons e:eetafm ined by \he unigue .
RS ‘needs ‘of ‘vach cnud as. ravaaled in Commnents A and B ard constttutes éni‘: ‘

lndwtrluat‘vEduczmona' Plan, . \ A ‘

-

(llt

E. Prognas,s with !ntarvent on. Com;,om\n' E LONSISTS u»‘ the prognm.s rnddc- bv .
_the assessment team of the™probabie outcome of the - roposed interventions.
Th,s prognos:s 15 develooed as a series of sper'hc objectives stated in terms of'a’ \\
sefies of - time linas. Thn nb;ewves inciude _thase relating to ‘nterventions-
- dtrected at correcting or amnho ating bxologtca* problems, those _relating to
© o cinterventions dirscted gt educa _@nai neads, and those retatmg o ach.m,mg an
adaptive fit in the vanous social s/stbms in whtch theschild must operate Thus
Component E provides the basis far monitaring the oroc,rt.ss ot the child in
-response” toTthe praposed  traatment by specityingrecisely What ub;ncttves are B
" to be mct in each area of identitied need by & particular time. The agreed-on -
ttme frame orov:dp the . time scheduyle for reevaluation w fietermtne if the
-m(-r»onuons are . effectzve The stammm' of objrctives. r»m,-ri-»- 'hn ana‘y of
 assessments wh:ch wiil be made. at t‘te time of the 'oevaluatxon

-« .

F. Reeva/uat;on Currently Assessable Charactenstn_s T:me 2. F?arlva!uatton
takes place at the time agreed on in the lndmriuaxi‘z!ucatsom Bian. 1t covers th(*
array of ']SS-)ssabiﬂ t,hamct-‘*mnc which wery i moratad in the lndxv;dual

) Educativnal PLan as .targets for intervention. Based un thn hnqus of

Ao e 1: G

-
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R Component F the dxagnosttc process recycles to Component C Agam ‘the
assessment team est‘mates the propable outtome if there is no. further
. mterventlon tf th “d Jon is that the outcomes will prpbably be posmve then _
" m‘terventtons may be ermlnated lf the dec:saon is ‘that_ the. outcomes wilts
probably be negatwe then the process moves 10 Component O An updated
lndrvrdual Educat:onal Plan iy developed based. on the chrlds assessable
charactenstelcs ‘at Trme 2 and a new prognosttc statement Component E,

v develop‘d The reevaluatxons and the recyclmg of the assessment pmcedures
- contmue as long ;s the assessment team concludes that mterventrons are needed

o ‘Partial‘DlagnostlciC‘onsﬁucts.\

RS

When the schema depucted m F:gure 2. zs used to evaluate the assessment process
}} ina partrcular educatronal rnstltutron or school d:strlct it can adentrfy mlssmg
\ jcomponents in local assessment pr,actlces.\Some pa trahdragnostxc constructs are

~ useful inspite of the fact that they are lnCOmple whrle other part:al dlagnOSth
f\f‘\constructs are either: useless to educators or mvalnd The prrmary types of partlal

Wd;agnost ¢ constructs wnll be dlscussed br;efly ‘ R

;ACDE and BCE)E con%tructs are” us‘l; everi though they are based on”
: mcomplete mformatxon The 'ACDE construct mcludes no rnformatton on the
. current charact-rsstms of the chtlcl and the BCDE construct mcludes no:
. mformatlon on the hlstory tlology, or farmly bacquound ot the chrld in some .
: cnrcumstances it may be, possrble 10 arnve at a prognosis without mterventxon
{C), develop an individdal plan (D). and make :a prognosis'with intervention (E)
Loon. ‘the basis :)f incomplete mformatlon but sm.h cases vould be limited to thosa ‘
-+ in which the chtld s problems wete quite specific, such as a visual smparrment
- ;cortectable with. glasses, a minor aruculatson problem and sQ forth

. NN o - *
. . .

_i\ABC AC BC constructs are those rare mstances m whrch A and Jor 8
'\-';tnformatuon provides the basis for-making a prognosis, but there are no known
“treatments ‘for the. chlld s problem Hence ‘the dtagnostrc construct stops after
the prognosrs wtthout ‘intervention because ‘there is no known intervention. for
the chrlds disabilties. Fortunately, with- tmproved medncal and educatlonal
technologymtherc gre-relatively-tew: ctrcumstances tn*wh:ch*a'ch;ld-*cannm“be‘“\"*““““‘
“h elped to some extent by somc type of medical or °ducat|onal wntervenhon ) : Vo

T A N Qe

A

‘DE constructs are 'tmte common in educatlon Thoy occur when an | mterven~ A
) }thn such as a readmg program or mathematlcs program is mstrtutec&for k] group o

- ‘of chrldren lrrespectlve of their mdwrdual charactenstocs and w:th0ut Type Aor
B. znformatuon A geheralized prognosrs is made that those rece:vmg the program -
wrll reach sorne educatronal obgectwe Such constrlucts may be defensrble in N
planning educational. programs for children who have' no speclal educatronal BRI
" needs; however, they are not defenstble in plannmg an educatuonal program fori' -

»”handtcapped" chlldren Publlc Law 94 142 is qutte specmc on thlS pomt‘
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Z‘AB type constructs are usefui to the scholar and academucran who is trymg to

rack: rehtronshrps between hrstorrce! or- tamily . background factors (Type A o

\rnformat:on) and the current!y &ssessab!e cheractenstrcs of the child (Type B

nforma fon) However they are of no value to the educato because they are

not lrnked ‘to any - prognosttc statement or to any known :nterventron For

\exemple it may be :nterestmg to know that. chrtdr nlwho come from . !arge‘

‘\famrhe‘s (Tvpe A information) - tend- to do-less- well - on tests of..academic -* -

chrevement (Type B nnformatron) but this know!e@ cannot be utrhzed}i

} \lmdnrectty bv the school ine p!anmng for the rndwrdua! «chiid.

»

are rnvalrd They mclude an :nterventron (the D

‘ \'component) for wh ‘ .no known*outcorne and hence no statement of

:‘; : \heraﬁv. or program wh:ch rs instituted" without knowledge that lt is effrcecrous )
Ce would qual:fv as\an Invalid construct e IR ) ‘

.

\ :Burkjmg Dragnosttc Constructs ~
. sUs;ng the Three Assessment Models

o

-

SR As noted earher in: th:s paoer Pubhc Law., 94 142 and the federai guldelmes"”
N re!atang to that statute list a |arge numbet .of measwements which™ are. to be .

:mcluded in -a muitndamensronai assessment Some of these measures ht the ‘
‘medical assessment model such as measwes of hea!th vision, heartng. motor
““abilities, and physical condnt-on Other ‘proposed - rmeasures fit.. the social -

“!apthty qQr social system model, such. as measures ‘of - academtc performance

" teacher racommendations, commumcatwe status,"‘and adaptive. behavror Smt L

“others “relate to' the measurement of genera{ mteingence an’ mferentm o
sf\‘i‘procSB/re wh ch belongs i in the genera! mtelhqence or piurahs‘chodel oo o

s

Earh of- these models prowdes mforrnatt'm wh:ch can be used at each _stage ofe.\‘»

) ~\‘bund’mg 3 draqnostsc construct-for the rndrvrdual chrld Figure. 3 presents a =
~schemat:c reoresomatlon of the major types of inpuf provided by. each of-the

assessment models at each stage n constructmg a3 diagnostic construct

-
N

the prognos;s with mtenentlon .can be medewAny educatronal mterventton oo

A S s e S SRS S S s s

v
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Methcal Macdlel Measures . .
There are th'ee tvpes of measuret wrth:n the medxcai mode! whnch provrde

i Component A mformatton the health hsstory the rmedical h;story. and the
\\*tievelopmentat history. Ordxnar.ly,mformanon on the heaith hnstorv and the. .
N develoomental history-comes from the mother or-other principal carstaker. The

rnedtcal history will come from medrcal records kept by mdivrduar physrcrans o

chmcs hosp:tals or other health servuce rns!rtuttons
. rs N R ‘ N

There are numerous types of medical model tnforrnatro') whlch contrrbute to - s

Component B. Tests of physrcal coordmatnon or dexterrtv -tests of sensorrmotor;e
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y I¢ nt A) is. frequently avanlable \‘or the

o has - attended the schoo or a’ penod of vears. Such. mformataorr
‘:&comes part of the assessrment proc? prowdmg background nnformanon n,
't e Chl|d s earlser performance ‘on te deszgned to: measme behaworal var:ables

arlety of )oc al systems,‘ the lamllv the peer group the cqrnmumty
aconomy, “the. schood, and 0 forth (Mercer l977) Measures of ecademlc
- ~*achzevement foecus exciumvely .on tha chllds skiils in fulttllmg the academ:c
\xpectattons of the :tudnnt role in the publlc school

ﬂ‘iaddltlofl ‘the qutdnlmes for Pubhc Law 94 MZ meotton two tvpes of

\edu‘metnc measures: teachet 5 rncommendat-ons and measures of academlc
\ performance presumably measu*es more closely ralated to' the curnculum of the
\:"school than the tvplt‘al standardlzefl achrevement test There are . numerous
. forms m Wthh teachets can prowd edumetric mformatlon about the chtld s
behawo whlch can bé useful m program planmnq teachers referra! mform‘a
ftlon grades t.heckilst ratmgs of students performance observatlons and
anecdotal mformatlon A wnde vanety of edumetnc tests has been developed

durmg the past. det.ade but- lt s beyond the scope of thls paoer to d~smss these o
n any deta. Such 'ests are used to assess the academcc skill development of the
- ?chlld in specdlc academlr areas it ls assumed “that the development of more
‘ omplex skills? is corltmgent on. mat éry of lower- levcl skills. Such _Mmeasures are- .
*subject ‘matter referenced The specmc skills: oqbehavlors deemed tobe lmoortant .
- are: determmed by the goals values and object:ves of the educanonal system
: ‘and sksll develooment _mfluenced by sociocultural background Hence
edumetric measures deSlgned for task analysrs belong Wsthm the framework nf
\\he general socval system model (Mercer and Ysseldyk 1976) :




‘ the :\preplacement or mmal evaluatton of the chrld htstoncal lnformatron
the chald s behavuor as assessed on psychometnc and, edumetnc measures may
g may not be avarlable ln erther case, a full array of both psychometrlc and

;the chrld s performanoe is- acceptable to the peer group. lf the measure purports
\_,to evaluate th:: Chlld s perforMance in the famrly, rts valrdrty is determmed by
" the® accuracy with whrch ie captures the famtly s perceptxon ‘of “the chulds
performance lf the measure purports to assess the chlld ) adaptwe ﬁt to the role
\f\.student ltS vahduty s deterrmned by how. well scores on. ‘the mstrument
correspond wrth teacher assessment of. the- chrld s performance The mdwrdual
:dotng the assessment may- or may not ‘agree.with the’ behavxoral standards of the -
peer groub the famtly, or the. teecher Such agreement is not necessary 50. long
s the. measure accurately measures the adaptrve flt of the Chl|d in the system
whatever rts norms‘ o A . g

The rellabrluty of the drrect measures of performance in the socral system 1.e. -
: teacher ratmqs peer ratmgs ete. 15, determrned by mter rater lehabrhty when
2 reports from two drfferent mformants frorn within the system are correlated
The defmmon of test: "blas" whrch i, appropnete wrthun thlS model 18 that
propounded by Cieary et al. 1975) if the percent reduetlon in error, slope of
the regressuon lines, and intercepts. of the regression lines, are similar for two
racrally or culturally d:fferent groups then _the ‘measure iis rnakmg racrally and .
culturally nondrscnmmatory predtctrons If, ‘however, any one of the three‘\
‘Cfltﬁﬂa are® ‘not met, predrctrons will be, drscnmrnatory -The_ dtrectron of the
discrimination will vqrj depend:ng on the specmc relatronshlps between the ~
" correlation coefficients, slopes of the regressmn lmes and mtercepts of the .
L regresslon lines in the partlcular case. \ \ o

: \k -*lt*'rs useful“m thrs'context “to dlfferentrate between“drrect and'rn“d»rect““rﬁe‘a‘s‘u‘r“es““‘“‘““ \
o ; of role perfOrmance Direct measures of role performance would be evaluatlons
fof the individual’s. role performance by other members: of the group lndrrect:
\ \measures of role. Derformence "would be measures based on: information from
omeone who' is not a member: of: ‘a group but an’ observer ‘measures:based on?;;
self reports~and ‘measures. based on oBservatrons by.a nonmember of the group. i o
o For. example sociometric ratmgs cornpleted by rnernbers of. the peer qang would ‘
. bea ‘direct measure of the extent to which a chrld was performlng in a manner
‘acceptable to the ‘group.’ lnformatron from: a mothes or a teacher on the child’s
E t‘adaptwe frt to the peer gorup would be an mdrrect measrue A teacher s ratmg of~ .,

ERI
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be “a. dtrect measure of the chnds roIe performance in the c!assroom Ane i
Tacadermc echewement test, an aptttude test; ‘the “parent’ s report of the child's’
porfo mance ins school wou!d a“ tbe md:ract measures of student Tole ™
performance In generai dtrect measures are used. as the cnteria agamst Wthh an °
ndtrect measure- is "vahdatedq Academ!c achtevement ‘and aptitude lests are’
\ ahdated" by correlatmg t em w:th teacher ratmgs or teacher grades o \
The General Intelllgence Mode/ prowdes mformatron on the chrlds Iearnmgf
vhich: f‘USQfU' pr-manly i makmg prognosttc statements Compo-
nents. C and E. Estumates -of the ‘child’s. "mtelhgence can be made if the\
\assumpttons of the mferentral modeI far makmg tnferences about "potentsel"
mtelhgence have been met by taking into account-the child's socrocultural ..
background and ‘the chzlds physncal drsabrhttes through usmg one- of . the;’"
approaches dtscussed in Sectnon}\? of th»s paper Prognosnc statements in
:Component C prognosts wuthout mteruent:on wall ‘be more posmve if the S
“child’s estimated !earnmg potentnal is high rather than low. Likewise, ed‘ucattonal?
_*ob,ectwes and time Itnes for: Component E wuN be modrfred up or down“*‘\
V dependung on esttmates of the chtld s learmng potenttal : : \

Cin order to make unferences about "generat mtell:genc I whrch are not raclany,

Slor culturatly - dtscnmmatory, it is necessary to take into account the child 5
*soc:ocu'turat .background and. the extent to which the standard norms may or. .
‘”mav not be appropnate for estxmatmg the -pgotential of a particular ch:ld' e
:Informatnon on socxocultural background can also be used, independently, as a
gsource of Type A mformatron Know!edge of the chrId s.family background can
‘be utgd to inform"the Assessment team of the gap between the sotiocultural

" background of the child: and the. Culture of the school,. Such information’ wilt
“assist therm in determmmg the magnctude of. the problem faced by the chuld oo
‘ attemptmq to bndge that gap. it can aiso prowde msrght into posstble avenues\ R
for assisting the child through developmg cooperatwe arrangements w:th thef

: ~famw ‘ : \

s

- The Assessment Team

RS

ln the gurdetmes and related documents for -Public Law 94.142, two general
~proposals .are made o assure that assessment . data: is not’ misusgd and
mtsmterpreted (1 tralning personnel-to use the tests in the manner intended by
the person. who developed the test and (2) placing: responsrbahty for: educatronaf .
A cisions in a multldcsctplmary planmng conference which will’ tnc!ude "persons -
\Mi‘:;knowtedgeable about the chtld the meamnq of the evaluation data, and the )
T plaoementoptrons ' :

¥

\Nhen= an three assessment modeis are used to develop diagnostic constructs as:”‘
.fdepicte;d‘ in F\igure 3, the planning c‘onference or assessment te#}n‘must include
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persons from 2 vanety of dasczphnes An oobma! confnguratxon would snclude -
the foHowmg persons, )

. Educatlonal psvchologﬁst or. school osychologlst The person_ in thls role
jwould be_ trasned in the administration of mdxv-dual ‘intelligence”’ tests and -
- would be responsxble for makmg inferences abom ‘general mtelhgence w:th:n
:the general 'nteihqence or plurahst-c model He or she could be involved in:
ﬂ\pollectmg and mterpretmg data wnthsn the Soc»a! Adaptw:ty Assessment mode!

N L]

f2 Spemal xeducatson personne! ‘resource: teacher educat:onal d:agnosucmn
The person in this role wouldse one who ‘has been tramed in admmstermg and
1merorenng edumetnc tests and would have specmc knowledge and expert:se in -
devetopmg individual Educat-onal P!ans : :

;s A J
o

3 School nurse The meducal model measurns ‘both Tvpe A and B8 unformahon
“would be provndod by the schoot Aurse” screening for visual or audutOry
‘impalrments sensorimotor . sku!!s ohysnca! coorcimatvon healzh histéry, and 50 .
forth In addition, the school nurse would be responsib!e Yor ‘medical .
mterpretatlon of the heaith hsstory and, develoomental histor: Hn or she may or .
ay npt- be mvolved in collectmg the data 'or the health and developmental
:hustones. - : . : :

: \\_4~\:~S¢h061 social waorker, ounsolor or wsmng teachw Tho cwrson in this role
“would - ~be -résponsi‘b!a for fam:lv contacts, Orrlma-ﬂy thss individual would
collect the data ffom the family on the chn!d s. adlaptive behavior in non- schoo:
\settmgs would collect data on the souo~culturai characteristics-of the f’*m v,

"o and 3o h:)rth Thay shwid aiso be rramed W intarpret achaptive b shavior

‘mermatmn trom the family and to work with 'he fdrm*y in xmmement-nq the'
!ndnvudual Educauonal P!an ) ~ S b S )

S < R NS

; .
5. Cl\assrdomi teacher. In ‘addition to providing edumetric data on the rhif?i"s i

- performance: in the classroom, = the teacher “would- be d:rectlv invotved in_
decisions. concernmq the elements of the !n(hwdua! Educahonal P|an for the
chuld“and procedures for&ppiementmq that plan. R :

_audiometry, speech,‘gr vision, specialists in the appropriate areas woutd be - ¥
added to the assessment:team. A physician.-would be added when screening using
- medical moel méasurés indicates the ne;a for a mare thorg;tag;h medical reviév{}i

47 The child’s oarents and/m a commumty advocate\ Pusons fromJthv <.h.id 5
famnl\g should oarnc:nate by proviging adaptive behavior information on the
T ch:ld s performanco outside the school and the chxkl s health and devolopmental

MRS
v
t

“ L oMTewwg, v



8 Whenever feascble the chiid should be nncludod in the assessment team To.
~-the: maxtrnurn extent poss:ble the child:should understand the nature of the .
assessment process, should be mformed of the findings, and should be a party to
: \the dec:snons made concermng hts or. her educatuonal future

. CHAPTER 4: EVALUATION cmT‘EmA '
‘FOR PROTECTION IN ASSESSMENT

two leve!s the ‘tevel of the mdwtdua! ch:!d belng assessed and the level’ of. the c
school dnstnct or«'other ;unsdtctxon 1f the level of the individual ch:ld is .
descnbed that data can be’ aggregated to produce an assessment at'.the
} mstttutlonat or district level. Each vym be treated separately. - )

.

‘Pubhc Law 64 142 suggests five ma)or approaches to protectuon in evatuatuon
AN muttudtmenStonat assessment {2)- deterrnmatxon of .the vahdxty of measwes .
\elatwe 10 the. purposes for whnch they are bewng used, (3} using personneli
:tralned to adrmnster and unterpret measures ina manner congruent ‘with’ thel :
“wintentions’ of - the- ‘person _or - persons "who 4@veloped each’ measure, (4)
. determmung whether the measure is rac:al!v or Culturanv dncnmnnatory and s
the use ot the multndnscnphnarv tearn

i Protection. in Assessment Procedures:
EOVQI of Individual‘Cth ‘

Mul:ad;mens:onal Assessmem \
The first stage: in- planmng the assessment of a child is makmg a series of o
-decmons concermrfgethe scope. or. comprehensxvenoss of the assessment
procedures reqmred in a-particular case. Ultimately, the range of measures
~secured must depend upon the professnonal judgerment of the person in charge of
D‘anmng the assessmem In some cases only partna! dtagnostrc constructs'will be .
needcd to devise - an appropnate mtervent»on In other cases, a complete
dnagnostnc construct will be necessary . Fo!lowmg are some decision rules whtch‘
o be used in planning the scope.of a part:rutar assessment

(l) 15 the evaluation a “preplacement”’ -evaluation or a re-evaluatcon"7 A .

i reevaluatxon . Wwill ordinarily focus more soemhcany on the edut.anonal P

~—-~—behavaoral ~and-miedical’ obgectwes “outlined-in the-o inal 1EP and the chonce of -

L assessment instruments will be guided by those objeﬁes The range of measures -
~in the.original evaluatton — called the "preptacernent evaluation in P.L_ 94. 142

o= will be determined bv two major factors: the nature of the presentmg

problem(s)" as deanbed by the teacher, parent or. other person who reterred .

- ) -
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\the chrld and the. restnctlveness of the "placement or lnt’erventlon‘contem;‘\ o
plated for the chrld R UL o . X

rnedrcal rnoclel socral adaptrvrty model or general rntelllgence model questlons7

\\'The assessment battery should Include evaluation in- eny or ‘all of the three

omarns covered by the 3 models if ‘they- are mentioned as problem areas bv

persons knowledgeable about the child. For example, it the presentrnq

s}’ relate to academrc drllrculty, then edum ic measur  based on the

~,s00ral system model are needed. If they relate to mterpersonal relations with

. peers then a measure of adapuve ht to the pe r -group based on the socral

. systern model lS mdlcated it the ' problem re tes ‘to vision and;or hearmg
d/or motor coordvnatlon etc then medxcal model measures are necessary

l3l The second parameter to be cor’ls:dered in decldmg the scope of an -
assessment is the restnctweness of the contemplated rnterventron The general
decrsson rule 18 that the more restnctlve the contemplated rnterventlon the more -
‘complete the dlagnostnc construct - must be which supports that lnterventron
Operatronallv, we can’ clrstmgursh roughly 8 levels of restnctrveness of ’
educahonel settlngs along a contmuum \ e ; B

Level I Regular Clas‘sroo\m Asslgnment Special Intervention by the. Classroom
8 " Teacher Only ~:No Removal from Regular Class.- . :
Level 2: Regular Classroorn Assrgnment Special Intervention by Ancrllary
\ personne- “such as tutors, -resource teachers specra-xsts,‘ ete. - ,No
rerrmval from requiar classrmmt RS N "
Level ‘3 Flegular Classroom Assrgnment‘ Specral lntervent.on by ancdlary
’ personnel involving removal fram the ‘regular classroom for ! to 8
~ -hours per week Lo o =
Level -4 Regular Claseroom Assrgnmenn -Special ln‘terventlon by ancillary .
personnel or special education’ 5pec alxsts rnvolvmg rermaoval lrom the
zreqular elassroom for 9 to 15 hours per week . ) .
Level 5 Specral Education Assrgnment Educatron pnmanly in a specral
. educatlon setting with sorme activities integrated with the regular
\ classroom. such as music, physical education. art, etc,
" Level 6 Specnl Education 2 ss;gnment Completely self-contained educatronal
proqrem located on’ the redular ne:ghborhood school campus.
Level 7: Specral Educatxon Assrqnment Located in 3 separate school for special
- . educatron_ . : K :
"Level 8 Placement in an lnstrtutronal Settmg outs:de the, rommumty

-

ln ‘general, mterventrons .at Levels 1, 2, and 3 would not orclmanly require
developing a complete dragnost!c‘ construct Pamal gonstructs involving Edlu-
. metric measures or “medical” type interventions (glasses, hearing. aide) or short
inor interventions as in the case ‘6f speech therapy for an artrculatron




3

‘\'Drob‘l‘eln‘l woolgl ts;ofﬁceat these lower ‘le\}els;~ \

However anv mterventlon at Level 4 or hlgher would be mffccxently restnctlve
as. 10 requne the development of a complete diagnostic construct’ ABCDE in
\completmg the suggested forms for - evaluatmg ‘whether ‘a. child has had
protechon in evaluation procedures NR s, & code whlch stands for ‘Not
' Relevant 1 mdlcates only a Level 1,2, or 3 intervention is contemplated and
R that pamcular assessment lSI not mennoned ln the referral For any evaluatlon in
\ wh:ch the mtervenuon goes beyond.. Level 3, alt aspects ol the Medical Model
Socnal Adagtwny Model,: and General lnrell;gence Model ‘should ‘be measured
regardless of whether thev are ment,oned in the mmal referral a5 problem areas
. s ; .
Val/dlry of. Measures N : : S
‘On the- charts for repomng the quality -of an mdlwdual assessment n meetmq
the cmena for protecnon in evaluat:on each measure is rated for how well it has
beer' valldated " Singe . .the def.nmon of "val!dtty ‘varies with the assessment
. modet, the rater must use the defmrtlon appropriate for each model. Four levels
-of rating are squested Weli : valnda’ed \adequately vallclate(l poorly valldated
and not valld or mvahd *

Trammg of Personnel R N

:\The best 0f measuyres carl be ‘nval:clated if thev are amoroperlv adrmmstered or‘\\

. lmpro}mlv interpreted. Thus the rating. of th ;uahfzcatxons of zhe pefson who'
admmlszered scorecl and mterpreted the fmqus for a particular measurs is. an s
'mportant aspecl of protect‘on in assessment. Again four levels of rat*ng -are
suggested Well trazned according to procedures sugqested by the person or

X oOersons "who developed the measure; Ademxalely trained: Poarly trained: anql
5Um:a~nerl "The evaluatxon ol traxnmg xnclucles a judgement as to- ‘whether the
“person. i mterpretmg scoTes on the measure n the man intended . by the
person or.persons who devel0ped the measure. If such 3.0 yt;:the case, the ratmq

. would be "'Poorly. tramecl" reqardless of eredennals held or the source . of the
"ammg | N e ; l
E wdence thar the Measure s Rac:a/ly and Cultura/ly Non Dlscnmmalory
Smce each assessment. model has a clxﬂerent definition of what is racnally and
culturallv non dfknmlnatorv -and--how..that-parameter-i§-1p- -be- testec?w:thm--‘--“*m“‘*
each ‘maodel,: -the person making the zu(lgement on whether a pamcular measure is : .
non dlscnmmetory wnll have to be familiar with lhe delmmons and tests -
appropnate to each modet, Agam four levels of ;udgement are’ squested ranging °
from Well Docwnenxed Adequately Documented Poorly Documented to No
:;Documentall(m The type of documentation '\eeded wiit very wnh each model,

/“
o

Mult:drsc:plmary Assessment Tean.
The rating for the multldlsc:lplmary team is based on the assumption " that )
mvolvement at the level of both data collectlon and mterpretatlon is the'highest -

i
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Ievet of mvo!vement For example a socral worker mrght be. used to collect
famrly mterwew data but not pamcapate or the assessment team.or - be asked to.

) \conmbutuon than" if the socral _worker not . only collected ‘family data but-
- mterpreted it and partrcrpated in helpmg to develop the 1EP. Even the most
' mmlmal assessment would involve the teacher _parent, and child at some levet.
Therefore the Not Re!evant response vs not app!rcable for these persons n ratmg
how multrd;scrphnary the-assessment team is. .

AN

‘\\’S;um\_ ) Scoreth R o L . -

-score @n the relevant ratings is used as the summary score rather than a simple

- total. Thus, the summary score consrsts of the total number of points given each .

. ;dxmenston measured summed to get an overall total which is divided by the:-
“~number£.f.drmensrons rated. The minimal criteria wmld‘}ze an average rating of

o '{2{" or ugher o .

O\ N »

- / ln add:tlon the ratmgs given. mdwldua! dlmensrons should be exammed Any .
— rafings. of 0 0( i on any aspect of any measure makes tha measure suspect if a .
rh sure is poorly vahdated of not validated; s“admmtstered by’ poorlv or ‘
‘* untramed personnel or there is little or no documentatxon that it is racially or
- cultesally non-discriminatory; “vhen that aspept-of the assessment process should
-bhe repeated"w:th ditferent measures or better trained personne! as the case
may be N S b \- ‘ '

ﬂmterpret the mtervuew data.. This relatconshrp would indicate a onver level of S &N

‘Because some types of evaluation may not be relevant for all childreniun. avierage;‘ E

!
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T The cht!d bemg asses:.ed L2

- lnstruct:ons for Comnletlng Farm

" certain persons rntght not be “relevant” to the, problem and -NR would befj‘:“f
. mrcled However in all -cases the teecher, parent and chp!d would be mvolved at
- some level. Hence NRis not an appropnate response for those: mdcvnduals ~

Team Member ‘ : Collect ‘ Collect -l\let Not
e e 0T and > Dats . Involved Relevant

Interpret . Only s f T

- - - -

Educattonal aPeychologcst oF e 2 < - NR o
.+ similafly trained person - e
2 Nurse or other mednca"y T2
if-tramed person . T
3 Socml worker VlSltln.g L “\;1 o 2.
teacher -of s:m;lar person
4 C!assroom teac@er R C 2
t5 Special’ Educatnon Teacher 2
-resource teacher sumtlarlv T
- trained person’ . v
6 ‘Parentls)or parent advocate SR AR

Total (RangeOM) o

\\

Circle the nurnbet that best descnbes the degree of mvolvement of the type of
person descnbed in each of the seven categories. In cases in which the referral
was for a very. specific. need {vision test, heanng test, etc.).the mvotvement of .

2= lnvolvement both at the level of conectmg and, mterpretmg the data :e
. full involvement oh the assessment team. . L
i 1= lnvolvement at the level of collectmg data - e:ther by prqwdlng the data" ‘

(s in thé case of the parent teacher, or chud) orin coﬂectmg it-(as in the
‘case of the social ‘worker conducting the parent interview, .the ‘nurse

admxmstermg the ph sxcal dextenty tasks) The category indicates that the

A ruiToxt provided by e [R8

Ved in the assessment nlanmng conference in -
which data are snterpreted, the diagnostic construct bunlt and the lEP:‘; o
‘developed. . .
0 =No.involvement at any bl
NR Not relevant Thls categorv should not -be used ;f the presemmg problem :
- was in the area of that particular person’s profess:onal expertise or if the
contemplated placement ls at 3 hlghef leve! of restrictiveness than level 3.

K

N

. .



‘t‘llmilar td ’he followmg format

y Mult:ple Measures SR ~
‘ \ On"\"th:s charactenstsc would be d:vsded mto two, types of case‘t g’so :
‘for “which* pama! duagnostuc constructs were deve!oped and thoﬁw u,Tl l
\deagnostac constructs L e TN s
. .‘What percent of the cases for whnch part-al. o 3.2 01 0
jffconstructs are mdacated were tested for TN
\\specmc problems mdlcated m -mtral refer
ral? .

\ .
.*;What percent of the cases for ‘which theg“‘
: ;}restnctlveness of the mtervent|on was Level
& or h:gher were admmustered an ‘the meas- \
s xures needed for a. full dtagnostnc construct? o

R .

- \:Valid\i ty of Measores -

1: What percent of- the cases for Wh!ch fuui
constructs were_required had an averageff
. f\ratmg ot 2 or hngher on vahduty of medrcal
. ‘odel.measurés used? 2
.‘VWhat percent had -an average ratmg of 2 or
‘ ihngher on social system measures used?" : B
. What percent had an average rating of 2or .
hrgher on general mtelhgence model meas-
"‘mgs used7 o

ad an avé}age\

personnel admtmstenng Amedacah‘mdel
measures7 :

termg measures i the socual adaptmtv )
. model? \,\:\ I .
3 “What percent had a ratmg of 2 or hagher on
. trammg ‘of personnel administering general :
mtelhgence model measures? B
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L handlcapped ch'ldren are reflected in the: provmons of Public Law ‘94- ]42\ the .
Educat~on for All Handlcapped Children Act. The I3 L_u_;s—dﬁl‘gned 0 meet fouri
ma;or Durposes dascnbed by Banard and! Zettel T§77 . 88 ‘onows \ \

R “to guarantee that spec:al educanonal serv:ces are avac!able to chddren
© . need them. . o
2, fto assure 'hat clec~s:bn«makmg rngardmg prov:sxon of servtces 'o handucapp@d‘“f‘f;

;students is both fa:r and appropna'e o

Pubhc Law 94 142, along with Pubhc Law 93 1 12,.the Vocational Rehabshta<
tion Act. of 1973, represerit significant. entrance of, leg:s!ahon into the spegial .
educanon arena. This paper Jocusés an one special provmon in Publ-c Law ]
94 142 . the “Protaction in_EvaluRjon Procedures™” provision. Thas provision of
the Law iSemon 615-5¢) spoc;fwem:h“stayes and their localities wd\l develop:

i .

Ry .|rd 933 luation malwxd‘ﬁ ‘m'l t)m”w'u-u& T e

Procadures 10 assute that tesn

S utiived for e purpases of avalugtion and o camen'ioi hantlicapped chi Idmr
witl be ,e‘ncxﬂo and administered 3¢ as, not“tevhe racially or w.mraiiv
. x:ﬁacr'mira:c}r*.‘ Such materiald o or proceduras shail be provided asd agmini-
stgrad in the crmds native ‘wguago or. 'rode of mrnmum\.atzou uﬂlc‘h i

Local and State education agencies are reqmmd to c-emomt(dm cnmphancv thh
these “Protection’in Evaluation Procedures’ provisions of the daw. Specific rules and"
‘\\'eguia‘tsorrs for implementation of the PEP provisions were pubi lished in the Federal - ‘
Register. Auqusr 23, i977 ipp. 42474- 42518; These rules and requiations. smcifv

that \

.- Betore any action i3 taken with res Gt the initiai placement u‘ a handicanped
chitld in 3 ,pec:al aducation program; a fuil and inidiidual e\.amanon of the chiid’s
pducatxoml rieeds must be ronduuer‘ n 3cmr'i3me vith the requ:remems of "U*E‘ ;
1212532 (Rule 1212531, . = g : ‘

2. State-and jocal educatian agencizs shali éy‘ns‘,z\r{:i 3 m?nfmuh} that

{a} Tests and other evaluation materiais:
(1) Are provided and administered in the r’ii'd""-xahu. lanqwqf’\O'

ather mode of communication, uniess s aan, not feasible to dg
3. C o . -
« {2} Have been validated far th gspecific ffurpose for which they are

A

N
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used and R,

{30 Are administered by tramed personnel in conformance ‘with” the

e nt:rucnons provrded by their producer ‘ . s

b} ‘*Tesm ana_other evaluatron materials mclude those mtended to,assess ,

Cols ecific” areas of educatxonal need and‘ ot merety those whnch are . ¢

o desngned 10 provrda a qule general mteihgence quotnen

" Tests are selected and administered™ 50" as. best 10 ensure that when a test

- i admi nistered to a child w:th mea~red sensory, manual or speakmg

. akrlls -the. test rgsults accurately reflect the child’s apti xude -or achieve-

} ment ’evel 0r whatever other factors the test purports to: measure rather
:"than reflecting the: ch:ld H lmpatred sensorv manual, or speakmg skrlls

- fexcept where those skxl!s are “he factors Nhuch the test purports to

o _measurD? ) - . o T ey

{d) No-single pracedure, is. med s the »o:e cmerxon for (letummmq ans

o appmpnate educatio‘;ar program for achildiand . .

~{e). The evaluat onis made by a multi-disciplinary t¢am. or quu,) of oersons

mc!uqu at least one teachdr or other speciahist with k'wowledge in the
area of.sutpecteddisability, - . s ?

2 {f) The child is assessed in all areas . reldted to the suspected dxsabMv
mrlu@mg where aopropnat nealth, vrsron hearing, social and emotnonal
status, gemra’ intelligence, academ'r performanCP, commumcatwe sta-

R and matar abilities {20 U.S.C. 1415 (b) (2} (B) 1121a:532 a-)).

oo

Th:s paper addr»»ses zhp *;fnura‘ s 'st \mur.nq rmx ‘§EA5 mr! LEAS have a.
means ot evaluating ’{hu :‘xtem t0. which their assessrent procedures are in
comphance with the ’PEP provision and it accompanying rules’ and ragula-
tlcms Pdrt lof the paper is a brief overview of the Wways in which the concvpts of
nonu:a(.nmmamr/'assessmem anct bias in :ss»**mlru tlv." been addres sed i the

‘ Drofﬂssronal ,rterature Part T, s an ovarview Jactors “which rrust. be’
COnSldeed :f we are 10 addms 3atrsfactorx!y the issue of bias in asseasment, Part;:
ll nnds wrth this author’s mtarnrmanon ot nondiscriminatory aswssmem and a \

stdtament o! ﬁe rationale for the pasition de!upui T
: Ve -

- .

2 Part 111 is an outline of f’actors (;onsédr:rgd in developing spsciiic criteria for
. evaluating effective imolementation ohthe PEP provision, while Part 1V is a set
-af eriteria of standards fur use in evaluating LEA implementation of the PEP
prous»on B S LT e Lo

4 . N

f -

TRVEA»TMENT OF THE CONCEPTS OF NONDISCR]MINATORY

ASSESSMENT AND BIAS IN ASSESSMENT: .
A LQOK AT THE PROFESSIONAL LITERATURE

The issue of bias in assassment has been with us for a long time and has peen
ss U deatr with variously in the professional bterature. Early rescaar@h on s in

.
4 .. ~
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assessment began wrth thg observahon that when norm referenceﬂr tests were S
admmrstered to- students from. mpjority ard mmomy groups, the members Of‘\f“\,“\‘“\
the, mmonty group on the. averazearned lower scores The fact that, in generat '
average scores earned by groups of rmnomy smdents tend t0. be lower than\ .
- those earned by. qroups of’ﬁonmmonty students led to. numerous soeculatrons :
vegardmg the reasons {dr: the, \observed i ferences Whiie” some mvestrqators have
fargued “that observed driferences between\grouos for .the. most . Dart 'eﬂect’"‘”Z
genetic drfferences berween groups others have: argue(} that observed drfferences‘\\‘
are" onmarrly due to dr‘feremral envrronmental effects The posrtrons va*
! chmce \these days appe.m to be an. rmerucnon'st nos:tron -in “whic
\ﬁhrformance of an rndwrdua! on a“test is vrewed as’a runcnon of an mteracstron\f \
.Qbezween genet'c and eovrronmemal mfluences The nature -nurture’ c!ebato has
: Droduced wrthm the past decade ¥ plerhora of theormnq and . numerous"
T empmca! m\'est")aarons Investrga ors have debated the: conceptof ' mtel!rgence
{Cattel!. 1963, 1971; Eikind, ‘969 1969; Gw‘fozd 1967; Humphreys 1971
Merrrfre!d ‘971"Vernon *1969; We;hsler 1971} and the re!atrve contributions
» to xmelhgent.e of genetic and enwronmental variables (Bay ey, 1965 BP'erte L
“1969; Bijou, 1971; Bloom.-}964; Bodmer & Cavali-Sforza, 1970; Burt 1967;
- “Butcher, 1968,,Catte!! 1953, 1971: Cronbath 1969; Crow, 1969; Dreger &
. Milter, 1968; Eck!and !971 ‘Eaqlls. Davis. Hawghurst Her‘r.ck&Cronbach 1981;-
Elkmd 1969 Er!enmeyer K;mlmg & Jarvrk 1963> Grmberr“& Lauqhnn 1971
.~ .Gordon, 1971: freentield, 1971; Hirsch;" 1971; Hunt, 1961,1969; Hurv& Kirk,
19715 Jensen, 1967, 1068a, 1968b, 1969a,,1969‘) 1971 Kaqan 1969 L. ‘!971--\"”
o !Vandun})erq 1971, fhrqe numiw of stutties ‘\aw weon \rqu wsnmte .
- the tairness. of rests by cr\mﬂarmq the pwf.;'m*mcgs é L arouns of stmler‘(s on -
. norm-referenm.d tests (Boone & Adesso 1974 Breiand, et al. 1975. Butl‘er,“
\Coursev & Garz, 1976; Gt more, et al, !975 Goldn-an & Hewett, 1976
Gu ”!aﬂb 1975 Hart.age & {_ums 1974: Hvrmussu, S '\,’21" ifeld, 19767 o
\ \Hoepfnar& Strickland. 1972; JMen 1974, 1976:; K:olhon.n 1971 : Matuseoke &
: Oakland 1972 McNerl 1975; Merger, \Q72 Neai, 1975; Pz{,‘k ]973 Pfnil
g Sec'lacek 1971 Ratusnik &Koenrgsknechr 1975 Reschl/,er al 1916 R )cun :
- 1976; TemD l97ﬂ )

- . - . o B Lf“

y

!nvestrgauons of group drfferénces in perionnance an psy *chnmet' ic doy icﬂs fed - ;
- other‘mvestrgators to "examine the Hrrnoss of spegi f-( iterns as used «nth : \_f?\ R
members of mirority groups {AngDkf & Ford, 1971; Brey . 1974; Breland et
g1 97 4 Dur‘gui(‘."1975 Frsnr) i, 19757 Gr ) ligll Qreen % Roudabush
1976: Lord 1976; Merz, 1976; Newland, 1973 Pine & Weiss' 1976: Rudner, =
1977: Schauneman, 1976; Smith, 1974: Tlnql“y & Dawes. 1972). Spocrhc\ i
~sub> (‘OMDOF‘OH‘t of the reséarch on “the” nxrern to :.;:h ich specific ests dnd tu( .
items are brased ajainst _members Qf minority qroups hage been r)bserv“d Nl
" research_on hngurstrc bias {Bartel, .Grill & Bryen, !973 Berry & Lopez, 1977; ‘
Bryen, 1974; Johnson, 1973: Lefley, 1975; Matiuck & Mace, 1973 Matluck &
“Mace Matluck, 1975; Nathanson 1975; - - Vasguez, 1972}, and on sex bhias

) (Dmmond 1976; Dwyer, 1976, Evans&Sperekds 1975 Fag)en Srerkler et al,

- R T Y




?‘wh:tes tban ‘thi

eir borport;ons in the general populattonx it 11% 0 the gener
Dooulataon {re BLack‘ and tho test: resulted in he selection oi a populatnon

g Th"iﬁég’?fisﬁon\ M‘pdels{ .
“The -egressnon rnodel was' ortgx aHV proposed by Cleary (1968} who defined.a. -
bzased {est a\ fuqm _— \ \ ) who ¢

h A test ts bxasad ‘nr mnmbm ot a sub-grow at™the woou!atmn if, in ;ho
Dred-cnon 0‘ a c'uenon ior wh:ch the test {5 designed, consistent nonzero. e
errors of prerh"tl{m are‘rmage (or memhera of the suborc:uo,‘ln othﬂr wOrd*
. the test’is, buased if the criterion score predictad from the common zeqressnen "
*‘mb i3, consmemh 100 high o teo tow for members of the subqwuc Wuh *h.s .
: definition of btas. thare may be a cannatetion, cf ur\‘axr partiyclariy-it. tho
\‘use of the est nroduces a prediction zhat ls too low m 115) T o

ot - - R -

P

The Subgectwe Regressuon Model

R

‘Thu modei a!so mf&-rrvd to as thn Cu;ture~ kldxﬁed Cri teriony Modd (P"tvrsen &
“Novick, 1976) has been proposed by tmth Ddrlmgton (1971) and Linn {1972}

Proponeﬂts of- thxs modél” believe - that fairness can be ach:eved. onlv by f

B combination of the Quota Kodel anh- the Regressmn Mode! Accordmg!y one +

farst deudes sf there is some - merit or vduc- in se!ectaon of mnmhma of some




uttural group or n‘ there 1 potent;a! harm in exc!uslon of the members of some

group, and then sets” hmher rngress:on equanons t‘G’account for desn
representanon m select.on a : :

. The Equal Fhsk Model

(\v-

he\ Equal\ Rrsk Model was: prooosed for use in mdustry by Gu:on (1966)

and
;ter by Emhorn and  Bass. 61971)

Acco qu to Gunon (1966), 'Unfa:r\
iscrirmnation exlsts when persons wnth equa \probabulmes of success on the j ' jo

av une\qual probabalmes ‘of be:ng hured for the 1ob;; When assessment dev:ces
are used to select employees and when persons w»th equal probabmtses o)

. \success h e unequal probablhtles of selecnorm “die to the use of the dewces th

. cievmes are said to be unfazr or biased. A test is fa!r frorn tms persmcuve? it n‘
resu!ts m the select.on of. persors ‘or empioyment or part capanon in an acnvmy .
"ns a porpomon equal to the :proportion. of those who succeed in that

: emplovment or acnvnty Aop!xed to edutanonal set(»ﬁgs a test would be said to .

be fazr af it snmp!y se!eéﬁed for entrance :nro co!*e . for. example the sa‘ \

‘\proportcon of ndsvuduals from. mmonty groups as could. be expected {0

\\complete col'ege successful!y I

The Constant Rat;o Model

Thxs mode! proposed by Thomd ke (19713 stazes Ifut a tnst Is. ‘a;r\
results in, the selectxon of the orooort;ons of ditferant cultyral groups as would
be ach\eved if the person do,nq the se!ectlon had evar‘able gach subject’s exact

‘Zscore -on the C':tnnon mewsur“ Acco'ding to T?'*on-hke (197!), in. afmr
oo seiecnon procedure: L :

l".

wf"en it

N -

Thn ouah!ymg scors an a tesz should oe set at ie-vo!s tha'

. appincams in the two groups in’ propomnn to the fr-:cuon of the rwyo. FouDs
reachmg EY soec'hed level of cntencm performance (o 63) EN :

=

wiit qua!d,

. B
e . B

o
The cnt:cab vanable in thrs model 15 success un

fa:! to predict success for minority or ma;onty pe
m--modnffs~ca!led the- constan\

a criterion measure, Ta‘sts*that*
rs0ns are.said to be bnsed This
ratioh miodel: WHECHUS 33 fa.rness i3 evldenred when the

C proport:on of those sefected to those surcessf-zl s ‘ho same for any tv.o groups

NEY

\\‘;T{;euico;wditioﬂal\Probabi!ity Model. .~ "

S . ‘
‘iTh:s model.’proposed by Cole (1373) aqam addresses the relanonsh:p betWepn
. :success ona test and success on a cmenon mvasure (‘oie states:
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saus!‘actorvu-cmencn scom (Y Yoi “there shomdvbe !he ‘same probab:my of
salecuon regardless of groho membershm (D‘\240) i

: %\nvestvgators have rewewed the mode!s of test .fa:rness (Frazer, :«]975

‘1976 Lmn & Werts 1971 McNemar 1975 Petersen &

. . . . «
Tbe anressmn “thes Cons'an!’ Rauo th")COn ]
Probab-mv the, Equal’ Risk- ana me Culwre Mbdmed Cmgnon Mode«s are
. _geach exp!-car-ons of ge'wvav conrepts of what consmmes the faur use of resty

-ndncates when d ever ane of fzhe

models. Thus, the pract itioner, ‘has

cu!mre fa«r selegtion modei Further \ge nave suggesmd that the. Constan
Rati me Condru“ al Probabi my h Equa! Probab:!m Mode!s and

. -i§mrs. ‘19_‘/7 Weckstein,
. Anthony, 10974 Moran. 1974 Mukhnr;ee, et a! 1976 Slmon & Jomer

o ) Wiliiatns .~ 1975) and d:scu»s ons of the soma! and legal consequence& of

tests 1@ cnassnv mdwxduals (Eoos 1973 Hugt \972 Gveen 1973 Kamm 197‘3
‘ ¥935x

-

ronbacn (1925, 1976: has prov;ded an exca”em analysns ot thn socio- pol'ucal\
nature  of the. arqumenti reqardmg testmg The* conmderab!e -controversy -
»gardrng *?‘u) topic has wat“(a in! the recart Dubhcanon of m,.merous posmon \
papers. {Barnes, 197318ersr>ff & Ysseldyke 1977. Cervantes 1974 DeGeorge,\
“]975 Fitzgibbon, 1970; Flaugher. 1974 Franklin. 1974 Green, 1971

Humpheys. 1973 Jensen, 1974.. McC!nNand 1973 McNemar, 1975/ Meeker&t;\
Meeker, 1973: Mercer, 1972; Messick & Anderson. 1930 Natxonal Association

_tor the Ad'-ancemnm of .Colored People, 1976: Northeast Regional Resource
«':«Center !976 Ratterav ‘1974; Samuda, 1973; Scalos & Smith, 1974; Scarr. =
1977; Southwest Rpgaonal Resource Center 1977 Weber 1974;an\|‘am\s, 197‘0{
agn Zirkel, 19.72\ Lo ‘

wClearly th:s nation a}wd its msearchers have vasted conmderab!e nffort t.me and} \
hnanc:al resources m\attompts t0 develop or -dennw assessment rievxces_ that are




Revrew of Congressnor\a! tesnmony re!evant to the "Protecnog in, Evaluahon'
Procedures

na ‘se of tests 2) Bias in the assessment of handocapoed Chn!dren an(l m.{ ‘
dg‘hii\ffying as hanchcapped those” who are nat 3) bnas throuqhout th&:\

‘statmg th:n 'he “rnal concern s wnh abuse in assassmnnt :md (!ecrsnon mak‘

e am,\. "w ces ang pro:wu
v‘ng hand:canpvnn condxnon'a

Q;\ Yd:scnmmatory treatmem as the rnsun of the lder‘tn‘catm" of a
‘rhand‘caop:ng condmom and J3) 'msuse of «dom.hca'aor Drocedurea nr“j““

. There s convderabte (hspamy botwmm V‘J{!‘/a in w* ‘(.h‘pro ,;af A mcutora .
; fl‘have to, datv been addressmg the ’ssue of b;af. in ISSQJSIUQ‘ 3 he_\\wa,v; an
‘sz‘ingh‘aue \‘

1 \Development of Culture Free. Tesn 'my hm’ pranseri we nnqacn ?n
‘ axtensive efforto to devnmp Culre Fh. : Surh ettorts, hast'mcaiiy have
) ‘lbeen :moosssb!e because there s no cuhure free 'edmmq Leammq occurs m :

ﬂnvamnmf"xtdl contnx!s ancl in fact consis D""l')d?’u, uf thw -nculcanon O‘ﬂ
\?‘\Development of Culzure Fa:r Tests Efforts hdve bnon mada 0 ccms“ et tests
:m whach nems are ba!anced 50" 'hov renrasent mult;pie lanquagps d”({




c tures \Such eﬁorts have been unsuccessful “Culture favr tests have not

mgu;snc ;;Q 0 F Ex:stmg Tnsts »Efforts to admnmster tests
rhnldren '\a* ve lanquage hava often consnsted of translatmg ex:stmg tests

TN W»\ e *mn \?xample thn'admsmsi'atmrv Qf vmba! tosts in s\gn
anquaq x deai dﬂc! heu ing- zm;)axr d chuddren, Nnnstanr!ardxzed admvmstra-

“tion procedura . disallow . the \use of LX) tmg norms and unless sUecnaLif

popuiahun N conmmcted ﬂormur‘efernnced .nterpretatlons are

v . N
N N oA N S

f;Trmmng Chudran to Take Teses. Som;“ asearchers and pract txoners have
fddvomzed that ‘ch‘!!r!mn ‘be *namvd to’ take tests prior o oemg assessed
: i p!OC‘.’(’U(’*S ha\;" "rangech .rom tram ng m tests wiseness. to. task

ruamn trammg Fms isa wable .-av to alrm.nateor reduc** observed~

' ‘Angif) and Chmano qroubs Orw dxff:m!ty mth such a p'ocedure lS :n f

VAN

. grcoummq for the ﬂxtrnmo!y hetexoganﬁous naxwe of anv onv mlturdl orf E

: nthmc Qrou:




Professnonal \dec:sso:\ makers’ have repeatedly stnved to |dent|fy falr assessmentg" \
ractrees Todav, though weverv often observe SEA and LEA personnel engaged;\‘

fforts designed. to- identity the fair test for use wnth racral cultural, or ethnic
mmoruty“" ro‘hps Such ™ efforts” cou!d Yo ‘on for a very’ ‘long time: ‘without
producmg \progress ‘toward ..non- d'scnmmatory assessment, “This fact was
‘lustrated by Salvua and Ysseidyke (1978) in their overvrew oi mtellectual“
assessment A descrapnon of that reasomng fo"ows .o

'E.

\Inte!hgence tests like any tests are merely samples “of behavnor ‘Any student’s L
\perforrnance on an mt%!hgence test rs a function of. an interaction’ between ‘the: :
kmd(sl of behavror(s) sampled by the test.and - the“ inds " of background
_ﬂ;expenences and opportunmes that chsldren have _{m both formal andj N
mforma! educatlonal environments. Given the tremen ous vananon in back

",\ground experiences with swhich children enter testin .
" number of different kmds of. behavrors sampled by tests the number of. poss:ble S
\ mteracnons 15 larger than we can even: begm torealize (conservatwely esnmated

“by Salvia and Ysseldyke as greater than 1.35 x 1032 posslb!e mteractnons)ﬁ:‘_
.fEducators can, and probab!y will, argue.for a very long time about which- of\f“:
_-these mteractaons are “fair”. We will make consrderably more progress l ‘believe,
by addressmg somethmg ‘we ‘can _effect: 'bias In the enure process of .
o “decision:making. ‘In establishing the posmon taken. in this paper_.it is necessary e
TFirst to, describe assessment and:decision: makmg and ‘then to describe the factorsi
*that l beheve must be consrdered s e

Assessrnept Defined o AR Lo I ,

4 vrew assessment«broadly as the process of collecting data for the purpose of
;‘\helpmg a professuonal make decisions. about m:dw:duals ssessment is- not
synonymous with testing; testing is s-mplv one part of assessment . Assessment

- may mc!ude direct observatuon of inidividuals in natural environments, it may'
~include the obtammg of data from others by means 6F ifverviews, and it may
S mclude the obtammg of both historical and current information by searchmg of
© . records, Ciearly, many, different kinds of data are collected. in the process of.
\decrsuon makmg in its bfoadest sense,. this data conecnon process | is assessment

e

 Salvia and Ysseldyke (1978) rdenhfled five dmerant kmds af demsaons made in
‘ ;e‘ducauonalmse‘mngs.e\rAssessmenL_plams,_a_ke_yo_..r.o!e‘..xnmthe__mak|ng.wof‘m_tbese-m,-..‘;m;....
decisions;ida\ta gathered by means of assessment are used in decisigh- -making.

" The five kinds of decisions descnbed by Salvia and Yssoldyke (1948) are bneﬂy »
s follows. \ , - Co
R Screeh}hg In screening, dataare rollncte(l for the purpose of he!pmg -
) professionals rdermfy the extent to which a studem s. behavior difters from  °
. norrrlal or. average" behavior. Students whose behavior is suffacrently i
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¢h erent from "nOrmal

s N
\ Before unv acuon Tis taken “with | resoecr to. the mmal placement. of a.
. \\‘hand-sapped child. in a’ soocul educanon program a full and inidividual
“i\evaluatlon of the chzld s educatronal needs must be conducted in. accordanca )
‘ wnh the raqu-rements ot ruie lZla 532, )

Sox

‘Manv ditferent. kmds of data are collected during mdmdual evaluanon and

\these data are used to make placement eligibility, or classxflcanon decisions.
\gln the educational process, the appropruate |dentlflcatlon of handlcappmg L
‘ onclmons must take plage in order to’ assure that a child receives ‘approgriate
\ \servxces destqned to meet his-or her needs. Tdentification must also take place.-

" to enable SEAs and LEAs to plan appropnate serv:ces deslgned 10 meet the

i child* s umque needs. S -y :
. Instruct:onal Planmhg Dec:s:ons Assessment d a are routmely collec!ed for
" the pyrpose of helomg educatlonal personnél plan mstructuonal interventions
for" children. Specific efforts are made to adentslv an xndwrdual s educational-
v relevam strengths and weaknesses; to. plan precisely what to teach and how -
to teach . Data collected durmg assessment serve as the basis for ﬁlannmq both -
" . long term.educational’ goais and specific instructional objectives. -
ry Individual, Pupll Evalualron Teachers parents, and studems themselves have :

a right and a need m’know the extent to which oup'ls are- prograss'ng in their
°clucauonal programs Assessment {lata are prowded that enable. decision-
makers “to judge the extent 1o wh:qh progreSS xs bemg made, both in the
achlevemem of spec;f:c mstruct:onal ob;ectwes and Ln reference to a local or.
national sample ot age- or grade ‘mates.

. Prograrn Evaluation Decuﬁons Data are collected for the purpose of:
. evaluating the effectiveness of educational programs. Typ-cally, this consists
. either of comparing the progress of students in two ormaore programs, or of

looking at the extent to which pupils are attaining program objectives.

ERIC.
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are typlc,élly;referred for or iaentlﬁed as cend:daiesi v
. for further:assessment, \ \ R St \
2. Pfacemont/C/ass:hcanon Dec:srons. Assessment data are routmely collected in,
~educational settmgs for the purpose of helping professionals decide how'to = =~

\classlfy students for the purpose of declanng childien-eligible for special

} educatnonal services, and -as an aid in makmg placement dacisions, ‘Most state .
\ ‘\educat»on agencies requ:re that. before chrldren are bloced in classes for the

. \handlcapped they ‘receive an mdwrduallzed psychoeducanonal evaluatron. \
- :Rules: and regu’latxons for P L 94 l42 lsec 1213 53l) requ»re that




FACTORS TO BE'CONSIDERED =
*INFHINKING ABOUT IMPLEMENTATION.
" OF THEPEPPROVISION

\|t has been\noted that - ‘ssessment ts the process of couectmg data for the
\ purpose of making decisions. for and’ about students. Educators need drfferent -
kmds of data to* “help- make dufferent kmds of decisions. Abuse i m assessment can ‘
occur when educators fail to diffe trate their decrsron -making procedures’ and f ‘
the dewces they use in light o h fferent kinds-of decisions they make Thrs

boils down essentra“y to the yse of ests for purposes other than those for which
rhey were des:gned For examp!e\norm-referenced mdrvrdually admmrstered
mtelhgence tests were orrg naNy designed to help us make classrfrcanon ‘and
placement decisions. We witness, however,: the routine practrce of engagmg in
{profrle anaiyses of subject scores earned on norm-referezd tests in an effort .

e use of. these data in

: "Aceulmration
Ary ch;ld 5 perforrnance on a test is a reflectuon of past learnmg hrstory in both
formal and informal educational environments. As noted by Salvia. and"

Ysseldvka {1978), accu!turétior\“‘\‘is the most‘irnportant characteristic: inv

. evaluating. a child's performance’ on a test. To the extent that” a chr!ds
‘ acculturauon differs “from the .acculturati on of- those on whom a test was
) slandardued, norm-referenced decisions based upon test results may actuaily be - =

both; invatid z}nd \b‘ia\s\ed\ R _

-

When norm-referenced tests are used to makn decnsrons about students assessors

: must examme ‘the - c~xlen' to which the student aisessed is like those\ on whom
“the test was, standarchzed This is especially true when a child exhibits one or
~more specific hand~caopmg condmor‘g., deafness, bhndness.or cerebral
pa!sv) '

Teohnical Adequacy

When assessment devrces are used to make smporrant decisions about puprls itis.
imperative that those. devices be techmcauv adequate. Severai factors must be
, considered. The. first is agam the rssue of standardization. Scores earned on.
norm- referenced tests reﬂect the performance of the oum! relative- 1o those on

whom the test was standardized. T e

\;A
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A second Qonsideratlon is: that of rellablhtv Rehabthty refers simply to the
5; consistency: wnh whtch 3 devme measures a trait or set of behaviors. Reliability
mdmes tell us how rnuch errqr there is in any measqre. ln assessment, we. are
“nnterested e obtalmng resuits that adequatelv reflect student traits, characteris-
\ tu: or behaﬂ:ors we. war"tt our results to be as free from error as is possible.
\Ntmnany (1967) prowdes ‘some stan: :!Qfds regarding how reliable devices must
be. He notes that when tests are useddin expenmentatton those tests must have
. rehabnhtues that exceed 50; and that when tests are used to make |mportant
~zdec:stons about pumls, those tests shou!d have rehabnht:es that exceed 90 S

HE has bee ,\ﬁdemonstrated (Sa!vxa & Ysseldyke 11978; Ysse!dyke & Salvia, 1974)
B \that Hry many of the norm-feferenced devices used to make decrsnons about -
P \‘*pupnls lack the necessary reliability to be: used in decmon makmg When
unrehable Ttests are used to prowde data for decision® makmg, those dec:ssons RS

. :Lmav be. based more on error, than on actual pupsl eharactensucs . ot

- The third |ssue regardmg ‘technical adequacv vs the: vahdaty of the devices and v U
“procedures used to collect data about chtldren Tests must be valid for “the
‘partacular ‘purposes for which they are used. Assummq that tests measure what
they purport to measure, ‘when .there is httle empmca! evndence to Suggest thev
are vahd can lead 10} bias in dec»snon making. : .

W

Tests as Samptes of Behawor

Tests are merely sampies of behavior. ln assessmg a student S mte!hgence for .
éxample; we do’ not chrectly measure intelligence. Rather, we observe the ways
\ in which the student.responds to sets ot stimuli presented in a standardized _
Tormat Student’ performance )eads us to inter degree of inteliigence. “Intelhi-
‘g\ence thus xs notan, otxservabie phenomenon but an’ mfened construct
Different tests sarhple different behaviors. Student performance on a test can
“7 7+ only be viewed as a function of the kindls) of behaviors'sampled by the test. The
" greater the samnantv between the kind{s} of behaviors sampled by a test and the
_kinds. of béhavnors to which pred:ct:ons are being made “the lesser the degren of
inference invoived in assessrnerit. N *

. Biasin Decmon Makmg

1t was noted earher that the issue underlqu the concerns. exoressed in the PEP
prOwsmns of P.L. 94 142 i5 bias in decision making. | believe that sf erlucators
suddenly had the fair test. there would still he- consxrtﬂrabie bias in “decision-
makmq Recent research has demonstmted the extent to which naturallv occur-
\nryg characteristics act to bias the kinds of decisions-made about pupils.

"

«
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Foss” and “'Salvia {1975) examined the exten ‘to which students’ Pphysical
| attractiveness affects the kinds of decisions teachers make about those students_ -
::Ihey\'sorted:sghodl\ pictures of third grade children into 10 piles, using a Q sort
\té\chniqye and asking raters to ‘ran\k the pictures of students from those who
- were least physically, attractive to-those who were.mast physically attractive, '~
 The investigators $glected\ pictures of. children who had_ been: rated mbst .
. ..physically attractive and: those rated least physicaily attractive, and affixed these
< to idéntical psychological- reports. Reports included identical. objective data
regarding pupil .intetlect and prior achievement. Data provided were borderline
- data, data. that'could. be used to support a label of eithér\men!‘allynretar‘déd or
e \nb*rim‘!\:four‘;groups of élass\{;qom,téachers wRre given the identica!‘ reports, but' - -
-~ inone_case the report included a picture o an attractive third. grade boy, "
N \ano\thé\r report. included a picture of an unattractive third'grade boy, the third.
~ group received a report with a picture of an attractive third grade girl, while
o girofxbf‘ four. received a report with a\picwr‘e\of\ an unattractive third grade girl. .
 Given identical objective information teacher;' reached differ\ent“diagnosﬁc
. decisions as a function of. the physical attractiveness of the child. Attractiveness

*acted as a biasing factor in tﬁe\kinds of dii@nosti‘c t:!‘e;cis‘ions reached.

AN . Algozzine (1975) extended this research by looking at the extent to which
o pupils’ physical attractiveness affected teacher-pupil interactions. He found that
' teachers interacted significantly less often and more negatively with unattractive
" than attractive oupils. Salvia, Algozzine and Sheare (1976) examined the grades
" that elemeﬁtary teachers assign to attractive and unattractive pupils. They
.- examined the cumulative recards_of *children ide?{fif‘i\ed‘ in the earlier study by
Ross and) Salvia as attractive and unattractive - They found no difference in the
“scores that these groups of students earned on intelligence tests and on measures
: of academic achievernent. They found a one-gfade-point difference in the graces
&< assigned by teachers. Teachers were assigning higher grades to attractive than to
. unagtr:a\c;‘ive studernits, . ‘ o N
kS . . K]
Further research on the extent to which naturally occuring charactéristics affect \
decision-making was compigted by Salvia and Podol {1979). They obtained a
. phbtograph of a child with a visible repaired cleft palate. They had the
photograph retouched so the the repaired cleft was not visible.. wa groups of
épeech therapists%‘were given the same speech sample, and told they were to
-evaluate the speech bf a child with*a repaired cleft palate. One group was shown .
* the gicture of the child in whigﬁh- the repaired cleft was visible: the other group ~
e W3S - SHOWN - the- retouched-pho 1o “Signiticantdifferences “were abserved in the  *
' ragings of the Same spedch sample. ’ \

These and similar studies illustrate clearly bias in decision.-making. Given ‘
e L objective data, decision-makers reached differep-conclusions as a function o} R

) - dhagnostically irrelevant pupil characten;uc& .
C . {
» L d
+ -
- N I~
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stﬁollbwing AsSeSménr

f\\ A senes of recent rnvesngat:ons (.foster & Ys]eldyke
s Reese 1975 Salvia, Clark & Ysseldvke 1972. Ysseldyke & Foster, in press) has
lead to ‘concern rggardmg the extent to which the identification: nsnons we

) nons have exammed the ways.in: wh:ch «dennf:cataon of children as- handlcapped

of theqr behawor : \ : v

’Fosxer @nd \\Ysseldy\k\g‘:‘;s(:@:Q?G) investigated the effects of dev‘\ancywlabels on
_teachers’ e‘i’pectations\of child behayior and 9cm their. ability to evaluate ch:ld
‘behavior ob;ectwe'y One hundrod elemen\ary reachers were randomly assngned
to one wfour. qroups ‘Each group dealt W!th ane label (emouonally disturbed,
jedrning. dxsaoied mentally retarded, normal) and. each group. partu:soated in
two separate treatment phases. BDuring-Phase | teachers identified behawors they
expected to be dxsp!aypd by hvoothet:cal chuldren denommated by the label
" condition. Teachers indicat®, for exampl
"typ;cal mentally retarded child” would monstrat; During Phase 11, each
group wewed the same vndeotape *of a ‘normat fourth grade boy *ngaqed m a
‘variety of activities ranging from formal assessment to free play. After watching
the . vadeotape teachers were. asked to complete ‘3 checknst indicating the -
behav;ors they had observed Expenmenta‘ cor\rm:ons were identical across
groups with gne gxcgpt;cgn.fach"group was told that the child was a member of
" a different category, that was .mentally remrded: amotionally ‘\ds\stx_xrbec{,
. “learning diﬁab%ed,br narmal. o L - N

these expectations’ even whvn confrontatl with aormal Dehavior, behavior
mconsnstant with the stated label. Maintenance of this bias-was sufficient to
" cause teachers to misinterpret actua! child behavior, rasultingiin a halo effect.

degree of negative bias than did the labﬂls “learning d sabled o7 emotxonally
" disturbed.”’ although all three 'Sevuancy\ labeis produced negatum expectations
and halo affacts )ugmf:camly dxfferent from those fow\d uncler -~ contral
condxt:ons - ) N

" This body of TGSPd(Ch mtrodures anolher cons.dmanon into our thmlfmg
Ifreqardmg Dias. We ‘need not only be concuned about how the decisions we tmake
_are biased, but, at the saq:\e time aboufthe effects of the decision-making
o process :

@
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reach about pupils durectly atfect thetr tater life opportunities,, ,%ese |Qvestlga-

causes teachers 10 vxew them dnfferemly and to mismterpret ob;ectsve examp!es

Q . ; . N ) \‘,

LU

tbose hehaviors: they believed a =

,Resmts of the ,nvzst:gatnon .nrlu,attd that teachers (1) «.»‘d r»:ga:‘vs: exaert:} :
tions for chiidren 10 whom ’hsab lxtv jabels have he‘n assigned, and (21 maintain

t Results: indicated that the label “educable mentanv retarded” generated a greater .

Ay




. Nondvscnmmatory assessment entans several factors in complex mteractron A l

“\noted earlier, our real concern should be with bnas in the dec:s:onmakmg

\\process and with abuse.in the use of assessment data-to make degisions. about

. tudents Abuse can oceur in many. d|fferen gways Fnrs_t abuse can result from’

. ‘the use of tests for purposes other. than those for which thev were. desTgned It

\ can. also rasult from compansons of students to others ‘who d:ffer systematscally

\ in several charactensncs Third, abuse occurs when techmca“y madequate tests
are used 1o coNect data about students. It also occurs when mvest»gators go

. beyond then data to mfer unic erlymg pathologv and infer or: pred:ct later

‘ acad;rmc difficulty. Bias on th asis of naturaily occurring pupcl charactenstws

. occurs throughout;,tho assessment process, Teachers differentially view ob;ect:ve

\chnd behavzor when chuldren are ass:gned devnancy labels, b

s

[ TN

iy + - -
FACTORS CONSIDERED R
lN DEVELOPING CRITERIA

. No one set of cmena will segve, umversally to e _gne LEA lmplementatuon of
h “protection in eva!uatson procedures” prowsxons of P.L. 94. 142 3¢ ol
\‘ \d:stm:ts and sta:es dxffc»r both in the nature of the, pooutat:ons they serve and’in,
the nature of the ,servsces they prowde Therefore, mzdevelopmg cntena\_ to
evatuate -mp!emnn" tion of the PEP provisions, several -factors were taken into

¢ onsndamzmn r

N

lnterrelattonshnps of Supulated Sa'rv:oes

i

. PLQd !42 ,tspu!am -several dsffnrent servrces — mdw:duahzed educatnonal
:;:lproqram\ ‘ due process, placement n least restrictive. envnronments and
orowmon in evaluation procedures. The PEP provisions are obv‘ously re!ated to
) tha other three stipu!ated areas. A notec earlier, assessment is engaged in for the
purpose of providing data that- wall help proiess:onals make decmons abom
studer}c The dx‘ferem kinds. of densxons were descubvd

~

;Assessmm! 5. :m *nteqral ccmponent of the assessmnm mto'vnntton process
;;.._-- __.s_TPaCh(‘(S mutme gollegt, data»about—- tucin'usvprsor to- makmg«deros’ons abouw e
the most ar»prophat( X ustional . programs for {hem !t “is* required that~ .
\assessment -preceed ‘the - makmg -of, educalsonat plaoement decxsno\ 3 :
procgs. heanngs parents and others are intormed about and. hava rh nqht to
~-:‘chailenqe the assessmﬂnt dataicoilected on- their. ch;idren» To “the- extem that
-+ _abuse occufs in assessment (ie., use of tests for Durposes; othm' thani those for’
:\whxch zhey wers: des«qnod,\use of techmca“y madequate tests etc} b:ased
decnsnon makmg can result . T o

o~ ‘- N




- B o R e
: \\lt is beheved that LEAs will make steady progress, toward umplementataon ‘of the

_ PEP provnscons of P. L 94 142 The cmena specified later in this paper are of the
‘fnature that such progress .can be documented and. demonstrated. Several cntena

; It was thought that use of the criteria, sh0uld !ead an. LEA .
1W|th the Ietter of the Iaw to eventual comphance wuh the

spmtor mtent Hthe Taw.. e

Qontext‘ua‘lil nﬂuencesf\

LEA contextual factors, such as*its urban or ;ural envuonment, ar the Inngth of
time ‘that the LEA has been implementing state pohcnes similar to~ those‘\
expressed in P.L. 94-142 are likely to influence mp!ementatron of - the PEP
prowslons The criteria developed !at?f in (h:s paper were developed 50 as to be
useful- and applicable in nearly ail contexts. AH LEAs, regardless of’ gontextual o
. factors, engage in decision-making.and stand the' chance of makmg biased or -
d|scnmmatorv decmons Whtle :t is -recognized that dszerent LEAs make\
‘idec:smns about d:fferent kinds of constituencies, the criteria should apply across

the board, Thxs author has httle regard for time consnderat»or-s It educational
personnel are makmg important educational decisions about children, dacisions
that d;rertiy and’ ygrnhcantly aftect: Chlklran s lite opportunities, thay shouki be
usmg nonchscnmmatory procedures in assessment.

> o

‘;‘ﬂlult'iple‘Approachgs : - S

- - . AN - . ¥

lt ;s recogmzed that LEAs mav employ d‘t”erent approaches or procedures in
. implementing the PEP provisions. Ths criteria developed later in this paper
“should apply, regardless of the specific approach used by an LEA, N

Relationshipof Criteria ..~
To Assessment Methodologues

‘The.author has app(oached the ‘task of developing criteria with one over-riding
~ beliet. The 'only assessment “r‘nethodo!oqies that shouid be employed in
) edUcatuonaI settings are those for which we have emp\ncaHv demonstrated
support in very many instances today educational personnel collect data on
‘\5chi“§d(c;h ‘that are of fittle re!evancg to decision-making. For example, rasearch

e L 10 \
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has. repea'edly demonstrated the absenr;e of support for the effucacv of:.
“percemual motor trammg desrgned to umprove chddren s performancﬁn’regdmg \
Yet, schdol. systems contmue to prov:de remedral programs charactenzed by
“perceptuat motor trammg and educators contmue to believe that'it- is: very
"Jmportant o assess children’s modahty preferences prior, to, prescnbmg~ )
\n\s‘trucﬁ al mtervennons (Arter & Jenkms 1977; Ysseldvke 1973, 1977).
fCIeerly; a rna)or conscderanon relevant to this paper is the extent to whrch1 o
‘educators _engage’ in or beheve‘m orocedures tor’ ‘which there is. httle it any )
» f\empmcal support “The .use of .ny -rehable tests (Ysseldyke & Salvia, 1974) 0 \
‘asssgn chcldren to instructionat programs for whxch there is ho demonstrated l
supp\ort;, represgnrs abusen\m asses ent. ‘

\ .Defmmons of Concepts /

Spec:al effort has been made, wherever 1t was be!neved necessary, to defme the
;concepts used in the cr~tena

SPECIFICCRITERIA - .

: “Col~tecﬁion of Information.

\Referra/ ‘ : . .
Assessment is a data collection- proeese- and educat;onai personnel murnnely
- o"ecr <r~formanon on-students and their’ tamilies for the purpose of rnakmq
gducatonal- dermons Since 1974 when Congress passed Pubhc 'Law 93380
. there has brmn an nstaolrshed set of procedures and rogulatrons that scheols must -
fallow in ddze cf»uecnon Loca! education agencies: hould be. fotlowmq these
- gui de!mes sho..r!d have poncms and: procedures rngarqu the Kinds of data thev '
 can cotlect and clear gwdehnes regardmg the obtammg of" consent from parents
an the data co!lewon process :

The gusdelmes dnd reguianorxs of Pubhc de 93- 380 aponcabie 0 !he co!tecnon
of mform:mon ‘onall pupﬂs are arncu!ated further in Public Law 94 142, tor it
is> very “clear that sperg{"‘“procoduws need to be followed when children are \
re.f,err‘eds.torsr.unsrderamﬁs for-spe(.-al e,ducatmndl -SRFVICRS: irnpiamamar'on -of- mew s
actionin: Evaluation Procedure N (PEP provisions ot Public Law 94- 142 :
ras that ~LFEAs employ certain safequardsip: thc’process of referring children.. ,~—~~—-—~
vafuatron The evalu‘r*:on process begins with referral; far'ure to employ‘

ecific p‘rqc\ed:‘\: l saquuards can contnbute 1o abus«~ in the assessment process.

The;f:rst consxdera ;on regarrhnq referral should be fc;r the kmds of behavior that
) 'warranl concern and referral. Chn!dren are wp;canv referred for psychoeduca-
: ttonel uva!uanon whbn the- uehawor N ey exhxbxr i sr.fh(,xenrly difterant f:om\
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:normally expected beh ror that a persan m a pﬁmon to do 50 be<:omesi
- i-\cancerned and calls them to. the attention af d:agnosnc personne! To the extent e
~ that teachers do_not have a good understanding of. r\ormai ‘chilg: development‘ .
2 and a commensurate understandirg of behaviors that .are consvdered dev:ant .
i f‘over- or under referral of ‘children can result! More ipportantly, fa:lure to. be_\
- aware’ of culturad dtfferences and’ the extent to which soecafuc behawors are.
f‘deemed appropr-ate and ‘ar mappropr'ate in snecwc “cultural env;ronments ca :
. ilead 0., overwor yunder: re,ferral of students. who are members of those specmc\
" cultural groups Furthermore the specific bnases of individual. teachers toward
~_specific naturally-occumng pupil Charactenst‘cs can lead Jeachers to ov;er refer
 -or, underrefer childred who demonstrate those charactenstxcs Duagnostrc\ \
f*‘\person'\el must have- stabhshed procedures far: momtor-ng the referral process‘
*m their LEAs and rm.st systemat ically examineg and evaiuate tha' processE \

H

e Whenever students are refvrrnd for- psychoeducatronat evmuanon educattonal
) personne! must mfarm parents o the \D;‘C!h\.S of the re! tarral. Informed consent’
. \rhust be obtained. from _parents prior to tho nvafual\()n of their chv-ldren Parents o
must be tofd who referred the child, soecrfrcai»v those behavzors that are reasons
for concern, anc! provited with’ ob)ectn.e docur’hematron of- the reasons for
“referral. 0 !anquaqe thay can, understand School. personnel must no tonger
) \address eva!uatron in generahtres like +"We want ta test your c'*uld to see. i .
fanythmg s wrong with- her,” and must not. -assume that _parents. wrll notf\
understand the reasons why the cmid is bemg referred HoneSty in commumca-
Yon at thns p0mt will ei!ev-ate ‘many potentta)d:ffxcuit ies laterin the :sssessment
and 3nus~m makmq orocess. Mnformad consent. muam ‘that the r\arent tur‘
Duprl) is reasoneb!y competent to undleestand the nature and ronsequemes of
" his decision’ (Russell Sage Foxmd:«tlorr Confer ence Gusdehms 1969 p 17""

'Sa!vsa&Yssekiyke 1978 p. 437\ R S s

;kSDeci‘fiC tri‘ﬂria o be used in judgqu the —x*»*r‘t toowhioh " LEAs r-‘:fer‘ra‘l\
procedures are ‘n complianice with” thn PEP provisions of'PL '94-142 are 33
tollaws: S ‘ ‘

. LEAs have established procedures 'eqarrhng the kmds of data LNt can be,‘
collected. on pupils. R I :

‘ 2 LEA procedures regardmg the kinds of deta l'hal can ba co.lncted on puplts
W are consistent with the guidelines and. regu! ;mom of Pubiic Law 93-380, the

.um:lrEducatmnm Rights-and-Privacy-Act: et e

..3 Diagnostic - Dersormel rgutinely meat wi ?h groups of tﬂachers to provide

" training in the kinds of behaviors teachers shou!'i and shouir‘ not be looking .

“for in cons:dennq children for referral. . : o

4. The LEA has a record of. ‘the number of children :‘*fi"red by \ﬁrjmduat ‘
~ teachers and regularly exarnines this record to ascertain the extnnt to which
Cany one teacher has a history of over -re‘errat of children from certain

cultural ‘groups: or virho demonstrate mecrfzc commor charactenstrcs

1o~ w2 S




f “fa To}d wha rrade. the refé(ral a().

T lb ~Tald prec-sely why the referr was' made . S
N 3

N Prov:ded w:th obgect ve: roumentat:on of the !easons fo' referral in’

) Fo! decmor to be 'nmc-, zt s reachiy apparnnt mat 1) many chfferent kmds‘

Educators havu spen: cons:rimabw time debatmg the issue of who shou!d assess
chxldren Tnn ‘my turf — your turf’ debate has repeatedly been a:red in both
~the - professmnai literature and at mof ssxona! meetmgs by spec:a! educators,

emedsa! readmg teachers, school holognsts speech therapnsts guidance .
oanselors social workers, and admn;/tralors J am not as con(:mned with the-

; fssue of. “who'' assesses <.midren as | am with the bﬂhef thamh«ldren should be
assess‘-(l only by thosa who havo ‘the Mcessary comnetﬂncws to do so.

“nforn’aauon are co-lected i the mak-ng of educauonal dec:s'ons and 2) it. 5

Ciea\riyﬁ,"(h»" ask nf makmq «rnportant ﬂducatlond' dc'ctsvor\s for dnd about
- childrens. is a ssgmhcam enough zask to. diémand both competence and
\ fmu!nd;scm?*naw Cooperallun Yw.( I have no pat solut»on 10 the orobiem aor’
. nssue of as.'.unnq that oniy ’ comp(‘tent ;ierso;% rnake dec:;:ons dbout cmldwn
‘Durmg the last decade we | have ‘witnessed wp«.ated d;fh(:ulty‘ in defuung
competence 'in educahonai semng{ When it comes 1o decision- :making, the
;,Qefnnaxxon of competenca is far more hppqrv. Many ‘different kinds of




tency |ssue 's best solved ‘N several mter related ways F:rst is ma 'te requtres‘; S
considerable selfevaluat»on ‘and mdmduaL responsubmty Educanonal personnelf:f :

U \be willing: \ o recogm?e and admit theu own hm_\anons to reCoqmze that .
~ho-one person is an expert m alt’ areas .and to be willing to refer children’ tot--
other oersonnel for certam parts of an evaluation. Second psychoeducatnonalm» i
decision: makmg must be completed bv teams, of persormet zeams m which eachk\:\
“member 1S able ) contnbute botn umque!y and ollect ly; Thxrd educanonal"
decmons must be subxect o due process xo g

Iaced on de s‘on maksng procedures ‘In, some unstances development of hsts of:;
competencnes 0. be. demdnszrated by md»vndual professaonals mav be helpful el
\hough the absence of any pohcmg" mechamsm usually Ieaves such endeavors :

o \mterventzons are decrsaons that reqmre ‘the acnve part:cvpatnon of a mu!tldlscnph-‘ s
" .naty team. Individuals to be mvolved will necessan!v ditfer both as a function of \
‘the setting. and ‘the particular.. child for whom a decision’ is bem “made.”
er _t:ated stafhng shomd character ze. zhe decnsxon~rnakmg procass‘ Act:ve \

\educat-onai personnel make :mportam ecnsuons that durecny and anmf!cantlvﬁ .
\affect students’ life’ opportun~ues it is assumed that they wn!l acmany have
spent t:me observmg or workmg clunct!y with the chnd o

A thxrd mamr factor becomes apparent when decmons are 0 be made regardmg

a student who is .a member of-a spec;f!c rac:a? or’ cu.xura! qrcmp‘ ‘The
phenomenon of cultural awareness must not be’ ‘taken ,xcxhtiy by ﬂducdhonai
decasion ‘makers. One major contributor 10. past ahuses in gssessment has. DePn;“

“thgabsence ot decision making of a person or persons. who had-an adequete ST

\understandmg of the child’s culture. !deany mmontv grouo decision rmkers‘ ‘ }
shou!d parti cxpate in the docmons made about. mmcmt/ g'OUn chudrpn Atthe - -
. very \‘Ieast every: olacemenz and intervention plannmg team shoulri include
" part ‘pants {other than the pan\nts) .vho understand and- are awarv* of the M
student [y cul!ural bacquound
Fmaﬂy“once‘agam the‘ra!e of parents rguardidnsisenticat i “the' dec:s'on
) makmg brocess! LEAs must be able to document the fact that parents are active
‘parucnpants in“the assessment an‘ dec:s»on maknng process Parepas should ‘he
_consuited at the time of refercal, should be treated ‘as valué;e source of

'ﬂf“developmental daxa dur-ng the avaluation process, and should agrant therr "

mformed consent. to the degisions feached regardmg théir chxld
- legally constituted extensions of the family parents,:entrust srhoo!s withy. 1
: ~feSpOﬂvathhes for: therr chddren Only in. those instances in wh-ch paw




esires and values\‘are;clear!y behevedt comrary to \he good of the chlld should
he ~schools take ega! acnon to. overrule parenta! desores Cmena spem 6. to the )

: mdude at !east the followmg »
EN A teacher who. has taught the ch;l

ormation BdS(’ o ; o .
A tt\rrl major ’uea “of fo'mde at an rnmt've to the. ~01't*cttm‘- of mformd[aon ;3 :
5 the kmr! of information to b2 co 'efled It has b n noted earhu that the major -
\‘mnmémtm'\‘ 1overning: the K.nri of deci xt:r‘ m be madn ’The mak.ng of

Y N

- Numerous roethodoiogies _are. ﬁmnlnym‘l"” n assessment, fmq"nty fram the |
~ollection of historical informatinn by meﬂ of intery Aew Lo the col"-(tfbn of
r‘urrem -nformanon regafrhng level of skil t\vv!opmem ‘w rne ans, Qf fmmal

N Cow A
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Dxagnostsc personne! 00 often approach an assessment by askmq 'What test ns\f
most appropnate for use with this chitd?** One does not have to. venture tar to
hear debatec about whether a chitd should be- assessed usmg a norm‘feferenced\
\test or a criterion- referenced test, a Stanford Bmet or a Wechsler, 3 Stanford
Achnevemem Tast or the lowa Tests of Basic Skms There are specific criteria
that should rhctaze the specafnc test 10 be used in assess.ng chrldren ‘These are
addressed below However, two conssderatsons are: nmportant at this time, First -
. the’ Qrocess of assessmem should begin by askmg "What behavsors t!o 1 want to.
oamole”' rathw than "Wha gest should 1 USQ: " Tests, observanona,‘ and -
interviews are meraly samp!es of behavxor The ki ind of behavnor to be sampled,"

s?:ould be. a function of both ‘the roason for eveluanon and the kind of decxsson
to be made Tests, or parts. of tests, of specmc test ztems are. merely used e
o assossmer‘.t to (,oﬂert samoles of pup!! behavmr . 3\ S

NN

P L. 94 142 reqmras !hat mu!hp*o sources of data be used in deccs:on-makmg :
Two regu*at ors spec-f:u to, th:s Do:nt rnarl as Wlows ' N

FISEEN

No .;mgle p'ac‘ndure ahﬂ' be the sole crr'e'aon ‘or le!a?mip‘{hg} an appropriafe
B m:l«cauona» oiacr-ment for a chi !d \ : . , \
-2 \T‘“w cl’.:ld 5 ass essed in al! arecn el fated to ¢ the susnected d sability, mcludmg,
where. appropr-ata health vision, heagshg, social and’ emot-onal status
gerieral in !e!"g“me academ:c oerforrnance‘comfnumcatxve status, and motor”
" jb;‘ 1:95 RN : AN w0 :

A‘f)rm!s far fooking 2t ‘ha km‘io of iara provided by assessment were described
by Mercar and Yssalayke 119772, They mammnd the Madical Madlal, Social

Systemn (D{”‘d'i"’
Modet, ang P}x.r‘ahﬁ?ﬁ Mode! in terms of a): iefrnt ons of ‘sbnoernahity, bl
aé*sur‘nptinns‘r% charactari ,s of zhe mr:d s, f.ﬂ‘r\haractnrmm ot approgpriate

C &V whys in «;h‘rh» \.m\ru‘

ng)e!, W'h'wdkzm(mr\a' Pr()(e'ss Mndnl Task Analy)xs

R 8 in 2u £} the' r\amre of treatrrents o’
;ir*u_- VERLONS wthm e::ch of the.tnodels, g} th=~ extant to whuch ‘wach modei has a -
racialiv or cuituraidy. cincnmmatory effect, and h) two ingidental categories of
information. Tabts ) itrom Merrer. & }fsse!c{yk,, 1977} lists the infOrm;nioﬁ. :
Mercer and Y sseldy ke aoted t*\x\ai zach ol 'hé five
des only o, partial view of the child, Anemms o develop a
nondiscrifrinatory diagnosticintervention program \snlauro use-a  multimodal
C. Lapproach i which 1he chiid is viewed sixmuir_a‘negusiv fram ali five perspectives. -

135E53MENt mudgf\. \}iewﬂd

separatab

No must muitipie radels e used, but pupit behavior in multiple settings
o mu,t be considersd. In n‘ak-ng decisions about mdmdua’ chi idmn. educanonalii »
“- . personnei must consider the congruence betwean ‘behaviors evidenced in
- {:ii.‘tme‘nr sertings, Whan direct. naturahistic ab

)T mn-sm of r\upx! b(“'!avnm and
standasdizen test :m-m, ara oy :uu*e uplar-:lh')m r;uqh' te be m\.r;m befare
decisions are made. Whan' multipie indiges of pupl :)eﬂovmdnm, on osv*ho
me(nr (]rwscet Sjmnhng behavmc frora thf' same idom:un are Nncongrger}(‘
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- OUTLINE OF-DIFFERENT ASSESSMENT Mooe LS

3 et . +

- E{emed}ts&f S Moducal - Socia] System Pw\choeducnioml Task Anatlysis Pluralistic

the Madel o Model \ - (Deviance) Madet Process Model  Model . Mode!
N S } \ L o . ) o ) . . ) -
Delmntror\ of atnormal Presence of bio- Behavice that vio- - Pyychoeducationat No tarmal detinition Poor pertormance whan
. . logical symptoms !a{es saciafexnccm- T process andfoe af normal or sbrormal.  sociocultural bias
- of pathaloqy . : tions for shecitic: abtlity deficits, <. Eachchild is treated controiled,
— ) o - de T .  rotative to himaseti and © ,
\ . * not in refarnce te @ '
. . - normn. * )

- Ass‘ummiqn:: ) . Svmnvomt caused M;xltidle (lef{f.itiorxs " cAcadernic ditficulties Acacrnic Derformance - Learning p{.(einial sir{;nar - .
by bvmo';» al con. . of narenat are role are caused H\ ander- o s afunen 0" starintess  inoall racial-culturai grouns. -
ditian, bomoculmrbf and sy&tam spacitic, hany process -md ‘or action petween enabling  Tests measure learning ‘and
ba(‘quounf! notrele. -Hiological causation: abality deficifs. Chiic . . pehaviors and the are culiturally biased,
want 1ol *hwrm., $and NV assurned, dren dememfirate Sharaeteristics ot the

. t emmwn '\’ S abitity strengths and task, Childrafdemaon. .
R . ' © weakneses ae abilitias : HLHOIORIMOBIT | e e e e
e e T R b TR ab A " strengths and weaknasses. ‘
B valichy assessed. ‘fhme There is no need ta deal o " ¢
are links between chile* with presumed causes of
. . dren’s pesfarmance on " acadermic chiificylities. :
* . e . tests and tha r"a;-lzufsvg © There ace skill hier-
- ) R . stioctivenasg of &8 davionmeny ot i
. . WHerpny instractiona cermplex skills 18 depaen. :
. . ‘programs, dent upon adequate
- development of lower. ) - ‘
fevel anabling bhohaviors. ‘
. R ’ ; {eontinued un navt page} .
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i mthodGiogis

. -
explanations musﬁ be sought. Scientific researchers routinely rake into \considerai\
" tion: sampling issues in their investigations. 'S0 100 “in assessment, which is
essentially n%ini‘e‘i“périmenmti‘ar- designed tg answer a ciagnostician’s hypo-
theses, muitiple sarﬁpies of béhavior must be considered. T

Saivia 'md Ysselciyke (1378) addressed i @ very general sense the ssue of
. \!\herentka! data ronect on by, notmg the extent w0 which normereferenced as
oipposed o cr;tvrur rz.ferw:nre sts should be used in decision- makmq The use
\‘:spe\ci?%; kinds of tasts was v.ewa\. a3 a fuaction of the kind of decmon to be
'?zagle. In s rnnan aur pri r"\ar» concern is identihication of the sxtent 1o which
T student hf:eu from others and f,:rthe' Jlagmsnc apprama! is beieved
“warranted. Such ‘r‘form’n.on is most readily and easily obtained by admiriistra- i
tion of narmereferenced tests, Results of orm! oerfo:marre an technicall »
adequate norrm- -referenced tes's provide us a. picture of .the st tudent’s standing
relative ta others, Simitarly, (0 rernain accountabis i 0 the mak.ng of classi hca-
ton and p‘acnme decisions, educational admis 1:'ra(0rs must be able
document the fact t‘\al a chiid s indeed suffl\,m'mv different from ’wm-"rs U*at\
wecial educationsl services ar g warrantedl Resuits of pupil otr‘grmanu' on
techrically  adequate m:n‘:fn—feleri.'nced {Sevices are most useful’ n mahr.g
:c!assification :-mr! placement decisions. ‘ \
""‘Jhnn designing indi, sidual ecucational programs far studeats, teachers need and
T want 10 know soecifically w hat to “tzach and how to teach, Such inform:
‘n,r). aliy v

ion iz
not transmitieti by atfording teachers the scaces mpu~ aarned on
normreferenced tests. Rather, oy

shers 1 those skills

sbtained by

Cthat youngsters do and 99 ol hwe achly

atiministeation’ crterion-referenced weasu:es, fﬂf‘o'nwuo*r for use in ovalw

"atiﬁg individuat puph progress and | relative o rroqmm avalgation can be

T obtained by means of both normeraieranced and -:r?'.,sr.'o*--'v‘"w'-m“ pricederes

Anoghe Tarms at pupd

in the latter evaluddans . consist 05

srrantng the gxtent 1o which pupils aw
attaiming ooeum. \.urn»utdx objectives,

I i pot my intent hete 0 specily o g detad the data coligcuion procadures
{ohservation, intery

ate) that should
compnse an LEAs decisian-rhaking agtivities. Such tl-ﬁosmm can best bﬁ macdle
“of an indiiduai ehitdshasis, What /5 imperiant 1o stress is the facy 'ha':

ing. formal testing, infurmal testir

snaractanize.di f,rp,z.‘e:f.\t,wdm;.\mi -engkiE
shouid De df)iv_ 0 rznmrzn“"dt{: ﬂ“a( thay are hnqa,;m it
me thod:‘xmgy .

s shauld.

on \the basis of an :nteralf,-ilc»n betwc:a: the kmd o! demsxon be:ng made. r.he

.70




acqulturaticn of the pupil being assessed, and the technical adequacy of specific
instruments. Yet it is on this d»mensxon that the Jreatest dbuse in assessment has

g.g\

occurred

Neany every competent person who-has been tramed -to assess chzldren rece:ved
educanon _regarding the kinds of tasts that could and cou!d not be used Yeat, in ‘
. pract ce, such considerations often are not observed. First, tests used in’
<decision- -maki G mmt D& th’)se that are desigged for the purposes for wmch they
ara used. The most cbvious abuse of this® ‘,‘ncapie is observed in the profile
analysn of data obtameo from’ mtrx!hgencn e for use in olannmg individual
“ducat\ar\d' programs far chiidren, mglhcence testt are devices that. were

" o;;gma;iv‘ designed to asmsz O“cmon -makers in class:f;canon and p!acemem

They were nat 'ieslqned to be used in ndenuflcat\on of specnfac dzagnost:c
strang gths_ and weaknasaea for p& rstes of planning ectucational mtervﬂnt onS
Fuv’!"e:rﬂmw, :hegg tas been Hitle Of. any empinical stpor: for the practice of
using subtest profile analyses to plan ,pmm programs ‘or children {Mann,
197 1; Ysseidyke. !913:@

‘S‘t‘;‘OOd, "most assessors learned.in their training that one of the primary
~ considerations i ﬁe.leczi“rg spacitig. tests for use with students is one of
accuituration, To the axtent that norm-referenced 'nsts are admis xstomd toa:
“student for the purpaose’ “ofproviding mforrnanon for use in decision: -making and
to tha extent that .the acculturation of the student assessed ditfers from. the.
" acculiuration of those on whom the test was stanctardized, use of the device can:
sontribute o gbuse in assa‘ssm;‘}xt, “:rér.,ﬁi-: 15 regchiy apparent that this
consideration uoaften averico Kad in assessng ;.:um'%. it most \.ertamiy 3
overigoked-in the assessment rf specitic kinds of hanrhraopad pubils. Gerweck
and Y>se!dym { 974;, for exampie, respondad to a survey conductad by Levine

149733

ok ng at the ‘-’irvi; of e i:-'s usect to assess deaf stydents In that
survey . glaving reportad. that the nost sornrnonly. used tast in assessing. deaf
\chiid'i“’ax the Performance Scale of the Wech\.!er Inteiligence. Scale for -
- Chiltiren, Those who use the device are wo!a\mg a fundamental assumption in

assessment by cumparing deaf children to thase whose acculturation has been

radically o f‘wrgr.\_

-

Third, the use of unraliable and mvahd xests cieard (.frx'nbutes to abuse in
s 'a

degision- ma&mg have '*-commendc'ri that whien tests are used to make

niacemant dacisions auéu: Studeats those t sutd Rave reliabint
exceed .90, This is the hgu.a sugyested by Nunnally 119671 and is as high as itis
sirmply 1o revduce error in Jecision-making. This issue of h!gh reliabiiity causes

R AN

- spectal difficuity far assessors, because many nortn referanced tests do not mant

the: specifiad criterion. 1t is rr;y‘ belief. that only those tests that do hove
satisfactory reliability should be used in rk'cmon«mkmg Ysseldyke and Salvia
{1974} published a list of the measuws of specific processes and abilities often,
,useed in decisian-making and r:onc!uded that nearly all such meazures tacked the

i
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necessary rehabuny m‘ f“‘\\sed in decision-makin: Others have argued that' the
e of. unreliable test better - than not using tests Jdn decision-making.
Ysseldyke and Salvia 19 ‘responded tothis challenge by computing indexes
—of forf*caStmg eff:czency (coe‘f:cvents of a}ze.natnon) for each of the measures
they stucied. The use of upreliable tests did not s:gmflcamly mprove the
pred:ct:on of pupil perform nce. Rehatnhtee«: and rates of impgrovement in
predact:on are listed in Table 20 o

- N . -

Saawa and Ysseidyke 1978) suggestud a!tematwes to the use of uwehable
norm- referenc-"d tests-m decision-making. One alters smve consists of uxmg“
-astimated true scores ratheg, than obtamed scores m report Q test results and
*usmg them in” riecxsuon makmg Any observe.d score is. & function of the
mdmduas ‘true “score plus error. The greater. the amownt of error in.
me:surement the greater -the d:f‘erence between a pupﬂ s oorazm-d score and
‘her rue score, Cnmpu'mg esunﬂated_t'ue scores i one way of correcting for
Coerror in measuremant T‘le formuj; &0 be use
scéres iss X=X+ i;!xgg} z{( X). ‘ %

d in computing estimated trje

Twa examples of the a'oczdure one in wh.c‘x a rn!zabi» *8)! isused, and one in -
wh:ch an s.mrehabu. test s used, rnay erlp clarify the r8250ns why | belhieve it is
s imnortam te use zstxmated true sqores. \ oo o

Lat’s assume that Arr"zy_,‘z\ thir'él\graderf ag§9‘8-6. 2arns g Full'Scale IO of 85 on the
Wechs!er ‘Intelligence Scala for Chiidren (WISGC R}, and a Psycholinguistic .
C\)‘uo'inn\' o! 85 on ‘thn lhincis Test of Pgychol inguistic Abilities NITPA) Mmr.
 scorss on both scams ars IOO the reliability of.tha WISC-R Fult Seale 1Q35 .95
far 81 year-old student’ the'religb lity of-she ITPA PQ for eight.year-cids is .66.
When we submmm these values into the above” chuaum, W get eshmated trye -
scorns of B6 and Y0 {see anure 2). ) )

The pkrinmmts is (jpmr\ngn;,gcnd that the astimatad true sgars

i ", abtained score toward the mean. T‘“e lower the raliabitity of the .on‘u"mrl score,
v -
; th@ grnate' the regr%seon toward rhe mean.

hong

A second a!t?rratwrg consists of restricting test use o devices having rediabitities
greater than 90, - ‘ R .

3

" v,

+ @ regression of the .

~ One other
. must have demonstrate h the ses ! ‘f they arg m(d Mors
- xhan 10 years ago, a joine commxtte of the Amer: ran Psychaingical Associalion,
. Am&ncan‘ Educational - Research _Assocmuon and the National Council on

Measuremant in Education published 3 document enutled  Stancards far\\
Educatmnﬁand Psychological Tests and Manuals (APA, 19661 This ‘docurnent
wasrevised in 1974 (APA, 1974).and {e-titled Standards for Educatmndl and

Psycholaglca! Tes(s Tha gtdndardS‘dommmnr stated that "A mdnual or rhsoarch\‘
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whlch use Of the test is recommended. if - val.dny for _some mqgested
\ ‘fnterpretatxon has not been mvesno«ted that fact sh0uld be made clear” {p. 31)..
o The US. Off\u. of Cwn Rights expanded on thvs posmon in zts publication of
\ragu!anons rele»ant to section 504 of Public Law 93112, the Rehabilitation Act
. of 1973. The Office of Civil Rights: stated essentially that tests must have
demonstrated validity for the purposes for wh;ch they are used, | am\‘he‘re
‘art;culat'nq that posmon 'once’ again, B o

-makmg ‘when mvahd measurns are used to

‘ [ chools,\mvahd tests are very often used.in
r!ec s:on»makmg T~he c.earest exampie of thns can be niustrated by call!ng :

SR ‘fa‘tenuon 10" a -basic meaw\‘amont prmc:ple alt assessors learned during tht":r”'*‘

O traini ng: F!phaualuy is a nec@ssaw but not Suffac-er\t ccondition for validity. Giver
that ‘many of‘:ha devices used to make’ deusmns about pupzls do not have

‘ adequate rs~habm:v théy ranrot be sald to be vahd, The use. of mvahd measures
o uo'a-n data should cezne

; hﬂ finai xsuue rﬂiéfant { the coilection wof information is a set of standards
egardmg the wava in which tests are administered. Inappropnaw admmzst ation
0f twests can Qb iouaiy \.omubute;\o 'tappropnate dec:s on- makmg Several
»ons*dnra!rsnsj ost of 'hﬂr" very gbwous are relevant to this. poxnt Again,in
o test administratio exammers must "dY special attentcon 0 the accust\ avon of
= the r.dw:f“ual assessed. Tne first sm’p in test administration, is, selection of the:
s*)ﬂh:w {ors 10 He \am'w:e’! rwiure 10 consicler the accuituration of the child® and

: cf xi(. ‘s native aanuuag., o morig of commuricauon ThtS ,)rows'oru crﬂates \poc 1l
dt ff!cnlry for LEA parsonnai. Claarly, if a child's native !amuagw d;ffus hom the

quage’ \:’W* 0 as s"'rmen:. the potantal for ab‘.:ﬂ in gdocizin

28]

‘ ﬁwcrse sqciaty 15 nG msv task. Dne\ mm (.ormu"v a c‘\ud natve language :o he
the language snoken by the oamm 7 It 5o, haw does one go about. aSSGS:stf!{J
“chitdren who are, in fact, bilinguai? Does one rdn;if!er 2 chiid's nafive 1anq1.;aqu
to be the.one which, he yshe first learned? Or does one considder the chiid's natwv S
tangiage o be the ane which heishe is row- miost Huent in? Thare.is no rwf‘hly
apparent way to arrive at an answer to the dilema of as smq children in thmr
natue lanqudg(- Furthermore c.ommmnce with :hw provision cnmphcakd uv

) X . ' . ‘ 1*~ p ‘ * . L
\ t 174 .o
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‘hon Cl‘n tiren who havg been rearnd in fam;!y an\nrorments where the i .
‘ ecther than Erqhsh have ciearl» exper‘enc;d an

accultura gn J‘at f‘er: ..or.. “w accmturanon ‘of children ‘on whom
- standardized tests ware. normnd St'aldht qua"\manv-ﬂ inte rp'nta"or of test N
acoros ’is obwou::y napo'oor«au Rather pup;l performanre must be iooked at h ‘
Looin -)th af the mmacnon berweon the accuiwrauon of -the individual assessed«
and the kinds "‘ behaviors tamp*e(* by tha;devaces and procedures used, N beheve
. \ “that at th's nm« s mooabiy ooth zmpnssnbze and meaningless 0 assess. chaldreni;
S in lenguages O[hz.i 'nar Erg H Comphance with this prowsnon will necessarily
\ " have to come from ns»:" h“"“MC'}t me of tests and interpretation of pupil
performance on tests.” .

The secand-part of the: nativi language Epr‘ovijsian;éan be compiied with at-this
time Itis pessibie o Aésse:s's;_v?ﬁidrén us?;ng r_lewceides’-q"ed 0 be used with .
mrl vicuals who cmmrriuqicé’ in {he' same way. Deaf and hearing !moaqrod
: a‘hudren should bé assessed using: tests slanmfdued on 'he ‘deat and hnarmg
impaiced. Blind chiidren shoutd {asseasedsuséng ?83(5 and procedures devetoped
for use with the blind, Cerebrat a's\w} /omas\ers shoul*i he assessech using tests
‘f!cwxse:! for use with the carabra Qa«SI“LE A e

i e the use ol teits standardhved 9

rommnrx misuse Of tasty %5
3oty -h and-ca{mt-d children
st seascr;iy . handicapped

NIRRTl

‘U
[«
W
U‘

o gather data for use In making dec
. . :

*individuals, - . b . N

A
18.. Lécai Education Agencies sre abie o dm.umem for avary r~hi§d‘ai)du: wHom-

. ~a‘placement r‘w"zun is made, the "ﬂ!o mnq m orrr‘auoﬂ . r
a. ;Tn—s primary mng“aua sioken : -

o Any unusual social and o {

o, The child’s race. . \ : \
T d. Tha axtent to-whigh.the child may have a spucific physical or senéem .
OISOV + | £ 1411 :

3. I\:. <
rmsmom mfh‘ idual, play, home s

. /4~ T

19. E_%u\m sanal s \‘mn-,l aee zohf»:ei;:;s dog

{b.

tonal the assbasmment

they

claty thg? «‘m: Ind are \v.‘.;§3_\,13_1'g[ : are making.
20. Educggr‘;.:,nd! ;)’\r'm‘nal routingly ohnm,p chnl(‘rw. {‘w,’ assess in more than

T Lone sexzing Lo, P‘o"w groun. nr‘f.trurtl(m inciy u‘ua! ing t\r\.c{mn, play, eic.)

. I ¥/ S




Observed scoms are converted to estxmated true scores pnon. to. bemg
mterpreted e : } .

Any time d:‘ference scores or defxcn scorﬂs are. used to tdenufy chsldren
“said " to. be “handicapped,  the rehab;hry of !hsse d:fference sgores -
¢compuzed and mctuded in the reoort \ : .
23. When norm- -referanced dev-ces are used ) make. dec:sxons a'bout chsldren
dmgnost_ gpersonnel are able to :dentnfy the. extont to" which the chnld
‘\assessed‘xs like those on whom_ the test was standardized. \Var\;aples )
‘corss:dered mclude the fo‘!Ong L o e

a. Age Ch ldrer‘}k of the same cnronologucal age were mcluded in lhe
standard:zat on qroup s : : a i
" . b. Grade. Children of the same gr ade level were mc!uded in the s'andard:zan -
tion group. B \ ; : ST \ \
c. Sex. A represed\arive sample of chxidren of . the -same gender were
" included in the standardizatqon qroup IS : :
A Acculturation of Parents. The standarmzat:on group included-a raprega
) semanve sample of. chﬂdren whosa..parems arcu.turatnon \was hke khat of
the parants of the: ch id assessvd ) ‘ \ o
e Geographic ‘location. There are chukiren in the standarduatnon sample
~whao tive in the same geographic.region as the child assessed. S
f Date of Norms. Norms torthe tests used in decmm making are: YPldUVN\/ L
Current {within the. !ast 15 years) . * L o
. g Spec;al Popuianon Characteristics. lf rhe* child ‘asséssm‘ has apeczhc
hancncappmg conditions {i.e., deafness, biindness, etc.d, tham are S!mx!dr s
~ chi !dren in-the standardization ooru#atfm -

~‘~24. When “educational. personnat Jse norme-referenced stests 1o make *mporwnt o0
" decisfons about children. they have evidence that xhe tests are vahidfor thc\
purposes far which they ars used. ™~ : ‘

‘2)5 . HNarm- febrs-ncv" rests. used 1o make. impostant w!u.\d‘unal 'le Bions \ab‘ou N
. “children have reliabilities that axceed 90, : o

. 26 Diagnostsc personnel are able to state ths‘ reliabilities. of the tests a*\d
R subtests thay use in dec'sxon making. T -

o '27.~\Ch|ldren arg always told why they are ‘being asspssed o

. 28 D&agnost!c personnes are: able 1o docuthent the fact lhat in every assessmcm
" the physical env:ronment of the tast setting has not adversely afferted the
" child’s '>erf0rmanc& The to! loqu tactors have been (.Ufhld‘-‘”‘d

a. Room temperatur.. oo o
b, Noise N ‘ Tk
¢ madpquate space -
-d. Lighting ; \ . )
e Appropriateniess of furmshmqs for the childissize . ¢ ST

Tosts ara'ddm;msmrmi accorqu lo the d:ractsar\s and proculurvs specified
in the manual. : . :

\Adprmdto pm(.autxon* were taken to insure thut-th\ w(arn nae ‘lnd('\’otOOd
mocnduws and mdtmdls relevant to tha test, : \ L -

l ,0 .‘ . \_,\‘ N o -~ -

.
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S

. \Test results are reported and mterpreted wnthm agﬁge qule scores are\
. noused. . . L0 o O -
32 When placement decisions are made dcagnostrc personne! give as much )
Iwegght to adaptive behmor as they do to other data on the' chnd .
. Pupd behav:or m muluple semngs s’ sampled n the‘process obdecmon-

‘}\\De{:isio ‘akers always gather more (han o\
. domain (in lhqence specmc achnevement pey

s

A

Use\.b?f\ A\s‘sessme*nt lnfoi'mati‘on‘

\A wise professor once saud "There is nothmg w'ong w!th tes‘ts it'’s ?he atupnag!es‘
lthat use them", Repea!edlv we hear voiced the posmon thavests in-and of \\ S
themselves are not bad, but that problems arise when’ they are misused. Wh:le=~_
such statements have appeal and a ‘.e'!am degre of validity, - they must be Y
mo’dxf:od i hght of some of the points made earlier in zhzs paner There are
,'\u'HE’TOUS inadequately standardized nor.'r referenced tests that unfortunatel
are ’Ouli'\c‘y used to makt decisions about ch:!dren There are many technically
:madequate rests that are routinely used to collect information on children. The e
prevsdus ‘section of this Daper addressed concerns relevant to-these points. Thxs; . ‘
_section’ develops criteria for evaluattng the exteqt t9  which assessmepgt‘ -
“information is used in;an:: whisers mmarory ‘manner. o e

BN Y

TfuD Use of Test Information in Dnms,on Makmg , . 5},\ \
One- of the: mos: common ab'.i\)? r. assessment consists of using 'QS{o ‘or\

:\Dumme\ other thrn" those for which *he, ware deas\;nede Earlit ier in this paper n.:l‘“
was n\ ted that educators ‘uss asanssm data 0 make five chfferent kmds ot

adur‘atmnai decisions. We- _naad. 10 Dagrelatively Joﬂm ic rwlarqu the: kmds of

informatian that iegiv matew ought to be coliectad in the process of makmq:

different’ kinds of dz.nu.@v\, g igraening, our concern is for identification of
those ‘who: are, ;ufuceem‘y d fferent from others that additional assessment is
beheved ‘113'(3'77“(’ Scrnenmq typically reguirss both "'baaflatl()f‘ and norm-°
refernn(w! assessment. blmuarw,: placement and ideati fscatwon decisions - are
norm-referenced denisions. Educazmna! perqonnel must be ablu to document the
'ac\ that a rh;ld is handi (,appé‘d o mowde ervrc»>s Docurnertatnon usua!lv
consists of demonstraung that 2 child i mffmmmly different from others. In i ‘ i
pianning. instructis naL,mtervmmns howewr rmrm-referer.rnu Cia{d‘.am u\afu:‘:‘\\\W._‘,,‘\,‘\,e__f

. re

%

‘

only 1o the cx'enr tHat they are task- -analyzed. Rather, as noted Hv..Sa!v:a and
- Ysseldyke (1918i teachers want and nend to know soecmcally‘mﬁkm tearh
“and how to t“arh Information of this nature 15 best obtained by mnam of
ssessment. Evaluation decis mi‘ require -

one 13 attempting o \,OIY\'Jd!(' pugnd

. curricylurn-based o rrltermn«mfﬂrnnced ;
' roli‘nm r)! nith‘*' ’xorrn refammed (,

i rovies v e I
N .




performance. to a navional sampie) o crite efer enced hf one'is ascenammg; o
the extem m-vh ch "students achieve oo]ectw‘s) mformahcm Once agaxn the..
over- -t ding princi iple is. that, the kmds Qf mfurmauon uo!iected need ) be a-
‘unct on- of thv km‘is of deusnons one is maxmg ; o

>

asison: dau ohtamed by rneans o‘ cur: i ulum based assessment \
LCAs routme!v examme the ir‘x?er reiauonshms berween tm kmds of data‘

dec‘snons thev rnake
.

-~ “

‘oupzis and - when zh@sv d':'a arn coilecveri usmg assessment dewces: and‘

procedures (mr are less tran techmcany adocma'e sevvra! Sub)eczsve iactors can s

asedrw‘Jemx s\ra'es t“ act d’u( many "~atusah\«o
tics can’ :md do ac o nns the kindsof c‘.\ 3G
taxe steps w0 axsevxdte tha

.nd.v.dual Jec.smn make's zo mux.ne.,

BE \hf.’
o detssnons :hey make are ‘re@ of bnas AR

ex;eng tp Jhgch \the \

37 LEAs prmxde trd.rmg in ijécti‘f& ¢
© making personaiel, N

38 LEA\ have &3 m.;s"wd xm«:ev:h.,;. ‘.fx:;-‘
P N

afision-making for their:

L

rrung"r)?;o[;nn Ol ‘)Q'{‘ISN‘DI’! Making
lt 3 aritic
thvy make

\thd! LEA pvrsonrai haw E} <.f»ort undamamrmq of mv wav ir% which
ecisions about. pupils. My owr experienceswarking with LEA™
. pwsmnei fn licates that ther:. ara many varied Jmmons regardsng the ways in i
. whscn decisions are made, bu{ x-ttk- data 1o supporr thase nommns M:my LEA
personnn! indicate. that pupi! 'wrformanve on ﬂsychome'nc measums 53 the
. ritical factor influengcing dedisions mdrln ahom those pupils. Othefs state. thax "
}pua'i performance on tests 15 sxmp!y treared as. ane source of ‘nfotmanon in ’he““
h\cson amaki g procass. S others. mauvtam that- test: basefl Wormat ian s
Tseldam Gsed m. decision- makmri”ihat they GO \.OHSideahz\/ heycmd lest scores 16
i "or\sxdcv the 'wbo!o ‘child ", LEA nersonne! should. be ro!‘ec, ing data onand . -
~maintaining rncords rc-g*srd:ng the decis: on- mak-nq Process. :Demsz()n mdkmg o
Defsonnni shgu‘d b réquired 10 provde o verv br‘f'? rationaie for vach- dec:smn‘ o
made and roul«rwly the decision; makmq c\rocess shJuld be studwd ’




\1}39;“LEA dec,. arwnak.ng per&onﬂe! rﬁainwih ,:eé:o rds ot bther forms, of
\owmentat ian:: r°gard.nc' tase f\xctors co nS!ce ed -primary in decision-

.making, : : 0 ‘

0. LEA ‘umgno§

FEEEN

e

i \c D&rso'wnl roum'we!y evaiuate hé 'écfsiiin-mak"ij meess‘ ‘
Coand acy abln o d"vme‘" 'Hn factors that are regularly considerad pri mary in 0. o0
the ‘:placemem nStmpnonal Diannmg, and '»"valuat!on ﬂec;scons they ‘makef o

kS

2 in: fleq. iQna‘
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PAGE ELUS 8. Dr. Page recewed, his. doctorate from UCLA in Educatronal o
Psvchmogv ‘For the past 15 years he- has - been PrOfessor of Educatxonal \
*x\\\Psychology ‘at the Unwersnty of Connecticut. W:th spec:al amphasas in'research ' - )
: ,mothodology, h“e‘ has done post doctorai work ‘at Micmgan -and-at the M.L.Y.
) Computat:on Center Dr. Page was also vnsmng professor at Wnsconsm Stanford .
~ Harvard, and Javeriana. (Bogota)" He has been: elected to FeHow status 'in the
- American Psvcholog:cal Aésocmuon (anslons of Measuremeu( and. Evaluat:on .
,-and of Educataonal Psycholoqy) “His afhha\xons include the Amencan Statistical .
- Asso&atxon and former!y Presxdem of the Oivision of Educanonal Psychology. =~ . °
Dr Page has been detor or Adv:sory Editor to fnve journals iand authored
nhmermus artuc&es chapters and mher papers, many dealmg w:th the: recenti
emphas son the 'scsennfac estabhshment of pohcy
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fhéﬁwa?iar?dffﬁeiGuidie\line\,‘ SR

Educanonal taw is one thmg educat\ona! acnon 18 quxte another Between the
L two events the passmg of the law and the behavnor of the school, must occur a
“chain of mtermedaate events: the interpretation of the law in ters of practice;
“the studv of the feas:b:htv of the mterpretatxon the successwe ad)ustments .
«reorgamzataons retrammgs and redes:qn of admnmstratwe procedures the
;e!f monl!onng and’ reporting — the reality testmg And early in thus process hf
I not before “the Law is wntten) there should be careful- cons:deranon of the
. provisions in. terms of what'is currently known. This present study a'ms 1o be
. such a. cons'deratxon from Y hrmted pcum of view, of an amponant new Federal E

law. . : ‘ B

g

Lyt

\ The faw smched 1S the sweeping ‘Handucaoped Law“ P L 94. Mf and the. part
" of Qart:cular concern for this study is Sec 615 Sc whuch mandates that the i
- ‘pammpat‘ng States and then’ local agonc;es wxn deve!op

\Procedurei to assure zhat testmg and evaluanon matenals and orqcedures
. ‘.mhzed for zhe ourposes of evaluanon and p!acemem of handaéaopw c'z-'dren o
mecnmmarory Such mater:als or prococjures sha" be omwded and adm:ms
WE Crered in the child's ‘native- language or 'node of Lornmumcauon unless i

e

. c‘early is not fedstbie 0 do so, and no* smg:e;w

‘ ffthe xocal educauon agencaes (LEAs) And therefore.-afte 1

- between 1975 and 1977, the Offvce of Educahon of the U 'S: Dep'drtment of
\Health Education, ‘and: Welfare issued- a:set of |

- Federal Register of August 23 1977, and utled‘ Educanon of ‘Handlcapped
Chaldfnn Implementanon o( Part B of thn Educahon of Yhe Handxcgbped Act."

\ ; boye quote -
‘~-~are Secs 121a530 to 121a534 genc-rany Headed "Prg!ectmn‘ »n~E,va|uanon -

\ SPC‘;‘S.?O‘reiierates har testmg and eva!uanon f
nvaluatmg and rﬂacmg handlcapped chlldren m

See 532 Matenals must be prowded\m a chnd = nauve language or oxher
mode. of commumcanon wherever possnble. be vahdated for the specmc

YA FullToxt Provided by ERIC



: purpose admtmstered bv tramed personnet m standard ways d;rected at
. specnftc areas of "educatuonal need" and not samply at’ general mtelhgence
accurately reflect th“ child’s aptitude- or achfevement or other targeted
“factors "rather ‘than” reflectmg the chud s xmpa:rment (except where ‘those
Skl“S are themse!ves the target) never consist of a “single procedure as the.
sole cntenon The evaluanon should also be made by a muttidtsmp!mary N 1?’:
: fjteam : mc!udmg a spe(,:ahst in the. suspected disability. - And the child must . -
" be assessed in “all areas ‘related 1o the suspected dxsabshty, mcludmg where |
~appropnate hoalth vzsnon hearmg socxal and “emotional status, qenera!k S )

’\\\mtelhgence Yacademnc performance commumcanve status, and motor- ab httes.

\U‘Sec 533 deals wnth piacemem procedures, and manthtes that the LEA sha” o
) \;carefu!ly. aomder maﬂy sources of mformat on, including’ “aptitude and
ijfach!evement tnsts tﬂacher recommendauons physicil c.ondmon soc:al ar )
':Q..cu!mral background and) adapttve behavuor The teams must. ,nc!ude persons;a&
! ‘i"know!edqtzablﬂ about the child," 'he -clata, and the options. And.the decisions.
‘must conform ws\h ‘the ! ‘least rastrictive. envsronmpnt rules.” Any placement
decmon m.zst srvolve indiVldUd'll"‘(’ educat'on program " !IEP) e

s

Fmallv Sec 34 movwdes for reevaluanons at Seast avery - three years but‘
. more frequenny Uif corxd«t:ons warrant or if q child’ $ teacher or parent requests

. !t o .. . . - . . . e t “:i . .

>

\ \ab(we Smte ’Fdarnx'm f in.a a‘falem axists far more in {he decisions made than in
‘";anythmg ‘ﬂse Chapte' I exarninas what is5. known sczentuf:callv of dt'mstoﬂ

values in such de(‘mons and SOMe ;ways: are suqqested for r!etermmmq these
values for such use. Here, as in Chaoters 1t and IH recommendations from these‘o
analfses am larqelv saved untn later I N N .

Chamer ” conswﬂers the dufhculty of finding reliable and vaiid ,,SSQgsmpn!jgi
‘methods for the Hand:capped It shows the effects resutting from choosing any T
‘axtwme cases by >om¢' quo\a either gf ob mvwl score of true score, anfi qwes

smce\:deﬁtcfucatuon of Iearmng dasabtlﬂy mvoives .)Ubtfa(.tlﬂﬂ dbtltt‘{ from =
y ‘chxevempnt And the question of rpponmg true scores for these differences R
-also- explom(jpsychometncal!y “Whe e reliability of ability is.quite different ‘
from that of "the specific achlevpment. an LD "decremnnt mdy actually turn

: advantaqo‘ Sorne sugqestcom are made here for improving the ;

mto a‘

LEN
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\for (,napver A The qulestion Of amJea s is aiso consndere@m Chaoter l! .

N

“Chapu‘r A (ow‘hm on 4 numbur c‘)\fi t:!"m(,as mdt(em ulated to Lht Law,
‘especi fally those conc em&d with cu!(u at’ mds " Qten interpretation of
‘bias¥ seems most 1o depend on 1) \;of group, difference: and 2)
ficeiinood: 5t remedsanon mrongh chffmenn'n treatment Therefme some
\\‘Lethf‘n\,r)i con sndem;on is given 1o the. ']UPSdQn\ of 'T*ga)u'xng hen'abnl.ty the R
‘jffmss:b“ use of different ethnic norms, and'poss ble p:oceduse< for: gu:drng thn .
\:tsreugn-lang nagn student, with the aum of aucu!tu'atxng that minority student k \
Cinto the maisrity., In Chamnr IH also is consudere(. the ques ion of ac«.essnb:!-ty
‘*iof pubhc n.co:rds and the consequant problems of (es( secu

N

. k.uao:ef "J iy designed 1o put inon rc:.f.o {-mmdr}uons “h;(.h
com 10 follow from the ;mﬁcnchfu~ The se*‘om Student of these
questions, given both the @ 'm’ and {hx, (ecr uCu& kno\ !e»doe may ~N|Sh to, work
thraugh the report as the wruw (nd from the pwcnnme'r ¢ examination 0f th .
1s5ues thuc;h the. sun’*mary mcommendwons A r*ad:-r intdrastad ~)n§y in
;\ce\rt‘am features may: moh 0 Consn*lt the index’ o xh»n rpnort Studymg thosp

D:)z s in pd'hou'ar ancd xhnn t?*e "'comrho cxa’:an a' the end, For such 8 reader

mn -qdm( i promb| erva as an’ adequaze g uidle. Byt for tha reader whn xs
"ram!/ m!mas!ed i tallying o')m om an \hﬁw USEHONG aa,gu‘dns 10 conrluct
"\f‘ha\o:e«r i\; W \erw bv ‘{w'! Sinwe opmutms mis ddfe-_}however frum ona
) 0 xuth»r (r am Cham{w; Lo HL .

Investigato or o anotn er. L sERms véry. ~mcmn’
> ume“iea fing: for the sort of evidence am( as""mgj..:seu in a-.-n..q at the
i S R S . N

T recom mendanom S o N P .

g - -
Y

NS\ 5

!\.:‘!Aan\; have heiped in- \mdmnq ’hw(-‘ q UESHONS, «{) Jarref Yoseldyke kingt ,f

' b‘rovidg‘d papers he hhd written on tecl concogn-: of the Law My colleagues at
\the University of Conneacticut, aspm‘\al!y Cﬁs lsabo‘lﬂ Y. Ltharman, A, J.
Pappanikou, and John “F. Cawley, ha»a qwnn Jasuable bac&grnund in Spec:a!
EducatQ‘ And prufassaundk vngagefim (he'chuuis Mrs. Linda H. Paarianen ‘and
Mr jogppn F. Stano. “have b el fuliy. %hdmd hali OWnoexperientes and
investigations. Esr)ecxal!y Dr. Linda G. Mq‘rrasEducazmn ProgramSpecaahstwuh
tha Bureau of Educa'zo“ for the Handxrépoed has, O'Pth‘" m‘\ her ro\mmkm?\

___..__“_Mpm\,.deu valgabie. ns ‘ghtﬂ anc.mugqg‘ttsomwfm“ improvement.al fheceadien.d
mnkmg th@r[f\ei»\sx, the oplnmnsfand CHNCIUSIONS ¢ xurnssed i this report,
“together w:zh any errors” ;nu oresfm in fact or. ;udqm"nf are pni.rnly the

B ;eﬂpOnStbmti of. the mepr / S e

~ 3 N 2 -




C 0 CHAPTERI . -
ADECISIONSYSTEM FOR THE»HANDICAPPED P

’

L d 0 \..;—"" NN

\?‘The :mp!ementatron of Pubhc—Law 94 142 requxres that many demstons be ma(
relatmg to handtcapp‘éa chnldren by each part«crpatmg LEA These dec:s:ons are’
. large_. and” small affectmg the way m whrch the enthe,svstem 1§ to be

PN

&xamptes of such decnstons rmght be L .

iﬂ The LEA wnll decnde about th'e structure of 8. partrcular program for
classtfymg and placmg and \reatmg youngsters R L e

N . . C\ R . h 5\ .
2) The LEA wall dec:de a out the particular e/:g;bz//ty rules for a partlcu!ar
‘ treatment program; - S

vl

3) The LEA wnl! decude whether a part'cular ch:/d should be ;gstgned ina
rticular a . ol R . )
Th|s paper wn!l make a '»umber of recommendatsons about how such decmons R
. should be. analyzed and these recommendations will be in part based upon.
psychometnc ‘and educatsonal' beliefs; but also,to a substantla! degree upon. the
_formal and highly developed theories of decision anatys:s as used in the fields pof .
management science dnd 9peratrons research, Unfortunate]y, howeve' much
Special Educators ‘have wntten of “decision- makmg,'f this theorv remains little
‘understood. If-the reader is a!ready conversant with, formal models for decisions, _ §
then he.may skip ahead to F/xqure 3. But for most. readers I urge attention to the’ A
" introductory materiai.. Aftel‘ Mustrating the use of such decision models, this -
chaptﬁr wiH consrder )lte central variables requsred ior makmq such. models

;tu\n% in practuce & : S,
Ny \ “, 7 . N E o Voo ‘ S i . -

s
- SN NI

e e . / ) N . . .
Dtscnmmatroy‘and Educational Deetsions

Jt s frequently pointed out that J"‘fairneSS“ does not exixt in thg. tests
Y ; thatis, in “the decisions made on the basis
ations of P 794182, we “are ~ iR
i cohcerned that there be evaluations. of the identification programs. and of 'he i ’ ,,
o treatment interventions; and “'evaluation’’ implies, once again, the relevance of
" the. task to- some subsequent decisions, ln‘deed in avaluations texts, we find ~ ¢
frequent ‘reference to “decisions,”’ ‘yet seldom any attention to what is ‘known
: abom seiEntit i‘C'QE‘c’lSi‘Oﬁ‘ma‘k‘?ﬂg“{ Pagtsﬂ 9 75; : '

N

- ~,
SRR -

‘ Yet there exists a large body of work in the weli estabhshed dE‘E‘cFﬁ*“ﬁ» ats
»operahons research {eqg.; Trueman 1974; Waqnnr 19681 and there is
parttcularly usefu! and read:!y grasped structure i the "sub- f:eld ot E!’qgmorr"




analysrs (Rarffa 1968) The charge from Congress and from the Department of S
‘:Heanh,,Educann and Welfare especlally requires the conceptualization of a et
workmg system in which 'a myriad of decisions are made by LEAs and SEAs o
affectmg the: educat:onal lives of the natron s handrcapped Wis fitring,
therefqre that we explore the points of contact between this comprehenswe
+ . goal of our government, and“the rmpresswé techniques of such decision analysis.
First, we sha!l design an abstract ‘decision system for the rmplememanon of the
Handu.apped Law. Then -we shalt consxder what sorts,of information need to. be
gener?(ed in order to: operate the svstem ‘with suutab!e protectaon aqalmt bias.

Decisio‘ri Makirig For The‘ Hand‘icapped
It is mtuxtwe!y recogmzed by. most pebpie that vanonax d ns depend on .
astimating - Qrta~h variables: probablhtxes of various aurco’ e from the
“decisions; the }i kew benef!ts the hkr‘-iy costs. Note that costs. might be measured
‘one ‘way lsuch as time saent) and the benefm ‘quite another way (such
as pleasure expected) Vet it is clear ?hqt in pracnce as individuals, we have hrtle
troubte handlmg these two kinds of value - or we cpuld never decide whether to
pay. for a mov "\H‘When we come {3 these problems’ as. profess:ora!s ‘however, we.
fmd only a trickie of research attemmmg to reconcile such drfferent scales. TO .
motwate this discussion, tet us, hrs( assume that the Jaiuas orobwm 1§ tractable
: \; and !ook ahnad ) zha ddaantaaes ot a farmal syeem,

. ~‘ S . M) RN

\Decrsron analysis may be mought of as “a ss:‘ph:stwatec, e'abordnon ot that

intuitive idea about probab ilities, costs, and benefits, Any decision situation’ may. -

be thouqht of 3 @ "rne with the tr.»p nc.ﬂe roterring to Sorme irmm ud:ate . e
- quéstion, and the nodes belnw it refarrmg to S\)bsequunt quesuons These nodes .- \

Loare e of two k:nds o . ‘
; T o : . N N : N < -

a— :s‘:qu\é\r'e nodes, denoting.decision, from which 'M rfescendmg branches

" arealternati e choices, mutually excluswh and : - S

A0 - circle nodeg enoting abability. from wh.ch the desce-\qu branr.hes
Care altarnatwe venrs rﬂuaﬂy oxclus:v - N
\ NN Faud ::\ r . Y .
‘ N - ) h T . N : N NN
: N = "

These nodes may multxply mto aarge strucmres ’bul alt.must conforrn to the

defmmon of an upside-down * tree hanng a COMMON SOUrce; at tha top, and

. complete separanon ofiali branchos Ear h of thE'Sz nodes is. ca?w!a'ed sepirdtalv,.
begmnmg at the bottom of the tree. and workmg up il reachy the top-most

“node. I the strufture of, the tree is a good match to the real world, and it the
numencal values are. esnmated weH for each part of the tree, then the decrsxons‘
“are in fact automatic, and can be made: etficiently: by a cornouter Error-free tree |

w - design, then, deads: d;rectly to error- free decisions.. And this statement remains’ . .

“*\“"*‘*trmven_when_mem are_iarge doubts about the ickehhood of future events —so o 1L

" *
N

RSN

A
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‘I\.ong as zhe ovobab;hty asti mates, ‘hemsdvm rnav be conscdered accurate. St i,
' a further c.laxm can be made for the tree. Given the same human esumates of the /
parameters in the tree {the steucture, D"obabxhtxes _costs' and ber\efus)

: a'gomhrp w;d always ma:ch or better the human decision rmker

T . ; LR R : i\
Figure ! ahCWS the \,mpnaa{ k:nd of decision node and iitustrates. how the N
T c;b imum i decided. We shaii cwmder here- dnci in subsequem problems, tl’yn we

“ L are ‘,hoosmq amm] three. programs of “Plg s ‘o' ‘the adminis stration of the
Handxcapped syatom We hava esnmated Unht-es for the thraes Plans, by
-methods. wesshatl see: The rule at any decision node is very simple: Weselect the o
Plan which yi mﬂs the highast r-s*:qwa*ec' Utility *Of the threﬂ !nted U'valaes (14, o h

' 20, ]4;, 20 i wa(*usiv the maxitnum . Therefore 'nain ‘r U 20 The va.up .

- aof the d“c:s;o:s node becomes 28, and the btwo reject ed mancnes Plans 1 and 2 e

' Care fsided Sack ', a-process ;-s\.x\a:gc;! by\two b;nfréer nnzi?;a\h.yara ‘eabn hranch. ,»

. -

B ] . A

As we ha\" noted, the othe—\'ﬂmo 1 ﬁe of nuc‘c for ¢ rc,bab-utms and we show

a prrjhab--uy node in Figure 2. in m» Hiust'a*:on we are using the probabilities
o -estimate the costs of meas«;mment for one of the Plans. There are. just four ~

cms;-hcanona of oun:!s here {for purposes of this Plan) ..Each ctassnfccatzon ¢ has ‘

R mm pmb:ahxm ¥ D, aﬂd its own '*ost of measmeman' M We find the «alu ot
this pr abability. ﬂf}u‘? by Tavefaging uu " the \Jmcenqu brarches we n*ulumv“
Ceach M b\.-* s probabitity and sum across the oranches a8 that node. Thus the

yalie of the’ node. in Fut,‘“ 21455 rz:-s:n a3 3:30 ot 30me apfropriate measura.

N N . .- y ’ ) ’ ; \ B
~‘q\£l’;;z‘§-}(:+-e INEINING 'sf\s"probes iyl as used here? :r\r decisions gengral, it 0
S may be of either !)oﬁvc kind: sither basml ah ‘.\;L;ecnve {Jﬁ,d!(.dl’)'i {as fov\\

~u‘x lUf‘ flx?urﬂ m;nm;‘xor based 0'\ mnq range xrhquwn(‘np\ ‘\n far ?hm mm” of

ot even of some ‘t;n!ns{ox v oF other guota). The Jv ;’mmm:

inziifferent tH the soure

but obviousty the probabiiity” values will be much ot
. muv*\ oracise- if tn-* system man'tatu the distnbution, as m filiing classes of

. .
L“rv‘ etermmer' S‘!“ . . - : -

14 - . . \ -
Fw a ma NMD'-'*,@* 'r»\n of decision™for the han ped ‘mt gigmants Wil b

) :menes? v«. arg tnter t,ak:d in decisions. madse on the *:mm \.-f evalustions, And

» saviond. ¢ \
- .

‘\ Su(.h 3 (,ham 55 ‘ho.-m n C;qurﬂ 3\
1'3 'hts J’wstrJtmn thers gre Jnumw! 10 be three piass n 2 hasa

‘ a,\.tem af four !MS f»cdtmn, at pupils. FJ' 'h» thul Ci: 3 theeg arn )
thrge relavyny tmdtmenm Ahd for the ss)mr\d Treatmant 2, there are throe
“outcomas. Thest three outcomes, carry the -'wa!uatscm E, E L and B, Nmﬂ that,
by maku.n; certain other assumptions, tv. ieye.s nf rh. ren ;:-:,g_ﬁs:] e ~>gim%mugdg

- We could collapse levels {1 and 11, if

J‘at:\u

< >u" ppu{rnp”] :




" DECISION

Y

CUTILITY

Plan 29

“‘
NN

Uy=20 .

- "

. FIGURE 1. -
- CHOOSING APLAN

"Max (U)) =20

4

‘—-"'— Folding bagk o
auboptxmal p!ans S

'S

~

\Ug:‘ 4

"~ At the highest level, a° rationdl decision- consists of selecting that plan W‘mch‘

.
&
i
v -
L 3 ¥
“
~
Q
IC % . -
it provind i e I y R
; '\;Q N .

max'mnms the estimated Utitity* Those ‘plans: whxrh are subopumal are "'t ed
‘ ‘back,"” an action denoted by barrier fines..The ' value of the decision lts4 m . l \
\ "becomes thn umsty of the pian selected in this case max(U )= U2 =20

LN




Classu hcanon

"‘—‘\1

. < . N R ) - ) N ‘ Y,
[ ) = . = . ) = ) / =

‘ S oM =(4)3+(12+13)6+122=330 v .
N . ; . .
X @ b
‘In’ decision analysis, each - probab:lsty node may be calculated whe*her for
iheﬂeht or fo“( cost, bv mu!tuplyxﬁg the orobabmty of each aitpﬁ?p\a_t‘iyg“(m t.hls B
case: pupa! class;flcauon) by the. terminal benefit or co bamthis c4se the cost of - -
Call rneasmement for that class:f;catnon) ‘Calcula" ns are shown for token '
‘ esnmates -
N X . R P
LR - N
. ) » o < ) - "
“/\ - o %
o \ : -~ v
. ) \Y
Y -~ B
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V.The dec:s:on is whtch of three programs ot ‘plans. to adopt on a svstem w:des\:

e basxs To° :mplement the tree, the system needs esumates of the evaluations, and

Do

- the. probabdmps of th?ee levels'in the tree: pupil classmcanons trea!ments for

. each chassmcat:on and omcomes for each treatment {See the foltowmg pages.

for :l!ustrataons )
t

.-



L PROGRAMMATIC .
i LUS\TRA‘TION\QF\DEC*ISION TREE

F'QU'Q 3 wm be oerhaos beuer underszood sf fleshed out with .liusgragwe Lo

* BFanches.: for decmors and events. T‘berefore et us sav that the levois of
: \ree a'n as fol!ows .

DEC/SION Thcw a'e /;us: throa otans betr(g canst dered by the LEA ‘or .
; admmxs(ermg ‘the Hanclxcapped Law. These plans let 43 say. have sume-
\j\\ma]or d:fferences in szmcmre fwhmh-w:!l nat. be demled hem \and xhe B
LEA thevefore w;she; !O evaruate thelr‘ Dolentnal fo¥ ¢ O, ar\d choose .
cone "'them- . \ S . L
LEVEL 1. PLAN. We shal s mpw cal! these Plang 1, 2" Jand 3)toavoid:a
. cumbersome ske!ch of each ) B SR S
\LEVEL h CLASSIFICA Tl N Here we assume \four types of -:ene:ral*
: :(]pnuhe(l s!uden(s For snmphcny zhexc. are:
‘ 1. ph\,stcany Jenpaired: -
A emotionally disturbed;.
*3. learnmg disabled;
4 culm?a'lv dasabled

LEVEL ‘?!‘I TREATMENT Hme we postutate three treatments as
. altsamats\aes tor any LD chiig: ) )
1. requ!ar classroom |
t2 self-conxafned upaoal echkation classroom
3 r-.gﬁar classroom wnh rasource room b’aremeht

~

‘LEVEL IV OU fCOME Undnr Trna!me'\! 2 “we “herg assume three “
possmw outcomm (as measured | year aery” s

" 1. move to regulav classroom; -

7 rumam in self-contained spec @dumr an ctass

T 3. move: tp resource-room tredtmnm .
EVALUA Tf{ONﬁ\TBe‘decisibr{\ ree requires this most important jevel ot -
evaluation “af the three gutcomes. DOSSnbi# within this "rﬂaxrnvf:r

\\classnhcauon and. plan. Ay here nresw\wd thPs(' LOUM f'ew:r-d an

\axsessmem ol pupil condition imphied by the r-utcomes or ")ulf.. fl"omd

. on-weighted sums of’ msy\%res or other measures las in the “bentee’
’s!rategv to be described;! : \ \ /\ .

: Note Aswrsslr maﬂrs mn partmu!ar nath *hrouqh the tree HMustrated in
h the Frguw 3. k "




= /ND’V!DUAL
B ILL"STNATISN OF DECISION TREE

A Fk:figu{é Tzs’EHm\'gtﬂd ) ‘c- a se (.Ct on ur ')rograms Wuh-n that\z n

\\\j:lb(’:is\ion\ e pupn‘mawfmanom are treated as ombabn.ast:c Fvents, base.cl
Lo e-lhe: -past or precncnn-d zong run aver‘ogm ot such- classx‘-ca'tor‘m

‘treatments, and out\.orm.s For the ~nd(wlua!ou;.m’ hawever, the nodes of -

‘MHis tree may often channe from orebgbitistic to decision Aodes, For
exan\plo onge a child 1§ c.ass:hm as "*earmng dxsab ed ‘sen LEVEL "Ii

) €L ASSIFICA (aON of ?hu arbcequ paq,,, (hen therr may bn a sub teee oh )

L the ‘o"nw.ng sort : )

{For LD chival

- Oyigame

i moveta egutar i

T0oremaney an el

Gall

ORM

in this ;!!wmnor .the probabitities 'sf Juteomne, w;thm zagh lrealm-‘n!
chaige, will now be difterent ior the individuat from what thay ware for’
'h(- group as 3 whole, Thf-w‘w Il again depend on past axperignce and
huture prediction.  but  now, basvd upon  this. student’s !ndfv,ilualf

profile.. o e L

TR




tate descnptmn, but would ntself be the numer!cal evaluahon But tho tree off
gure 3 may be b@"tter smce it rnakes these acttons more exphcrt

-

;could occur or. whrch would bmrdarned to oc:cur by quota! in the systean. :
Th\us each node be!ow the top ‘would  be, averaged out begmmng at the’

xcept the top,\decnsron oode,k and that one wou!d be solved by selectmg the
Zz ‘with the largest benefit, all thmgs considered. The algebra bf value L “
\ uldtion for each. -node is suggested: bv the summatron operators to the nght:»f»
ofthangure . o Lo S e )

LI N

NS

: Calculatrng the Utrhty of Plans

.

If we w:sh to understand the structure of the system T'om,a defferent: )
‘jperspectwe,;'wa turn "to’ Figure 4" Here we have said that there are- ;ustt
jthree class;fucatrons frve treatment«s and four _outcomes, so that- our.
“matrix-has 3x § x 4= 60 Cens ‘Some of- th»se would‘ﬁv etapty: tf a pug
fdragnosed (classrhed) as grfted he 'is unhke!y to. be’ prescribed (treatedj as

Leammg Drsabred Furthermore the "putcomes’’, -as we have suggestnd mrght

be. trarrsformed mto some appropnate contmuous variable {more of this later)

N which would. turn the ematrix into just two dimensions {classifications by
 treatments) within any s;*gle Plan. But in this illustration, there is. an,
t» ‘eva!uation, €, for each meaningful cell:’ Thete will -be ‘mor? about such
- evaluation, 100! o C

" But.we are going o select a decmon in terms \bf ity ¢~stsmated "Lu ity —a

general term from other d:scxphnes meanmg thd attractiveness of a chorce the

units are not constant’ across studies, but may be desigried for a situation, as we

- shall see For the prasent, Iet us ‘assume that we have. such a measure, Then a°

.qgeneral formu!at-on could be that Utility is oqua! to the.bonehts less the costs..

tFor a. testinty program, there is ~ari\+2’>(cél|er;t, serrxina! work bv Cronbaoh ond

© Gleser HQ@E) which considers a program much like-that of Figure 3, in which

" the prmcmal cost to be considered was the cost of measurerment (p.24). For such «

“a program Ut:htv ‘would be. equal to the overall evaluatioh of the. pragram less ~ .
the cost of ﬁ'\easurement wrthm the program .Formally, \we can ‘set forth the
a!qebra as.in anure 5. s . : )

: Gr’antefd this Ievel of eipréssion may seem overwhelrming to many practitioners :
in LEAs and SEAs, and it is not suggested that they waork directly with such
formulations. But creating complex trees is easy computanonanv {e.g. Findler,
Pfa!tz & Bernstem 1972) andct computer aids to decmon making could (and

WA FuiToxt Provided by Exic [l




e T  FIGURE4 - .
TR . © THE EVALUATION MATR!X

CCUASSIFICATIONS & " "

or a given plan it ns p033:ble to. construct a three -dimensional matrix 3
accordmg to oupn class:hcanon the treatment alternatives for a given Y
classmcatxon “and the predwted outcornes for each such classification;treat-

. ) mem combination, . Fon each feasible cell, one evaluates the outcome:‘

) *conmdermq both benehts and program costs. n

&
o

AruiToxt Provided by ERIC




riubf?& 5
’ALC“L»\’!NC THE UHL' ry 5!'\3 APLAaN

The *:ai;us: of U i3 dépmndent
-construction of g single scale of rregsurement,

> plan may b given by the formuiat

r_E,;aa NEZpM

W= N ILp I
& <
. where | o= the probability of the ith event,

U-= utility of the plan
No= aumber of. oumm tor whom p#a'\ it Jaszgra({!

the. m'psl “la,sxh\.a"on trom measurement, - T

U= z'n‘e satrnent ‘;elﬂ(ted
K "= the rm!c")rrm ‘f'\r'\ Pbe trpRtrnant
EO = the w i.xaror \-f the ath outoome,
. MA = ;hs cosy of mea ement for 'hv. \.th c!msmratmn
o

~ \

an the henefity, a3 the costs,

angt therafore assurmms -

-




n

g f'ommon agreed upon ms-aﬂure of utahty such as dox!as prohts or dzstarce and

\ tlme costs. In Pducmxon w‘* ‘are oﬂen thmkmq in terms of ngcatlona/ benﬁm

. ‘wtth no umt Q7. SCQ’L wad:!y ava'laofe‘ Consequant!y,~tarqe major (ypes of e
Droblems *are sxmply w:thout any mvestxgatwe apprcach as. commcmly under- o

" stood Sorm works have treated deczsmm wnthm educat:on bu' have s:de-

o sruuped the -undanwntal auestions " of’ vame- l\/anDusseldom Rxchardson B

“;?’;Fpiey.\\ 19713, Otne s, have deeply analyied me theorancai conmdnranons

- «;“\\'k"\d?”{’V? Ta!\;c‘!ryenunnna! and rurvuxmar Jalue 3Y bema in decn‘on makmg,

apnee D”J'Er\‘l&!ghts for ’:n‘!m;'mg a pred:rnon rhe pr\ob!em‘ m evaluatspn
‘begins at '};ﬁ cther end: rather than ¢ discovering our value-weights, wa invent
\*‘:rr" ’:’hr ; i “atues are 'tepende it OR Some quite jubjective process: the
oo in the manner f\‘f coitect mq them c.um,i;)‘nmg them, and”
dermon );tuat ons. Yot a good N’:Vlen of \echmques for multiple
.., Cooley, 19711 will ke “ng notice of tha apriori walues

dslons. . s S T e e . .

EN

“a

Tv ﬂ”zﬁ‘ﬁ\ t?h nmb!em we have at \\.TND‘(:‘(J to create o ,colc of overall educanonal‘_:
\ bﬂ'hf‘ht We have begun by *"n‘mma a unit of measure gt - such benefit, expressedt

. as 3 Tucode ct aducationsl \nrcomnhmment sc‘:!ml in the us».w! way with fm‘an\

“‘"‘:“f‘ﬁf“oO i YO 5Coes] U e Erom abiout 207t atie

. B0. And ‘;h i hentee, 5 a fvlm"’i:-n af 3- wmqh ad sum of the
values of Pe'tax var.ables mulnphvd by. theie rmfsurnm(*nt ‘m an mrlmc.ua! or

ot

r!a'ﬂ r]a\ (,On :’)

"UD rm ‘;)rumn!v if the tatal vatue af. the bentee for a hagh.,rho;ﬂ EC e

sist-of some function of verbal, (zuantrlahw sogial studies, matural -
’ \\.\(.upnce ants, ;p*n,sfai and ()Orionah',’ we may display those as branches from
‘the bt‘nts'e n()d(‘ ach may be in turn broken c!own Such 3 treeis shown in
‘ FSQuw & . ‘ -




o FIGUREG e
TREE OF EDUCATIONAL VALUES W

" Soc. Sei.  Nat. Sei.”

“Wri tmg oY ocabu l‘ary

s

| Literature ‘Reading* -Grammar

e

World
Classics

i~ . Prose. Amer.
. .Analysis Classics

Films, TV

“Theme - Rhyme Alliter. Metaphor. Mood | Meter .

o

. O
Source: Page !19746).

NN

"‘ “‘“‘As analysas moves from ‘the general 1o the specmc ar;hm I made from some!:al“‘

to expert op:mon and from Qalue space to test- space .
N 5 .

212
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‘ he probabmty trees we have boen exammmg The Values for each set. of
“branches may be made to sum :to '1.00 for anv node. Then these may be -
multubwud down the Imes to .calculate ;he bentee for a deeper node, Values. ,\
i’\where (hey are repeated may also be summed for atotal apprausal of th\e value of

\\a ngen knowledge or skill, \

- .

RN,
:

: The most stnkmg quahty of the bentee tree, however is: ltS phrlosophtcal
H;oonpleteness Within only a few generations (Seven in this illustration), one may .
;fmove from the top level - phulosophuca! values for spciety, the system; or the
cindividu3l, down through successave \dlvrsuons to the. Iowest most d;rect 'test

“items or specitic behavioral objectives of nnstn.\.non It provides, then, a way to

subsume much of educataon w:thm a smgle svstern ot value.

. How to perform these evaluations, then becomes of concern _and the answer 8,

-

. fanrly stratghtforward in effect we have appropr:ate judges vote on them
“Vanous rnethoqh have been mvestogated by researchers, and we have given our-
* attention: especwny to two, and one of these survwed as'more convenient and
:;{!ess expensive, ﬁ is called the token method; and works by asking the ‘judge to

spend 100 tokens armong'a. number of altemat ives, according to the way he or

she (the ;udge) feels is a proper appomonment of va'ue

An empm’al 1 uganon ‘of the values S0 assngned by 101 1udges (ha!f

pro%ss:ona' educators and half iaymen)vshﬁ'wed ‘hat in general, such allocahons
- of value are made qunckly, w:thout apparent stram Fun‘hermore deSp!te wide.
o mdwndual dxfferences there was: a c!ear agreement betwedn the educators and

the taymen about the top- most values (Page & Breen, 1974). These hnqus were i

'jpamaliy confirmed in an aophed setting with the US. Navy {Page, 1976b) bpt

- certain artifacts of judge behavior were also nogkl. In another, morg theoret:c

artucle it was shown how such tokenmg could be used m the desagn

. curriculym (Page, Zanoura & Konopka; 1976). Ot -cou se,‘ as sub,ec

R ]udgments such we

htings are vulnerable (o the same " sort ‘ob van ble yha
affect ratings, but they are no more- vulnerable- than 'Spch ‘othei R
processes and they have the great vume of being out in th" open, wher

; may be appralsed f_or rehabuhty and fepresehtatweness of 501 ne target populano

P ———————

- of 1udqes In addmon use of the bentee\stﬁateqy pe mats the :ncorporau

0y

) ,lhe vatues” mto de01510n makmg alqonthms which are,

o error free In short, such a strategy e)bploys subyrtave ;udg 1 em but tames ’
B and limits it to those functsons wheren 1S (rreplaceable bv objective .chmques

{AFullToxt Provided by ERI




Values for the Handlcapped T

-

- }Le\ us cons:der some cases of poss«ble decmom affectmc the. p!anmpq for
- A

'\I\handscappw \ o - ‘M\ L e

\ ~tCa$e 1. Desp:m :he aast l’t,S{'!Cthe env;ronmmt ph—a§e the abswot!on of the
ph»s:ca!!y handxrapppd intg, reqular classrooms wm clear!y have habdmes as wen
"es Dependmg cm the nature and seventy of the hanmcap 5uch

b em SENSSLEV

ormal ma;omy How -'nav such phxlosophacal and rdeolog;cakquestnony

3. Jmt a cm:am perce'lt of the smdem populanon may b@ >up;)~.n€:<} by
deral Gowrnment wnthm the pro»asuons Of P L 94. 142 !t is unreasonable

.Lai S&ﬁoO!’y anri the e"t're range n‘ Learnmg Dn i
awi ere - are; ‘ot cGurse. vanous )Demai interest: xgrouns 3uch as
R qaren 5. anci snecs:mzed personnei a of wham ha\n thesr partnc-ﬁar
B ing as much prassurs’ as possibie on the degision makers. Is :

tonal and more promising method of altocating the -

t'wb a‘w enoce ;;-mi

‘?‘“SOU:’

ts, :>f aomr;m m’ma: Jrn tude) are be oW :*an«:!a" b
; \:‘d traorm best

Queer the pressnt

nt

"asn 3 A numoer nf udia
i Glﬁf;! ‘math, A proposed niath pro

astigndtes, raise math *w-rimmancn By tour points in THoores
‘\‘\f"]r()(l.a'“ 8ut 'hf' (*rn" \‘JO'li*" bg tdkx’:ﬁ from. Enqh\h, \.\;hi(’:h would armaremiy‘
o or undesirable?

s,

“eris ﬁ' is ou"ru;% h«.{ in -;ach af the thr.m "d*‘(‘S\” e@.’ﬂ’ﬁ fea'o/bh- N
s tha{ '*we a orisis — ar ’*? least. r!mm'ra — about rhs* b xmmam ot any
2cs iu' O{d!nar}i"{ ‘er‘np!oyed‘ Administralors will come o rrw decision,
\ 1 mom('n\

r

often on the hasis ot whichever pressures seem strongest at th

. and when such pressures are much n «“onﬂxct the admenisirator is forced 6T

mdbe decisions unpopular wlrh many, ar.J virtually ;r'aaé'Ebiﬂ to r:a‘§¥hv“~a!iZe

. Nott{’ that in cach case there is an’ undetlying question of fairness 1o the pupils
30N mas t bc- -

AU

‘\,\»wfcxm\ any 3 D fE.'SlE trearnving at

cem‘ed:‘ t 3
wal!xate(' in t“rrm of p'owctio Jdlr\St rhscnrmmnow rvugdm)h#'almn

h \Putt‘ing ?h& handicap in‘perspective ) ) .

" The ‘fist prablem iy to put ail of the pupi profile not )‘mpw h:s trait of riefam!
on the dec «sson ‘ramﬂwmk Otherwise, it will he very ditficuh to make any
judgments concernmq hmnpd resources, and compnmwe hand:cam Thus, on

218



LR

s (o some u!h 3 >cals~ fo' cornbmnm »core\) :1 calcu!ated ‘ov ach\\
‘.l L\“ us' si' this coml)mad score. 8 fcu the ths studlent, '

~

i 1s xrnprovamar‘t in B
mons ‘sbout bur system
f our rnethocls For our’

dt xw are ~“er~t t*‘d s \'-L v Clear, 3 aenwal W
ar our hwmcagoad ttu(lents 3me—- we can make" da
' need™ some estimate® of the \pzobable\; Success
iDU"DO:‘:S v ‘
8. depending on the levet of etfort expended D!f‘ ant’ han(hcaps will o course"
f'“‘acm.re ditferent sorts of - .rna:rnems 30 the- meth‘ is themselvet wxl: not be
e fnparabse ‘But most f these trmtmemx will sp nd a common and lxrmted
. YE‘SOU'C(" the Qr:)fasﬁuonal {nne {Qwernmj FO’ RIS

N

espec:a'l ‘need, 'O‘k now how much~"m rovemeﬂ{ 15 expectablc gn‘r

NS,

\\\\\ tration, Jet us set aside other .
e costs awd agfee that wt *)au a3 xotal time 7 av ai:a“n for remediation, and that

. wo ;han spencl nme for v"d(‘h pupl' t. -such that SN
\ ome o

. = N NN N
i; . B

F')r each student xvorn xhv-bes\ mfmmauon we e avanlable we\'may os(xmatp i
'h" vamvs ot a omr!uc:mn "mctn:m like rhat one shown in Fi ure- 7

Th~' ‘*3{1‘" shows.an ‘a,xu'n»-d w‘almn ‘hetween i

l . r-zmcma‘l‘ S

e time spe nt'on. 3 s'u'!em (mi
ark) and ?hn I)roqr?os gnade 3t J\»umﬂs that three md'\"(!ua!\
parameters describe the curvé. The formula 15 that of,a fairty fam};,a( growth .
“”V“ (C‘Q Atkmsov !97? Paqv 1973) ) W

+
R
. .- R . \\
swheee 0 B = entee score for stud enti at time t-
Q. = maximum z)ms:b & bantw of \tude':tl X N
:J\summg d“ timez 1"5:!%’3‘:!(3(?\!0 him, o =
b 3 N N . e
—- = starting bentee. of omdm t ) before
exira tirmne
T T T T T e T T R base o the natural mrwn[hm F,
Y, = growth ffhction for student 7

AU the time of \mai(ing a gecision about time allocation. we wiii haw N studen(s
- mligible for some help ‘under the Law. For each we are ab!p te estimate 8 t0),
" the current bentes hetore beginning treatment, on the basis of tasting, We must
~estimate (. and u either from data on othm.. with similar type and: degre.e ot -

‘hd'idtcap and rhm growth historias with tred:mvm or from the data col(ntwu ot

on stu(!(-nz 175 rrprov«-mpmtpm the § xr§! hours of m{w»enuon {the- ')rocedure\

*sugqu"‘d by, Atkmson for first-geade r-*ddmg W(Lk tor ghsadv«ntaged students).




- 'RIGURET S
PE RFORMANCE AND RESOURCE ALLOCATION

.

~—=Bentee score 8, .

@

" Measured in-overall terms, performance is desbribed by ‘the bentee 8 {t) for the
time allocated to student i. Selectlon of time allocatnons (t') for each pup:l would
: \depend on such est:mated growth funchons and on the phslosophy o\‘ the system

4.




Qnoe havrng estlmated the growth for eech candtdete we now have the - \
opportunttY of: decrdlng the allooatlons, accordlng to the system’s phllosophy it
} now posstble at least to state operatronally what goal is: berng pursued Letus -
;look at.some. alternailve goal statement.s, wrth an eye toward the "falrness of -
;~ the allocatlon : s -

) Goa/ I Mexlmtze EB (tl This. would have the effect of produclng the hlghest
mean performanoe for the p.pulat ne of lnterest It would probably lmply
! eglectrng the lowest achlevers, and “would’ surely mean. neglectmg th‘ose wtth \
R growth parameters ’r T.herefore lt is sometumes termed an "elmst" A

. 2 - B . -

o

3 ; 'ammnze the variance of B. (t) Thrs would tend to neglect the most

\ rapld learners, those most ‘apt to beneflt from the. system even among the

handlcapped 1t would be’ apt to ‘neglect the: slowest gainers, but would otherwtse

emphasize- help ‘for those with the. lowest beginning scores. Thls is somettmes
’termed egalltanan . S

Goal 3 Maxrmrze the lnclusuon of. students with low input. scoresB (0) Thls
\wo‘ld rgnore the :ndw:dual parameters of osstble grdwth and would instead
“cangent rate on those w:th poorest: present statu's regardless of’ probable garn

‘ from treatmente Tl’ns chok:e is not often artlculated but seems to be- close to the -

approach
: Goal 4 Mll’llmlle the vanance to t Thzs would lgnore all the parameters of
growth once the pupils were adennhed -as. handlcapped and would distribute the
‘ time, equally -across -the pudls lf Goal 2 is- egalrtanan in outcome _then thrs s
o \tegalltanan m al/ocauon
: \Goal 5: Maxrmr;e- B (‘) under the constratnt that each |dentrfred handlcapped
< pupil will have some m:mmum,time kﬂ- N i§ the average time avallable for
\each ‘handicapped pupll then & is some- fractron ‘such that every pup:l wrll receive
_.at least k of this ‘average time, Beyond that minimum, ‘the resources would. be

_allotted 19 those who wquld.most gain from.the.expenditure.-Goal-6- would- havea-?-f\f—w
. the vlrtue of contmurng to monitor and gwe some attentlon to each: pupil, while :

| concentrating on those .who' ate belleved to” be the best candidates for -

‘ remedlatlon : ~ o

»

’Undoubtedly there are other feaslble goals as well These are not’ gwen here’ wrth
\ the intention of. dec:dlng which one ‘is "“best’": that..is not the role . of a
;‘;‘psychometncnan Rather, they are presented as’an attempt .to recognlze that
~variables need to be taken into consideration when decision's are made on the
" basis, of test information. In this analysis, the “fairness’’ of an individual decision
N would appear to depend on the "farrness" of the. system We should- recognrze\ )

FullText Provided by eric [




Jevel of govemmenh Thus, the problem is: mevntably how to aI!ocate those
\ esOuroes whrch are ava:lable And itis. d:fhcult to nmagane any reasonable

o ethbrted by thrs analysrs

~The Complexrty o? the System

For. those used to Customary procedures the derﬁand for rnformatron mav seem ‘

' \. exoessuve and the drffrculty of the algonthms compared wrth what-we are used

to, may ‘seem. severe The response to these obgectrons ‘goes l-ke this: Exactly
Whrch goals are we currently ttyrng to optrmfze? ‘And exact'y what mformatton :

\\do we need in order to do so? And -just how ‘will such rnformatlon enter the

ystem? Thxs respoose emphasnzes that there is no alternatlve theory of rational -
declslon making. . Ant:c:qated benefits count Menerai preductlons about
present and future status of" puprl per‘formance B Utnlmes ‘count on’ value
weﬁghtmgs of- antrcrpated bene\‘lts Decrsxons count on: some balanc-ng of utrlrtres

amst costs Student selectron counts on the’ prvncrple of optnmrzlng some
runctaon of" the avarlable vambles Lackrng an alternatwe theory : ‘of decrsron
makmg, we- must recogmze that, wrthout the prior rnformat'on avarlable 10 us,

_we are currently makrng ;udgments whsch are unknowably sub-o trma! True as

) absence of such rnformatron renders rllusory any attempt at comprehensrve .

the sort of cornplexrty which is now handled in artrfrcral mte!hgence systems o

Tauett (1975) f0und in a- comparison. of current vs: optimal_teach ]
good pro‘eSs:onal decrsrons may not be very. dlstent from optrmal ones Yet the

evaluatron
Furthermore there are reasons for optrmrsm in such applrcatrons if we. look at
(Mmsky & Papert, 1969; Slagle, 1971) large data-retrieval sets {the National

Longrtudmal Study}, and the massive mathematlcai programmmg systems whrch )
can. optrmaze a thousand variables, Granted more. mvestment will be needed in

such apphcataons o educat«onal decrsron makmg, but the ‘additional sums,.
. needed for research and systems engmeermg, are very srnau compared with the .

m-wexpendrturese for_«the..sapphcanon-_ofwP L. -«94-142,tand even for.. ther«testmg

o :programs and commrttee operatrons necessary to gurde those applications..  *

o Above alt, rt 15 necessary to recognrze -that human cognitive’ systems whether of
oo the mdrv:dual or committea decnsron maker -are srmply anable. to. compete wath

“effective algonthms Hitis (1971) ‘made this -point’ very well in a review of the

" literature on_what is  often called ‘statistical vs. clinical prediction.” His

e conclusron on “this pomt is worth notmg at length
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(l it expert )udges are to be ‘used in the selection orocess oresent deta suggest ’
that they not be auowed to rmake the tinat evhlumons upon whrch decrsrons




’ that generafg"ﬁha‘ wval 6nsﬂ
{ . the: Asumam of pericemance.

bie. nature ot these dec:sron systems -assures that-the: Law”
! that “no. smgle procedure" will’ consntute the‘ibas»s for\
on in the Handzcapped svstem ‘ T :

RS R “be consrdered ana)gous to‘jurres when‘:
) onsndermg only the classuf:catnon decrslon and thas relatuon s explored in

‘ \prrmanly devoted to questnons of rehabnhtv

fMaterxa] in ‘h}s chapter has. had to be often qhvte abstract and general and some
£t too techmcal for maost of the dec;snon makers m the schools It would be"
vety napproonate ‘however, to ;gnore such matenal on that ground for as}
ewey put lt "A good theory is the most’ practucal thmg of alt.” And the theory
o]\ dec:sron analysas consndered mathemat:cany is. demo rably sound, in’ fact .
mere :s na respectable alternat:ve rheory about decrslon\makmg Yet: to take B
advantage of such reasomng itis not necessary that everyone understand rt any
more - than one needs aeronauttcs tobea successfu! pulot It ist necessary that the
more’ techmcal people confront such a»ds and study them ‘hard for " then
apphcab:hty n educatton ) e

. CHAPTER H R :
PROBLEM1$ OF RELIABIUTY FOR THE HANDICAPPED

T“ S chapter :s concerned with’ many of the\ uest:ons beanng on the relrabrhty

of the assesgment procedures for tmplementanon ‘of the Handxcapped\Law. h xs
tended to lay the techmcal background for recommendatuons by c nsnderung

\\such *rehab:hty from the most classrc perspectwes and then’ lookmg at the
,-mphcatrons for the specral sorts of measurement requured of the Law T




Iar rmpomnoe 0l

forms are gwen on separate occasrons to the same set of subgects there wrll be*( \
i e M, W . Of course thrs relatronshrp will-

" be.3! fected by all of the many mfluences bearmg on test performance (Stanloy, -
971 p 364) tastmg and .general charactenstxcs of. the mdrvrdual,,lastmg but:
specrhq characterrstrcs of ‘the individual. (such as the handicap ‘in- ‘question);
femporary ouz genera!‘“characterisncs*of*‘thc“‘mdrvrduat-*(such*as-«fatigue)—

ERIC
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Each Test form !s assumed 10 be a random samplp from a umverse of tes! ntoms
concernmg th@ ablhtv ot skm measured ‘




beiwéen the content of the two forms Rather the content s s&rmlar only;n
because of . \the hbmogenevty of the umverse of content from whnch thev were\

: Tht' causal paxh from ‘the. true. score to the score’on either test form then may -
" beestimated a5 \/_.1‘_.. Thu has the-resuit that in‘standard form,

23 03! 21 \/\r ‘\Z\‘\f

However whor\ we are werking ‘only. wn!*j)sorvéd score values fsuch as are
) ‘;xo:eswd in’ T.scores, grade equwalenms ete). then we must remember that
R true}cores will have. a smaller variance than the observed scores, because of the,
- removai of error. That is, accorqu to one dehnntnon of rehab:hty (Stanlev. \
1971 p37a) f T : N

. (} ! N S .
Py = T\ ;- hence O =‘J :

\\\

0 2 If

X

that ss the populat:on correiat:on between (orms ;s the raho ot the truesscore .
*'ance to the 'otal observed vanance To ronvert thv tPue score to units of the - ¢




: \ FIGURES .
PATH DIAGRAMS FOR RELAT'ON

BETWEEN TWO TEST FORMS AND A
TRUE SCORE FOR THAT TEST

Any relation” betwem the two opserved test sco
thmr commaon re!anon to-the true score, since the{ are considered samples of
~ha umverse as in chure 8. Thus the path of cis the oroduct of the paths .

for a and b. Therefore the relanon of each form to the true score is the square
frcmt of the observed inter-form agreement, )

Ysuch as ¢ 2) is cau\'sed By

~




hts reooomtton leads us to a hlghly relevant observatton about selectmg students:

for rernedlatlon on the basis ‘of. such true score, as recommended by Ysseldvke.
ather the recommendation will rnake any dtfferenoe depends upon how we

nten to\determme‘who is. mcluded in rnedlmon The two cases are shown in >
e’ 10, nd another Flgure ll

In_much. of the dlSCUSSIOl’I whlch follows. we shall be assummg some cut‘offi
8 ated by the limited resources: The word Quota" is currently unfashlon-*’
A 'must be recogmzed that in a held Jas. fuzzy as learmng dssabllut \
th\“re\ must be in fact quotas, wheth&r‘expllcn or dlsgulsed Estlmates for specific
readlhg dlsabtllty," for example “range from 2% to 20% or hlgher lt is obvrous :
itha Sin fact, hardlv any student achleves hts/her \ real potentnal -To. gwe
statistical analvsls some conoreteness then, | have often assumed a quota of ]ust*‘ \
TS practlce thls will be:larger. or smalier, dependmg on’ the nature-of .
cap, the expense ‘of the treatments bemg consldered “and’ the budgets of *
- . th __supporting agencaes in’ the lollowmg, therefore the ”2%" should be
: \constdered only lllustratlve :

B S

n oase la) we assume a quota selectlon mcludmg gust the bottom two percentii«
of"the populahon in‘our remedlatlon ‘I such a case, transformmg 10 true scares -
has no effect on selectton since under linear transformatlon there wtll be no‘f

: jchange in rank order of anv selected N 3
ln case (b) we. assume the only condltlon whtch would make true-scorer
gransformataon meanmglul that it will change the composmon of those selected;
for treatment. We - observe that with .2 cut:score in terms o‘f{‘ the observed‘;:“
dmnbutton the number. of those selected ‘can be drastically: altered, dependmg~{

; on the. estlmated refiability of the selectnon test. In the Figure, we.have assumed
.a rehabuhty of .70, whtch under a normal d:stnbutton implies_ that vn‘tually no .
true scores wnll appear to merit such remediation. With. higher rehabtlltv, of
course ‘more will be selected, and wnth perl‘ect rellabnhtv, thé true score will be“'
ldentucal wlth the observed score, and the same. 2% will be selected in: elther case X
For select:on purposes then transformat:on .to..true_score estlmates does notf\i

..appeav\toﬂmake._any._sdstf,erence lthough it.might be a healthy practtce in its"
effectt\ on the attttudes of the personnel, mvolved) when we -are consldermg the o
. case of a s"b le test for a smgle program \ ‘

EBut ‘one lurther case deserves notlce when we .are, l:muted las tmplaed by P L \
94. l42l to ‘some quota for aII dlsabrlltles comb:ned in such a case, where we are
usmg cutscores for: ‘inclusion, the. nature of those mcluded ‘will be partly a
functlon of the relnablllttes of the selectlon instruments. For. example Hin
' Fsgure 10(b); we had another test for another disability, and this second test'had L
‘ a rehabllttv of 90 then we would mclude more students’ dlagnoserl by thts; -
second “more rellable “test. ln a sense thts would relegate to the' test
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T URIGURETD S
| CONTRAST OF TWO Poucuss
| IN Use OF TRUE. SCORE EST!MATES

true scores: esumated
from observed scores

the bottom 2% :

+ -

“true sCores estimated
“from obseryed scores -

akk

b)) A cu(~poir3t sé!e\ction~ those whose true scores
are est:mated below -2 standard deviations in i
observed umts \ ‘




. FIGUﬂE u. N :
TRUE HANDICAPPED AND‘
OBSERVED CUT PO!NTS

True Scores

. {a} ’ ]'me xcare’d«smbunon ror an observed scmei
) et paint. .

_Two types of error: \Selecting~"handicapped who
s b truo scorc\ are’ above (‘UY pomt or failing W w!on

errors w:il be made of mclus!on and exc!usmn e - b




ch; racter tros some of the ,udgrnent more properly relegated to socra!
educatrona; considerations. In this’ ‘case, too, transformmg to true score estlmates‘ L
:~creates as; many problems as ut seems to solve : i

Reliability: of Dafference ScOres

: candrdates fo,‘ specral_fr

;fremed;atlon in those spec:hc drsabmtces Under much‘ id) rcrsm from profess!on—\ \

Is, the- formuia was' 8bandoned and wnll not be revaewed here But the probl'em
\-emams woth us: how to select among those otherwxse “normal" youngsters the .

ne.s\who genurnelv are victims of such an LD. There are: three sub-quest:bns

fow’ do we: know the students are ormal"7 How do we know they have a -

spec:hc dnsabrhty"7 And what i the meamng of ‘any "drscrepancy" between
these two condmons? All are fraught wnth problems of unre.:abrhtv ‘ ‘

A.S_\‘porntedm out by others in thlS context (Ysseldyke 1977 Salvta & Clark e

972), ‘the meanmg of a drfference between two scores s dependent on: the\t
c0rrelatron between the two'tests; the» rehabrhtues of each, their standardgi
deviations;: “and anv ‘ditferences between the ongmai samples used for the
nOrmcng 1t we convert our school data of interest 1o 2 scores then we are st:l!" -
concerned with the three coefhcrents and are anxlous to know how rnut:h ‘trust
xfwe may put in the dcfference

‘ Suppose we, ordarn a: raohcy that we are mcludung on!y those who have an
: chnevement 1.5 0 below their achievemnent: include student 7 if D, 21’5, What‘ o
\can we. expect the dlstnbutnon of D to be? In genera! the vanance of a;“
,drfference is gomg to be ‘ ) : :

o t"q?f‘“*oz ~\2Cor‘n\2)““

—»Where--we have“Z scores*and Ui“Q‘ “0‘22 =) then thrs“formula becomes
¥ =2-2r,%201. \
!f the correiat!on between ach:evement and potentxai is in the moderate range say
.50, then, g 2.1 00 = ¢,.S0,-we would'expectacut-point of 1.5 ta act as it would
1a8: Z}score of a. normal curve;. and include 0668 of the popu!atcon On the <
f\other hand, if the correlatton between achievernent and potential is hrgher say - :
75. then a, 2= 5, and 4 =5 = .71, As shown in Figure 12(al the result is
that there us acut: -point for the obServed dsfference score’at Z - =.2:11, which
‘makes a. very conservatnve selectron ‘{under the normat curve) of 017 of the
_population. In general then, the number selected for a. d;fference cutoff wr" be
@ ’unctron of the cqrrelat'on between the two measures For companson




WA e

F!GURE 12

R ' _Test 1 and Test 2\have
vanance = 1 00 )

- \‘T(a)‘ When r=. 75 ;ust 1 7% of: populatlon is o
selecéd when cut point {in® ‘terms. of test) = -1 5

‘.

) .\;\;When = QO then 14 S% of. the popuiatlon is
selected,. using: the same cut pomt as‘tor (a)




TABLE A
RELIABILITY OF A DIFFERENCE SCQRE

: oefficxent of Co‘(r\eléﬁ\bn :
-~ Between the Two Tests . * ..~ of theTonests
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) would be hlgher than the average rellabllrty of the tests ([r +
\Except for: chance . samplmg vanatrons errors of estumate . the

ncerned such an event cannot occur therefore’the blank Next toi \

a s : a dlagonal of ze'roes, for the' case where the. correlatlon between -

score on one teSt‘\\vs he‘score on the other therefore the zeroes “" o B SR

t is hv:dent then that the relrabrlrtv of the drfferenoes rapzdly mcreases as the
\ellabrluty of the two tests. nses VisS-a-vis the correlatron between them And the;
‘elrabllnty of. the dlfference‘yvould be. perfect when tbe test rellabllmes -were
hemselves perfedt but the correlatvon betw\ en tests was 2610, -
ust where rn thls table, is the typscal srtuatron where we would be selectmg for -
: learmng drsabrlmes and controlhng tor potentlal7 Note that any word we use
for “the . control vanable = potentral" or.. ‘expectancy--.or . predrctor or
ptrtude or." brlrty ; betrays the fact that there is normally a substantral ‘
rrelatron between that control vanable (IO or other measurel and the specrhc\ﬂ‘
\lt or skill’ for whlch ‘we. are selectmg our LD chlldren Therefore we. would \
‘;place our CrrCUmstances ina mrddhng row of the Stanley table ‘

\.Now we' oonslder the dragnosttc LD tests, and examrne a useful summary ‘of therr s
own relrabrlatles -seen in ijle 2. ln thrs Table -we ‘observe- that -most of the -
requently used tests. have themselves relrabllrt:es in the moderate fange. If these‘: -
specrhc tests are correlated wrth ‘the abrlrty measures also in the moderate range, e
hen we w0uld expect iin the Stanley table rehablhtres for d:fferences hovermg\“ ‘
n.a very untortunate area close to- the dragonal ‘of zeroes. The srtuat:on wduld.
e partly saved dependmg on the rehabrlrty of the predrctors - whrch asin the
ase of IO measures can often .be qurte high. Yet we must face as well the ‘
roblems created by part- whole relatronshrps To the extent that ‘'Verbal -
:‘:Expressron" " for instance, will influence scores on a youngster’s 1Q test, weshave. .
T2 G fbundmg Sf the two, since VE may be thought of as part of 10 ‘and the
\ orrelatron between them will be. rarsed creatmg further duffrcultres in apprarslng
he. dtfference score. (And s is surely what happens with such a battery as the =
bled Illmo:s Test of Psycholmgurstrc Abrhtres J. Beyontl the purely - psycho
el ric problems there are obvrously phllosophocal questrons m these part- whole;
i‘?elatrOnshrps when we control for abrlnty, do we ‘mean the’ ability. without the -
iconfoundmg spectflc drsabvhty? Serious’ dl*seussrons of:this questlon are no? easyi Ceoe
ofcom “by, and solutlons are rarer stifl.
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S TABLE 2
TEST RETEST REUAB!L,T!ES ]
OF FREQUENTLY USEI ABlLlTY MEASURES

LT NS TS SR f - Reported
+ Measure . R . Test-Retest
Y C s h - Rellabmty

eveIOpmental Test of Vtsual Perceptlon o
~Eye'Motor Coordm tion
\ \‘Fugure Ground
. Form Qonstgncy »
‘Position in Space -
“Spatial:Retations e
- Bender Visual Motor Gestatt Test
: ~Chncago Test of Vnsual Duscnmmatuon
{\Rewsed Visual RetenanTest :
‘Memory for Designs. Test (Graham Kendau)
nmary Vasual Motor' Test ' e
\Developmenta! Test of Vtsual Motor lntegranon
Alinais Test of. Psychohngu:snc Abjlities - \
Audnorv Receptlons
~Visual Recept:on ‘
"Aud:tory Associati on’
‘Visual Association
‘:,Verbal Expression -
° Manual’ Expressaon <
Grammauc Closure.
Vasual Closure
" Auditory Sequenttal Memory
Visual Sequent|a| Momory

From Xssel\dy‘k\e\ and Salvia 0 97'4);

2

2




Using ;,rue Seores wrth ‘l’m Drfferences

: For d:fferenoe scores the. recommendatlon of usmg true scores is also made. For
example Ysseldyke ‘977) states: :"l belneve we should He oomputmg
liabilities « for differences between estimated true scores - and using this
. nformatlon in makmg tdent;frcatmn and placement decrsuons" [ernphasls in the™
ongmall Hls principal motwatlon I believe, is to help the. workers in: the fleld
\gam 3 more careful and conservatlve attltude ‘toward the’ dlfferences reported T ; : :
~ andlt nis goel 1 strongly support.. The onlv “liabitity fr i ective of -
hapmg attitudes, is: that the term "true" itself rmgh‘ "assume a completely
spunous rnantle of accuracy The true score is, by defmmonf 100% ‘accurate, but
we never see. lt The regressed, estlrnated true_score, mdeed is closer-to the
_ probably true measure than is the ‘observed. But, as. vve ‘have seen, it'is no' more .
‘taccurate in rank-orderingthe pupils than that’ falhble observed ‘score on. ‘which:it
tis based In fact, it rank. .orders them the same way In terms of proiesslonal use ~
hen, ‘it would be’ helpful it all the connota't:ons of the word "true were not
f“camed along as ‘excess: baggage when. we talked about these scores. Perhaps
. “regressed” score would be less mrsleadmg‘ but thls would need some dlSCUS&lOﬂ "
) and possnbly held tryout to’ be sure. N e

\ \\“H wever, s a separate questlon what effects the estimated: true. scores would .
“have on the tasks of makmg identification and. placement decusnons For. any

::d'"e'e"“ Score, D = X, 2,2, we have the same principles in: operataon as for o

‘\‘smgle scores in Flgure l3 ‘we see the two cases compared tor d:fference scores.
-~ We presy r the Frgure that we are comparing a Reading Score (X Dl with =
C.an. mtell«gence measure (X 1ol with_respective refrabilities of .70 and .90. We

‘examine the gase of a student whose Reading is - 200 ¢ and whOSe 1Qis:1.000. =
In Case (a) \;en \gthe Difference Score ‘is - +1.00. In Case {b). .we have regressed: _
‘:each score B fore: combutmg the dlllerence. wrth the resultlsﬁ hat the "true ! }
\\D’fference Score is.now -.5 - msﬂnalf what we. lound before The. effect of: the: O

rue-score transformatlon here is to shrink the d’nfference score (tompared with™

that' oomputed for the observed scbres), However if we give the hlgher refiability

to the Xgp,. and the lower to the X,.. we find that the “true’” difference’ =
sbecomes slightty larger than the observed duiference -1 lO This happens because

“the rellabllmtes -serve .as welghts in the equahon







Let us assume as in the typscal case, that Z < 22< O and i >0 WJ can then
v ‘\“klout tha fo.lowmg facts about: the dnfference score
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compare the drfferenoe wrth the estnmated tme drlference
»drct the relatwe srzes accor;dmg to functuons of these same ratros We

regressed scores

) These equahtres and mequalrtres numbered (l) through {6) drsplay the
complexmes we encounter when ‘we. transform scores to estimated:- true. scores

\ nd then attempt to understand better the drfferences between the potential and

\the achrevement in the vanous defrcrency areas. What keeps commg back to us iy
hat regressmg the true score, whrle rt gives us a value closer to the: longvun
:bserved for a student will not help us rank-Order the, students, in order’ of need
or pnonty. any better than the observed score, exactly Because - rt i - equally

‘hlled with error. And as suggested, the: label "“true” may serve in the local agency
lurther to rnsprre a mrsplaced confrdence in the resultmg numbers

i Regardmg the use of tho relrabr/ltres of ‘the. "true drfferences " these would
: *appear*to*be the*same“coerhcrents EL Y those lo‘r“the observed” dllferences sance K
‘the . same. uncertarntres ‘enter in each -case, However the standard error of
":tmeasurement of the difference - {SEM.,¢) would aoparently be different, since:
the standard (levratxons of the regressed scores would clearly ‘be dszerent from
e far the observed lndeed wrthout workmg it out, fofmally here rt seewls N
that_ the (SEM'“) if. regularly reported and- transformed rnto probabrhty
distributions about the estimated value, would play the same role. .as working
dith the true scores 50 far as we are concemed with the proper dlsplay of
uncertamtv of classmcatron That s, the local agenr.y could work with such.
lassllrcatrons ‘as the lollowrng ) Johnny 5 Readmg seems to be one. standard
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is therefore suggested that computer programs be developed;
i st thls sort of pnntout ‘and that these programs and‘

Howc“many professronals (at any level) c0uld work 0ut such mdrvrdual"
probabrf“tres ay therr desks even if they had time to. do so?- Yet- such
' lex-tres however technrcal are nmportant in Such ‘cases; and not "soft
hat. s ,1 sub)ect to overrrdrng retnterpretatlon of a sub;ectrve sort. Thef
eservatrons abOut’\ ‘clinical” statrstrcal ;udgment are: partICularIy relevant"‘
when the quantrtatrve reahtresare ascompiex as these S -

é?increaSine \the Beliehilrties;

JRecogmztng >the hrrutatrons of current stra egres s one th»ng, but tmprovmg the‘\
irehabthtles of the component tegts is somethrng ‘else, and ‘certain to be strongiyt?”

s destred To the extent ‘we. can’ rmprove such rehabrhtves then the true-vs

_\ dorng so_are the followmg

l) Do‘rnuch more. testrng Two tests will combrned have consrderablv moreﬁ .

rehabrhty {and- probably vahdrtv) than one alone. To the extent these may. be
~ done with less expensive testing (group testing or self. “administered testing), or“

may bhe respectably performed by less-trained professionals, the cost may. be .

B reduced But in any case, the uncertamt:es of classuhcatron and the Irkelrhood of

- wastmg large amounts ‘of mbney through suc-h _uncertainties, argue. for much .

\really fundamental defrnstron of rt is in terms of the \pattern of oosmve
: mtercorreiatrons found in a matrix of mental tests. This is Spearman s g, the first

Q

FRIC
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more of the total mvestment to be spent rn proper selectcon dnagnosts and

Drtnctpal component ofa battery of mental tests, The: development of "lO" tasts




‘*‘:;Tgs\.f et Test

‘mce the rehabmty of a battery is: greater than that of a smgle test the genera! -
factor-of the other tests rnay be used to mcrease the sensmvxty of- the companson
‘w1 th Test 8 . A :

»

.

‘Here we' see that the profsle oV a student froma battery of rnental tests may
ihave some v‘ananon In general however g “will imply some. Slmdanty of. test
r range It our concern is with whether B is sufhcvently Jower to merit Specual
treatmem we may mcrease the rehabmty of the companson by usmg the
‘ battery as.a whole. This may be done etther through the 1oadmgs on the known
B genera! ‘factor, .or perhaps - .more convement!y through “the "total scores -
=furnished-by-some-test- pubhshers:“-We can*observe "in~the-Stanlay - tabte“that“m‘ -
mcreasmg ‘the. rehabuhtv of one test substannally mcreases the rehabmty of the
sdtfference score : R v T

3) ncreasmg zhe re/evant :tems A decmon System requnres addmonai attentlon
~.ta the zone of the greatest uncertaanty ‘Mitlman (1974) suggests constructing an-
) uncertamty band around -the passmg standard (for any selecnon) Those wuth
scores in the band would be gwen more items 5o that a more premse estamat:on
of tme scores may be made. As we ‘have seen, such “uncertamty bands” \rmght
be qmte wide, Uncertamty bands are also accepted b)/ Swammathan Hamble

. and’ Algma (1975) :




! TAB = 80«— a very rare: agreement among judge
here :s a large sublect:ve element Even 0, ‘most of A S chosces are

\“ystem would expeneﬁce chaos« in admtn!’te:ng\an‘ ap:jeals .
prog m wath the fiest dmgnosns typically overtumed by the f-rst appeal

One other perspectlve on. thlS questton is exh:blted in F:gwe 16 Gwen that
_ ;Judge A.made. the ‘first select:on and. the correlatton between. ‘A a“d‘B :s: 60 thej
anute shows the small,’ cross hatched portion to illustrate the concordance ol;
selectton mto an extreme program ‘with 2% admttted

m, the system of appeals appears to bein’ dslemma etther the appeal level‘f ‘

.w:ll \be tnfluenced by the original ;udgment {in. wh:ch ‘case k,t 15 not an ) :

‘ lndependent appra:sal) or it will not be so. mfluenced (tn which case it witl quute
‘:possmly ‘not decide the same way) 1t the .appea! is from. a selecuon tor. LD‘:“
treatment then the appeal level w:ll typtcally overturn the ongtnsl placement it

.. the_appeal is against an exclusion from the LD program. then the appeal level

wilt typlcally support ‘the ongnnal decision. And the difference between these .
) 55 two cases is, as we have seen, an artniact of the unreluab;hty of ;uagment \

Further Questmns about Appeal

\ N

‘There s much that lS uncertam about this second 1udgment in general itis well'l

established that clinical judgment is less certam than mere mechamcal*.;udgments‘ o

:‘frorn ob:ectwe measwes (Hilis, 1971). One question, then as ‘whether:the appeal
gudge w:ll be aware of the former gudgment ‘made, lf $0, then any btas in Judge




{b) shac}ed nomon Y dusmb-mor of A's choices as scon-d tu h.dge 8,
gwan C] corwlat: a8 50 ; o ) - P

{c) _ Shaded portion vs distribution ot A’s. chorcvs as S(.med by Judg? B
qwen 2 conelanon 'AB - 80, - .

In o, oniy gne-quarmr oi ‘As (,h(n( a3.are chosen by B niey, only two Kfths'of A's chiices
] seconded hy B {Ses Note T at ond ot chamer 3 s .




an extrome groun The orobabnhw of A'B is abou! 25 (See nove 2 at
- and of chamef )




< 'FIGURE 17 S A
THE DlLEMA OF A SECOND JUDGEMENT

JUDGE ei
OP‘HONS

WITHA OF A

~“|' CONSIDERS '|" | CONSIDERS
| A'SJUDGMENT| '} EARLY TESTS.

Elther (‘l) Judge B share bg’s of Judge A through ecther {2) consndenng A s

';udgment or { 3 cons'der fig. !he same tests and other materials. used by A,

r(4) Judge B acts mde Andently of A° (wsthout know'edge of A} in ‘cases
‘2 and’3, there is. mdetermmate bsas ‘In casa 4, concordance of ass:gnment is
“fh:ghly unhkelv, as exp!amed in text. .

”%\B'ASSHARED SR moepenoem’f“



1

/is concerned one. 1udge s, hke another whether
an dec:suon-makers or commntees charged wrth thef :

no partmuiar damage is done bv not selectmg exact!v the bottom 2% For the
- purposes. of select:on :nto the program then, we may consnder the error not too N

‘mal rgn

mdependent m whuch case it wrll mean a nearly s\}stematrc overturnrng of thef

~ear|rer )udgment - placrng an. enormous stram on. the’ system In thrs dr!emma ‘

_earher 1udgment he/she/they/:t wnl be comamunated to an: undetermrned\;\r

there s no such thung asa “compromlse If Judge B8 gives any attentron to. the -
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degree TR A, o

h\rs chapter has concentrated on questrons of relsaburty in tests. in dnfference*

t . An the use of appeal procedures w have n )

orme ecommendatrons about rmprovrng rehabvhtres but the’ overall recom'
fmendatuons for the" !ocal and state systems are saved. untit the summary of =
~-Chapteer Lo & :




‘ ‘Thus for Figure
‘;36.‘?The enor;,\in




- given tre‘otment is ot in itself tight or
\ or. unfarr but to recerve (wrthm the resource; \'avallab!e) treatments
: :htch wrll aﬂevrate the handtcap - thrs may be constdered 3 crrterron of faorness}f .
Yo the' rndrwdual B \

et often to‘ralse the quest:on of effectweneSs of treetmen
critic: in the role of the skeleton at the feast P.L. 94 142 was ob\u
under the = mpressron that - we hed effectwe d:agnostrc an‘
COmpetencres ‘and treatments of proved_\\efhcacy Ysseldyke (197
es there is httle ;\e\mpmcal evidence 10 support the. contentionf
* nterve frons or’ treatments lead to desrrable academtc out\ome\\ X )i
raises the rssue ‘of the extent to wh»ch we can contmue 0 assrgn students to
instructional mterventrons with little” if any empmca! Support ior the efhcacy of,l
»those mtervenhons" (see atso Ysse!dyke & Safvra 1974) )

C\Clearly, we need far more. evaluatnons of programs for the handccapped and
\theseimust somehow escape"the problems of the past.. Above all, evaluatronst
\ hould be conducted by competent skepncal and crmcal outsrders = not those‘;
who have much to' benef:t by the fmdmg of Successful results‘,\ he past twenty“
years have demonstrated how often we may be confused by results of ad hoc

\ without. standard:zed evaluataon techmques or external controls (Page

”1972a) The‘ greatest tnsaghts seem to come- when external agencues survey“
rnatenal competentty across: ,substantral data. sets (Colemen et al ;

i-Zf

even targe»and capable researches*wxH“often‘faa! When workrng wrth a very.
understood response surface Ysse!dyke 1 1977) has correct!y rdentrhed*

;two themes:in special education: one: ‘concerned with causesof - the disabilities;

the: other argurng that causes are. “auite. besrde the point, provnded the:! specrfac\

rsabd‘ ies’’ can be corrected One of these s ‘more akm to' ‘cognitive psychology \

the other'to behavuor mod One i more akm to trad:tronai scxence the other s

more to practrcal engnneenng One can sure!y argue both sades : \

itt

) ‘\Yet in the Iong run, however much we need specific and immed e remedles weg
) must keep pushtng for better understandrng of the causes A k questron about T




a trait which is
960‘:\;Mathe‘r\_:&\

‘ degree to whrch heredrty; ccounts for measured behav;or - exact!y“ .
X because professronaﬂy speakmg, we are not concerned with' heredrty at alt, That

n general, th avrdence of hrgh broad herit

‘ al khat\ it f\{nds rts way |nto standard elementarv textbooks {e.g gf;
rlgard Atkmson & (tkmson 1975) wrthout debate.: What is. more :nterestmg:jj‘

y \and rnuch less undnrstood is the hentabchtv of prome drfferences of spec:frc

‘abmtres Let’ us consrder the hst of tarn prescrrbed Learnmg Drsabtllt:es underﬁ
. 94{142 oral expressron hstenr comprehensron wntten expresslon baslc K

eadmg\skﬂl readmg comprehensrorr mathemancs‘\‘calcu!atronNmathematrcs
e ing When we hnd marked profne drfferences in such skrlls to. what’ should
ve attnbute them7 To genetrc drfferences in the trarts7 To past env:ronmentat \

shsstones7 To errors of measurgment7 As we sha!l see, the. Concern abOut errors\‘\

of rneasurernent is a reaI one But once rehable proMes are estabhshe“ what -

altenng the traut (That ns by envuronmentai dmerences such as found sn our‘ .

'. culture In theory, if we had some. dfect:ve treaiment avarlable which was hardly . ‘
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r found m aur culture, we mtght hope to :mprove the trart regardless of the .
xf h were very !ow for ‘the true




Enghsh Usage ‘
&\Mathemaucs ‘
“Social Studres

Naturel Scsence
B \‘Vocabulary

Yhe. tabled values ‘of h2 have not been corrected for the unrehabmty of the -

scores,” an aheratnon that would typnca”v mcrease {he rncorded H‘entabuhty. But
| hese are oniy mdxcauons from “a very- fecent study As shown elsewhere thef

er‘ abmnes of scholasuc ach!evemem have a fazr range of moderate coeffucvents
‘the hteramre (e 9., Jensen 1973 Ch. 4). In Austraha mvestlgators foundf

\hentabmtues tor. a !ong list of ach:evement tests tor 15-year oids, and they werei
as. h'gh as those. for 1Q, largely in the .70’ and 80’ {Martin,- !975 p.225); -Still,

one could. argue that the hereitability of - achaevements is deterrhiried by the

j‘Joadmg on & hentable g factor that the prome d:fferences in other w0rds were

 the result of envuronment

E

.\)

RIC

\To test thns hemabchty of specmc tralts Mamn (!975) looked for telltale
emteractnons and cevanances for d:fferent school ach:eVements Wnth smallf

osts were: not. concluswe Still, he found what. ‘appear.

mgs ‘on’ d:fferent gene iocuefor compansons jf‘Enghsh‘andi .

Mathefbetuce ‘ nd\of la and helght {p< 01 This study only suggests techniques

‘for anainw of'such questlons and pomts to'a faor probabmty of fmdmg specmcl
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\xmes\,easoned that learning. drsab:htms shoutd be wdged chfferen y
0 tggtn‘ni ¢ igr‘t;\ii ps.. Tha tis tr,‘) ksa\y ;; me\\n tal frgtérdé tiorp; iw‘oqkl 6e indréated

-

y, m A plurahmc assassmam lhe moanmq of a pamcular test score or
adaonve behavuor scoro shomd be mterpwted nat on!v wnh.q the namewmk
‘of the s!amlard-zed norms based o0 a3 samnle of. Ang\o ch:!dren {by this is \
1:~;meam the white, English; )eakmg magomvi but should also be evaluated in~ . * °
\‘wlanon to the socioculturat group. to which the child. beiongs H:s pomvon‘f B
-on the norms: tor his own socnocultural group mducam his probable pomnual;‘
or Ieammg {p.445) = R I




?AVERAGE 1Q SCORES BY- RACE
| ANDBY SOCIAL CLASS

\ccu‘ at-on“ and parental educat-on Thuame cut~pomts were dse or SES for
ali students\. Here as in the other studtes the ton SES mean for the\\ egros feu

Th:s fmdmg of perslstmg Biack Whate dofferencgs despue controllmg for \soctal' R
tassms of course .the center of the “nature -hurture debate,” as’ wndely waged in*

irace cdentcfver by another name, is res:dence in‘a commumtv that i biack or .

chool attendance ina predo i ant!y black school When th\s is onmalled out of

rngreSslon off mtelhgence n. race, nt essentca!lv removes . the vanance )

t \butabl\\e\to ce, and consequently the means _may e:cons:dered equal M

wise, it seems impossible to explain the race fterence usw»g the best

measures we otherwxse emplov 10" study cUltural advantage The current debates

\cent\er around exptanatnons wh:ch are either completelv envuronmental or whvch
“provcde for some- genetnc mfluences m ‘the race d;ffergab :

249:“




have.. pbsorbeo elreidf
& Spuhler 1975;

ndoubtedlv creates consrderable \,cno unusuaf straen in relauons w:th the :
aspmng, well-educated end affluent Black parents. SR ‘ y

Therefore we should esk what c0nclus:ons are currentfv gustnfred by the:f
warlebfe evrdence and logic. On the quesuon of genetrcny, one “of the most
recent thor0ugh and ob;ectwe ane!yses is forced 108 still uncertarn outcome\
;wnsrstgnt wnh a genetrc rnterpretauon -but not necessanly exc!udmg a*f .
‘subculturat onef' (Loehhn Lindzey, & Spuhler 1975, p. 238). These authors,
hkeNochols ( 1978) outline a number of. promrsmg avenues.of research lnto the .
uestton for the near future mcludrng ‘the eugemcs—dysgenucs trends whlch for‘"
inori \ m. i‘re her more urgent fp .256) than for “the' socrety as a
*whole Screntrfrcally, then, i we. review carefully the status of the questnon}_
«among most screntusts who heve studred‘the issues, we roust conclude that there
is a clear consensus that ‘genes a moortent n. mtelhgence but not a- c!earf o
5 consensus about the possible. gene i¢ contributions to the. wndefy ‘observed race e
: drfferences in mteurgence and school. ajhrevement..; SIS R

At the )urv is stm out scoentrf:cally, at :s also still out legally The term reverse‘ ‘
drscnmmat:on has possably overtaken the term * affrrmatwe acuon in the
press i stones centenng eround 8 number of court tests of racnally sefect;ve :
programs {e.g., Bakke v. the Ummuty of California). And the quest:on of "

. whether tests are. fair to Blacks rs the sub)ect of other.court tna!s {e.g., Larry P. ]
v, Wilson’ hm.-s) \ ~ x

RO | § rs necessary to stress this very :ncomplete situation, both screntnfrcafly and
---—-fegtlfy rwhen-we -consider-. -the-possible-use- of-tests for-the handicapped.-If-we- seta«m-‘—-—-
wde the nature-nurture controversy, and study only the relationships outsrde\
. the genetrc questions, . then the consensus ‘of screntusts reauy becornes\qurte: -
. decrswe there is_not.real "b:as in current tests, if we take as evidence th .
bod of, uccumulated data about the relation of tests to other tests, and to 0 ‘er{ :
me ures in the educational and vocatronal world Investrgators qune outside the .
genetrc debate have concluded that the .races share essentrany the: same“;‘
egrassion Ime (for the predrctuon of other performance through tesung) for




woqu become Iess frequent lt ‘would

ctassmed as. MRs {or" some other more palatable term descnbmg _th ;‘ame

col dmon) would contmu be’ Iarge and‘\m fect perh‘os grow. Bu thee

.Jon the oomposotlori [ LD* progrerﬁs would depend on some‘unresolved
\*=;Questnons The Federel guxdehnes defme [Ro)} on!y as 2 .severe dnscreoancy
‘:«between ab:hty and achoevement and do not Hurther™ defme 'severe’ drscre‘
~pangy.” Therefore the LEA must operatuonauy defme LD for: melf lf - ls““i
" defined in’ terms of absolute handxcap relatwe to the populatuon “then the :

propomon of B!acks would be large. If LD is defined in terms of defucnt wrthln

‘ ;;an md:wdual profrle lie., achrevement after controlimg for * ‘potential”), then.
the proporuon of LDs. would probab!v be not much. drfferent whatever the .

\fethmc ‘group cons-dered {This is. ‘another way ‘of saymg that the variability
. within prof:les probably does not greatly. duffer from group to gtoup.) The most

. probab'e resolution of the Quodehnes ‘will. probably be a cornbmatton of theSef ;

two ¢ insrderatrons a cornprormse between these extremes selectmg those quite
~low in LD category, but within a “normal’ range in general abrhty To see how .o
\\such a system. m' Iect LD youngsters we include Fsgure 18.

~ Jn*Frgure*-i ;-we \constmm WO mpulattons‘*A and" B, to he 160sely analogous to
- the White and . Black\ populations. (The letters are used to emphasize that the

" figures do not:represent -data, but theoretoca! reasoning.) ‘Grolip A has one g N

‘f‘:hrgher general e'omty “than Group 8,3 meesured either by 1Q. tests or by some
g from. battery prof{ 0 s; Accordmg 10 the assumpnons here, only those members -
- -of ‘esach group in the “normal’ range are ehgrble for cansideration -for LD
"I;se!ectoon Since the “normal®’ for Group A has a higher:average then for ‘Group

B, m can expect some of thus dufferenoe to be reflected ona specmc meaure o’
-




. SPECIFIC DISABILITY
MEASURES FOR NORMAL’

.

- -
¢ e

& Normal trom Group 8

- GROUPS

ENN

H




; psvchometnc coml;nents would not applv Then ‘the. ;udgment oould be
*"*rnampulateq so that for mstance,\Blacks would be onty proportwnatelv\;

d: LD classuf;cations wul not mean the same thmg in chtld behawor or. in cmld
‘iearnmg for the two races Stm more ewdent will be the remammg dntferences il
“the: ' norma& group,

we could expect that the bottom achtevers among the;
: normals would be dusproportsonatelv Black; despvte thesr havmg abnhty Scoresff

o ; h‘ve not asked and one commonlv sxde-stepped in dnscusﬂon of the.‘
Law: bo we really ‘have skills and prégrams of proved etfectweness for the .

" various MR and LD class:ficatuons once the appropnate pupils. are udent:fued? LA
f *~\Inot then such psvchometnc nncettes as we have been’ descnbmg beoome Iess - ‘
N {nmportant il 50, then it would appear to be a disservice to the Black\ chlldren to
\“;denv them the benehts ‘of such -programs appropriate 0

. (psvch metnc) classmcatron e

The Native Language

;..Requtremont and Assessmont
o

The iaw calls for tests bemg nond:scnmmatory to dufferent Ianguage groups.%f‘“
" and mandates that a test must be given in_ a child’s natural tanguage.’ Though
wratten m general terms this ohrase of the Law has a wndelv acknowledge target:*

\;‘\Mextan Amencans and other . Spamsh speakmg vounq peop!e mostlv from .
"Central and South Amenca, manv of them belongmg to mtgrant farmhes For
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f-f\\i) There is the repeated ewdence thats- he observed scores of the: Chocanos aref‘f‘?‘f
i wen below those of the ma)onty ;hrldren : :

N :‘12) As a result, many more Chrcanos are termed mental!y retarded andT are
bpiaced in specual classes than is true of the ma‘onty chﬂdren o

3) Meroer beheves there is an’ abuse of the Chrcano chrldren n "labehng" themf-*
"MR" on the basrs of Enghsh,language tests :

\*74) Meroer tested the hypothesrs that the Chncanos rmght genetscally have more
7 MRs by oartmlhnwut varnables related to somocultural factors on whrch

"7 there was a large differerice” b'é‘t‘ween Chrcanos anc
s uch factors (mcludmg Spamsh-speakmg parents) were partralted out there was .

: norms wrthm the mmonty group 1tself as a wav of avondmg the mnslabehng and
j ;the consequent assrgnrnent to mappropnate educatnonal programs \
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‘corr genotype and observed score) Thns permnts us agam wcthf
the majonty otudent to predlct h)s genotype wntam the error vanance tmphed‘
2» ‘ average o scores knowmg a\

lonq-ru




Fr er, \and C!ark‘(1965) fo a‘large‘sarnple of New York Clty ethmc groups as ‘
shown m Fsgure 19 Here ‘we see the two forergn Ianguage mmontres Chmesef”

the groups‘are byino means equai in non-verbal performance “And. evrdence from;

other sourCes (Co!eman etal, 1966 Loehlin. et al ., 1975 .p. 153 Jensen 197!

i shows srmnar group drfferences on both kmds of t,ests

.-

\EClea ly, then if our goal is 1o be “fair’" when drscussmg yenotype for a broad

LX]

J ‘gory ot”’ mtelhgence we may.not reasonab!y srmply generate new norm

tor: each ethmc minority and consrder we have ehmmated the problem h does.@
. appear\ ” owever that there is. some def:mte Enghsh buas agamst Husoamcs mf\
fi‘assessmg mdwrdua! genotype fqr l,g, One suggested remedy mrght be 1o rely
" ‘more on the Nv testy. for “such appransal So tar, ‘evidence, seems to suggest that,
~the problem is not ehmmated for Hrspamcs by srmply adrmmstermg the tests in.
\-‘:Spamsh with’ Spamsh speakmg test pers.onnel {in Hartford Connectacut these

*bilingual youngsters, mostly Puerto chans did poorly on both Enghsh and S
‘Spamsh versroas of lQ tests: ) R R

. One strategy sometnmes recommeoded for estabhshmg facr scores ns'o make‘ o

some. adjustment for ‘the ‘SES of youngsters In practice, given fairly -reliable = .

.. reports on income, ‘parantal occupation, and parental.education. it woyld notbe
‘hard_.to estrmate;»ES for each pupil® ‘and” to make some ad;ustment ror thei
known' corretation. between SES.and IO The geometn interpretation of such an

;,\;_adjustmen s as shown m Flgure 20: In this frgure pupns abe, and o would be,
 _reported i fterms of their devrattons above. or below the regressuon hne of IQ onf

N o

eRlG o
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Space

(From Lesser, F:fe

', and Clgrk,‘ 965 reproduced in Loehlin, -

\ \\\;:L.iln\zgyf_ﬁf‘;'lr\»d“Sania‘ 1976 % R A R




: . FlGURE 20 RN
ADJUST!NG !Q MEASURES FOR’ SES DIFFERENCES

f— regressmn of IQ
on SES

SES in Z -seores }

In o{nch case, ‘t‘he;ld‘of pu‘pi!s‘a b, ¢ and d {n}‘ould be ré;ponéd
“in terms of the deviation from the regress;on line, Pupxl a, f0r
examp!l would be reported as havmg a super or lO wher H¢)




ould.:such ed)ustment be "farr when our conoern rs to express genotype?
! e questron of Such ad;ustment for‘ ma;orrty {English
\ g f \ \Hentabrlrty is well-established for such magorrty
he treatment of the quest‘ n m a, best-selhng psychology tex “see

; }well~establrshed relatronshrp between parent a and' parent ' oc upatron. ‘
¢ ‘mbm\tron of these\'wo wrdely acknowledged facts leads most gei
th \r\,oncldslon that lower SES chrldren will have -on: the .averag A
genotypes wrthrn the maxorrty populatzon (Herrnstern 1973) As we have

\\hen ‘we cons:der the‘language-drsadvantaged groups such as Qrspanrcs and

X educatronally and culturally m ‘the U S., and the SES adjustment does not seem

©_necessary. As for the Hrspanrcs here ad;ustment for SES will not rernove the .

central language . problern whrch is that in therr homes Engllsh is seldom ‘the’

_only: ~language (-n only - 19 7% accordung to Jensen 1971). The' reportrng ‘of™
E non-verbal scores (clearly lebeled as non«verball mlght ‘be’ an’ appropriate step
N when the. genoty rs sought after -but lt should be noted- that the Hispanics will
“fctmtmue to trail ind-- the majonty s)udents (though for NV. ahead of the
Negroes) But not necessarrly far behrnd Jensen (1971) found the Mexicans in .

Berkeley to be- mrd-way on the Raven’ s test ‘between the Whrtes and Negroes

desprte ‘having a ‘'Home, lndex" (SES) as far below, the Negroes ‘as the Negroes
- were below the Wh:tes This* suggests not much SES dreg for the Mex:can
{sampl . but does not. resolve the questaon of the "falrness of lnfernng‘ the

- ‘genotvpe

W

'lt |s the tentatlve conclusron here then, that. other~lanquage mmormes may be

: \ reasonably described genotyprcally by use of the non: verbal “tests, pendmg )

“further edvancement rn erther theory or data analysls

¥ have gone to such length about the questron of genotype of such youngsters

\\

\‘ffor two major reasons F»rst much of the writing attacking minority 1Q test:ng
B oenters around the questron of ’labelrng of the children as mentally retarded
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he rnore successful mrnormes of Onentat Jew:sh or other oroups) And in the; .
nguage often used to attack 5uchi \!abehng, rthe quesnon seems o:be whether;

he courr cases (e g Larry P v. RI/;
J f\tests and the vahduty of a

For purposes of mdrvrdua! gurdance there xs probably onl : arely‘any neeci‘to; :
1d:agnose genotype. Therefore the term "IQ loaded as :tr:swrth {ofteri quite
gmmate) lmphcatrons of genotype est:manon 8. unnecessan!y cumbersome .
“and, ‘when ‘based on Enghsh tests for brlmgual studems apparent!v brased as
\\well Tfhre are: two ‘cases whlch'are at issue here \ ‘

Y)Case 1 is: whether the forengn Ianguge voungster i§ beheved to be culturanyf \_
°~drsadvantaged N‘ecause of this.parental \language n a way, a. dlsadvantage may - ‘
e assymed and defined in terms, of\ he“percentage of time English is used in’ the
‘home. Here: \t\mtgh! well be that the status should be in terms of readmg \
‘comprehension against the non-verbaf tests of ‘mental abmty (whe:her ca/led 1Q,
\easomng, ‘Raven’s,” or’ some other term woutd te as. we have. seen, in part a \
\matte? of fmdrng moffenswe usage) When the pupil is. no longer much below. h:s\g"
vt;*expecxed score m Enghsh readmg comprehenslon he may be mcorporated 'nto,\ AN
‘the ordmarv nrograms throughout his schoo! dav ‘

;2) Case 2 concerns whether the forexgn language chxld ‘no longer ciassufred as‘~ v
culturauv drsadvantaged ‘i m tact a vuct:m of “Iearnmg dsab:l tv m one of§ ]
r‘the |denttf|ed LD areas ta th!S second case the proper. comparison would seem -
‘ ”to bé not w:th his: genotyprc gental ab:hty by whatever name) but wuh his
\ ~lgener‘al.\pract:cal verbal abshtv o e

‘\These two cases have been summanzed in F:gure 21 Which 5 a \suqqe‘stcd
fj"sequence“ofdragnosﬁ“for ch:ldr‘eri“of foreagn Ianguage background‘ The sequence
“consists of as many as three testing points, and three resu!tmg action blocks. in
“the . usual manner ‘of flow-charts, the decrsson points are. represen{ed by =
:dnamonds wnth alternative results and the acfns are shown by rectanqies in

Decision '3, we note, there is testing of 1Q- {agaily, by. whatever name) of bo\\th‘the L

* -Verbal and Nonverbal - sort. Here, for purpo s. of -decisions, it is quite
o appropriate that the’ Verbal testing be (.onducted it English {rather than in the
chnld s natura! language ) since the assrgnment €0 templated is for work in
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Chitd’s
’ E ngl ish
Notmai ?

Treat live R fo:at nk
others ot SO " majority
- fow abiitey” : S A ch;!dven -

nfnainstreaming is here combined with separat! ng mnguaqe from other problems




predvcteble that in the favrlv near iuture lf not alreedy,\ "ieermng dlsabzhty and\\
LD" will be- terms of mnld conternpt if. not. :mmedsete!y of dens:on Andi -
pn;kvng~ ‘epmpletely neutral" labels,” such as’ "X" or "Y" o "bluebrrds" or.
vhll not escape.a certaan heartlessness of the young, nor the anxret:es
f\:the parents as expenence in any tracked school mem w»u ordmemyﬂ .
demonstrate D : o o

v, it should. be added wm "rna:nstreermng avo:d the labelhng process of

he rpeers and the. comrnumtves. ‘Re!atwe comprehensron will be exhabzted The ‘

extra attent:ons of the teacher will be noticed, and: countiess events will reinforce B
Lthe rmpressnon of lower ebnhty, and the. test score whether known or unknown, o
Cwill probebly pley e reletwe!y rmnor role in the way the child i is regarded S

E

On the other hand :f the foreugn Ianguage chﬂd hes normal abmtues or superior -

ones, these wrll a!so be made ev:dent across tnme The general atmude here

east professlonal attntudes toward the hanchcapped student whatever the source

‘hendrcap But perhaps attentron would be better dlrected toward under-* .

Q

Sc

T
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\rmrtanoe of personalg
: \ lookedg\

APETs) to make., decrsrons : or ‘the' mtbwdual student Such teams at: Ieast

‘whenever possrble lre expected to conszst of certain perSonnel the pupit’s.
3 classroorn teacher a speclalrst in the LD area cor\srdered ‘and someone

competent:m th measurement teld, as well ‘a5 o&\er persons ‘When we. analyzef
t,‘ we realize. that such a team wrll then act in 2 way analogous to that of.
\ry While . there i o‘f course no qurlt to. .be decrded ‘the - team_ will- b
estlmatmg whether a pupil Johnnv falls into the | zone of the: "dlSGB'Qd" and thus.

Clualrhes for. such. classrfucatron ot whether he- ‘does not. Whrle gurlt" is often. -

. seen. as a categorrcal varrable, loglcallv tru\ or false psvchologrcal olacernent ‘rst
usuallv seen as’ establrshmg a “cut- po;nt for;a contmuous drstnbutuon Yet a br’

mav hmge around the degree of guilt; and psvchologlcal placement does after\

all become reduced to a ves-no decrsuon Thus lt mav -be mstructrve to;turn‘!;

The rdeal data tor studv of jury trrals do not exrst .as noted bv Gelfand and“_‘
:Solomon {1977} Such data would consrst of mdependent repllcatrons of. tnals :
under varvmg arrangements of ;ury sizes and com osmon and other arrange
ments “As: 1t is, thev quote Naqel and- Neef l1975) their statemeht that jury
\decmon -making is “a cross between fiipping " ‘twelve | rndependent unbalanced
?ms and bowlrng over twelve mteractmg bowlmq pms ' The "mde endent\ ;




SLTm. . TABLES
PAT RN OF JUDGE" AND JURY D|3’AGREEMENT
k FQR 3576 CASES BY PERCENTAGES

‘Acqmts Convncts Hgngsi‘u :

;J ) Acquits | 134 22 - 1 167
udge Conviets wf.q;; ezo\; o oadl B33

ss i3

.

. t ese hypothetlcal verchcts the gudge- :s seen to be somewhat more mchned to )
) conv»ct than is the ;urv aven when one wunts hung juries as being mcluded with ™
conwctaons Of course, it would: be amproper to conclude, from the Tabie that
either. ;udges or mnes were ‘wrong” in the one- fifth of trials where they do not™
“agree. “There .are good historical and philosophical reasorns for_both kinds of
adjudication, |ust as. there are obwous professwnakax; polmca! r8asONs. for::’:*
:fappomtmg the "Pupit Evaluation Teams. And.in both case$™the “truth” of thu
" decmon (whether the accused reaily is guxl(y T whether t{le pupil real!y is ‘a’
\ vcrtlm of statulorv"'hand:cap )i not. known Rather we' have in, the Table -
.;..sam&&&v:dence ofcthes la(,k of_perfect rehab:hty in the data. In fact whan the
~ Hangs are combmed th the Convu: ions, and- the [)hl coefhc;em is-calculated
§ {Hays 1973, :p. 743‘,~\w¢= hnd an association of the judges and juries slof 491,
‘Thes way of conaadenng 3 qrouo deCISiOn ther, may be reqarded as external: ,
smco s comparns ‘such’ "QC'S!OI)S with those made Quts’
\regarded aiso as havmq somo vahd:ty ) ’

Another way ot »rg‘gardinj the im‘qcess of the iliwv (o7 té*am)\ s internal, ‘with’

N




mvestrgators heve collected mformatron onithe bal!otmg of" the ;ury, wrth\
partrcuiar attentron to:the first banot and the\ inat decrsron The results whrch
may have some bear ¢ n‘the functronmg of’ PETs “are seen:\n Table 7 S

H’ABLE 7 .

GU\LTY vo*r’es ON FIRST BALLOT AND
) JURY. ‘DECISION. =
rN 225 JURIES)

100 % 9%
0 .2

An of the dat ‘from Table 7 were corlected from 12-member j:ori\es; ;andf;ar‘g
\preny stronq m ) Dort of: the persuasweness of rhe‘ majority Wher a&mmonry
. enterad the. ]ury room behevmg the accused qurity OMV 2% 1 ' \
S toa fmal decision of qurlty whereas when a ma;orxty of ny size f.rst beheved
\‘ the . accused gur!ty, 86% of. the rnais were 30 concluded On a. three -person. team
~then, e ‘might ‘suppose that two of -the ! members may - have considerable
\ ‘mﬂuence over. the thrrd lalthough as noted, the, mnmbers of PETs each have '
’ ftherr own presumed sper.ral perspecuve !o brmg to. the- quesuon of placemem)
From the sorts of: evrdence presented in the above tables, Gelfand and Solomon
; 1(1975‘ 1977) have dosugned a probabrmrc model of some. sophrsucanon in order.-
J‘\to ana!yze drfferent sizes of Juries. They wers responqu toa "clarm by the T
. Supreme Court that a srx‘person mry may be expected to oerform equwalently
‘They conc!ude to the contrary, thar n both the areas of representatweness of
sition, and._in the__Qualrtv.ﬂ.oLdecrsrom_makmq.ezhe Idrger_rury..wm be__.._\
mOre effecnve (1977 p. 311), : : o
lt rs not suggested “here that for purposes of puprl assrgnment any teams be
\ronsndered as large as: twelve or aven srx But mpeatediy we have pognted ou~
. 5_‘that much mare nneds to be understood about the' anparatus ‘called upon to
‘° - make these decrsrons charged as they are w:th sueh cumbersome and legahstlc \
: and rmportant responsrbrht!es, and dependmg as they must on evrdence ‘which’ rs

\285'1\ 2 6’




jln :manyereas of\government today, there 's a fundamentat c0nfhct between
freedom of mformanon on. the one" hand _and the need for secrecy, 'on the;
\other ln a sense, menta! testmg depends on surpnse Tests are desngned to

Even before P L 94 142 wnh its.ingistence. on pubhc accessrbmty to records
]andi mformat!on " and parent involvement in plan development there. was:
I3 wvth the secumy ‘of some standard tests especaally those adrmmster !
indiv ual!ye or general rnental abmty At nmes items from the’ WISC have
appeared in psychology textbooks (there read by average conege students n thus S
rnost popular rnalor f-eld) At ttmes |tems frorn WISC or other mstruments have

rb\}t 313 must be consaderab!e

‘Now the new Law wnh i1s- requrrements for parent mvolvement pubhc
ccess:brhty, procedural safeguard guarantees and. severa‘ !eveis of’ appeal
o makes orobable a still greater difficulty in mamtamnng the item secuf'ty of such
“.mstruments In pnvate communication, | have learned of remarkable abuses of
: secunty at the local level: One teacher told me that when some pupns amved
‘\‘for their. testmg for asstgnment to first grade, thev may already have performed
‘parhaps 50 "drawa ‘man’ exercrse;' ‘With. attendant instructio and feedback
“such pracuce woutd who!ly mvahdate the"norrns for a. pupnl‘ yet “such (.hange
liwou!d not imply. any shnft in school ab;ht second teacher told me ‘a similar
story: Groups of up to 30 parants would gatheﬂo go:over the spacific items Yor
- w—-—!h&WiSC or~sxmﬂar~test Agam ~pupds‘woutd expectably-show-a- rnarked‘)ump P

b overall score, by, being. pracnced on the sample used, without any comparable
) hange in the domam of knowledge or mtelhgence How w»despread are such
\practnces :s not known but the prowsnons of _the. Law and ‘the umpOrtant
: ‘ifdeoen(itng on: such testmg make- sult more probab!e parenl anxret:es

olations of test secunty on behalr of theu youngsters
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\But socral decrsrons dependmg on testmg are not new and the threats to securxtv :

of" tests from pubhc anxrety»‘

\To support such a system the test mdustrv must con \anttybe n process of

- generatmg new items. for the same target dorhdin of abilities and kno! ‘!edge &
tem: wmers ‘?."’ a!ways busv And to keep “t tandards constant:

"meanmg of the: scated scores’ (tvprcallv 500 mean\i;~100 standard devxatro
the mdustrv has developed a very usefui arranqement in each testmg pen ,
there are some iterns *‘seeded" among the test items: whtch wilf not in. fact have
anv bearmg on the apphcant s score. These items-are bemg tested outnn a Serious.
\ ¢ internal. defects and . for correlation with the'alreadv tested .

‘ rtems whrch are’ ervmg as the crntenon of a student s ‘score.. Some of these -

seeded iterns: will be. abandoned others rewntten others used ina tater, serious™

N admmrstra n of the select:on test

.

: a:(generai abrhtv) in the SB the child i stmplv toid

ERI
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mean and then the word is saod orange




‘ angmg the words frequently, using: hlghly secure
h meamng of the resultmg IQs. SubseQUent lists

”‘. we se > hi \ ) ‘stage of cottage
ual testmg hke group test'ng, should perhaps enter more of

;ust\ how 'indiﬁdda! such te ts need to

‘lookmg c!oselv at the successful practcces
nd adapung these- to the spec.a! needs of testing for the

‘3*; |

C\HAPTER e RECOMMENDATIONS FOR
" IMPLEMENTATION OF THE LAW ‘

‘ ln thss chapter are grouped the recommendanons wh-ch seem to foHow from
: the enalysvs of - the. precedmg ‘chapters. It is reasonable to clust 1 these
separately 1t \makes them easzer for the pract-honer to read and k¢
y pha Zes me more tenuous Guarity” of the™ recommendat:ons
\compared with the analvsls nse!f The statemen(s in the analysrs are set out W!th
some conhdence thev seem to’ this reviewer demonstrab!y "true o hct:ons
‘ however as we observed m Chamer l depend on-the bakanc:ng of many vanables
: 1ables include the sub;ecnve
: values’\' auached to outcome the dcfferenna! .weighting of various expected
| f‘dts lt is lmpossuble for thus reviewer {or any other outs:der) to declare these




: ppropnat!} age r
: :isuch a:program :




fy should not be lgnored but ne:ther should'\
‘\They should be :nco%g rated mto thus

-others: There rs then p!enty of opportumtv to share

1315 ‘the evaluatton team ., Thss recommendatuon stems from

e evelop understandmg of the team: process and skm dncit,
Furthermore these ongma! ratmgs shouid be retamed in the data system

for rmplementat:on mlght learn to. und‘
research on them )

process of measurement Beyond measurementns the necessary dec:ston about
placement ldea!ly, this decision, too, should be’ made mathemahcal!y, through a
weighted. summ—procedur&«-Ordmanly m-prachce «there ~will -belsome.- capaostym :
' ‘wrthln the system and the’ decisions about sever:ty "“will mirror th:s awareness -
of\ resource hmatatron (lt is. unreallstnc to assume. that there is any cut off
dependent of such resources } Thus for most LD sltuatlons it th be a matter
-ank: dering:the. candrdates for. piacement-as welllas one can;in. hght Qf all
thg\{:\ar \b!es {educatmual psychometnc ;udgmental, famxhai pohtxca!) wh!ch
rnay\ be estrmated ‘and then seiectmg the most: extreme students up to the
capacrty What 3 urged is that the LEA together wnth any he!p‘«at the State and

ERIC::
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he SE The determmat'\ of deswe‘d variables and the
e f ms should be done lcentrahzed agenc»es in dose

treatmen post treétrﬁent testang and app ansa “\\and som follow up for setected
samples of such students Agam Jdteig recommended that atJeast 7% of the total
“cost of. the LEA Hand«capped Program be' used fo such a system (Note xhese

7% recommendatnons are not mtended to ‘mclude ordmary case records ahd :

- guvdance. “Father, these are intended for theraddmci‘f“”!, coritroiled, rasearchable

rec0rds useful for’ evaluaung the treatments and dtagnost: :procedures and

B suggestmg ways in whuch the' Iaws gu:dehnos ‘and acuons rnay be |mproved I\

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

should be recogmzed now 1ust how vast!y :qnoram we are of the utmty of\ these

\30% m the next few years 't kS only costxeffectsve therefore to make a ma;or

al!ocatuon of resources to momtormg the early approxvmatocms )




|t is - mandatory that ethmc and N
ral ‘.\data\e conected for\ appransmg any such bias:. Attached o each\
\ yrd, hen{ win bef standardnzed mfotmatlon about

'standarfh?ed renords typlng the two records :ogether for research purposes F-
fthe twon 18 not bemg 50 evaluated then the standard test mfovrnonon ordman!y\u .

14, Acl/ustmg assessment for Negro students ln most researches Whute and?\.
Black students share the same’

nes“when academcc attamment ‘is
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norms be estabhshpd for thi
“‘tnﬂated towa normal distrit ws\hout
*abaht:es w:th corresp > ljc}gpac ey rh\eh"‘t‘s.w

1tests and rno‘\kl
in- zhe futu ive T : a;mass uf the Handmappnd ay,'em dppﬂndb in. pd‘
tnsts cmnmq as rosh't n st‘udmrs on whom thﬁv arn (o he empioye(l

These are only some: of the prmc:pa! recommendatvom wh:ch seem to followf

from‘ the pref‘edmg te hmca! analys«s of . se!t‘cfed ‘ﬁa\urea of the. Hand:capp@d R

" with! seem mfeas!b!e for ooht'c.ﬂ‘or {)thnr reasons exphc-tly exc.‘udad from thn»

“‘psychometn(, appraxsal . ST T

o *nfr)rmatmn fnedback whnch wdl permxt us: ;o‘
Or them‘and theu’ effects both bermf:c:a! and’ otperwgsg;., across. the
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+ View from the Panel




‘\ e ‘2 day penel meetmg prowded an opportunuty to bnng together 3 smell but{ .
tverse group of educators to react to’ both the‘study end ‘the proteqtron in

state and l‘ocal educatron agences umversnty dep rtrnents of specrel educatlon,fi
\,and: the fBureau of Educatton for the Handtcepped (BEH);‘ ollowing mmal BEH -
~presentatrons by Dr. Ltnd orirfa and Dr;\Maryj Kenned . \tch set the general
ontext “for the study, authors presented Summartes -of thetr pepers and
1responded 1o questlons and comments Durrng the afternoon panel members,
|scussed vanous tssues related to the stud nd- ‘specific papers On the: second :
day, small groups were formed to. contrnue dlSCUSSlOl’l\ of issues and develop K
ecommendatrons\\A general session followed .to share the' results of the small
ugroup sessions. An  issue-by-issue "mmmary -of the- penel drscusslon “and a

“ summary of the small group recommendatnons are prese d tn the next
\fsectlons : *

THE ISSUES

\Panellsts did not view assessment asa xs :gle procedure formlng one sep of the\\
;pec:al%‘educatxon decmon -making process. Instead ch;ld essessment rnlormatton\\
7 was’ viewed-as rntlcal to ‘the: making of each decrslon in"the process. Thus, the'
- need. for’ orotectlon ln evalyation procedures throughout the specral educatlon i
) decisi on- makmg process was evident to pan‘ lists, The central theme of the panel
. became the xmplementatlon of protectlon ‘?n evaluatron procedures to prevmt':ﬁ
T abuse in decrsron-rnakmg Panellsts rdentmed foug” ma;or questlons to tte‘:?f\ :
‘arldressed in “the decision- makmg process, ‘each of which should be based on «;‘
_ ¢child assessment mformatlon Panellsts discussed needed protectaon in evalunron o
" procedures - related to.-the. assessmant undertaken to bbtaun :nformatton to
respond to each ques ien. The relat-onsh»p between the dec-snons and protectron

B

: in nvaluatlonictw:t:es ndentmed by the pa.el are shown as follows

JDecis‘i\gn Iﬁequirirrg Protectlon in € valuat/on ‘

. Assessment Information. ~ Procedures ¥
imdiee s Should the.child. beereferredm._mﬂ_‘aa--n«(‘onduct-routme scrnenung o‘--w—-m* e
S foransvchoeducatronal eva- .~ children. : W
luatlon7 o _b.  Analyze teacher referral

© opatterns. s . - 8
e Analyze prevnous educattonal
‘ . o o S ) mterventlons attempted r
.2, f5 the child eligible to receive  d. . ~Examine the adeouacy of the*
o tspecral education and related e t evaluatton undertaken t

sewrces’ . ey - deterr_mne eligibility

.28
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Decision Requiring ‘Protectlon in Evaluanon
s t:Infc \Procedures

: {Revaew the contmued appro-
pnateness of the ch-id 5! specxa

:hey are used as thougm by pannlcsts to be partacuiar!y prob!emauc \As stau'd
by one‘panehst "l conduct wockshops wrth school psycholog ;t" and I can

. what groups were those tests standardlzed and no hands go up Pebple have not
" looked at the test standardrzauon and thny have not thought careful!y about the
extent to whnch the md:v'dual they assess has.a cultural background corhparable
to those on, whom “the sts - were standard:zed A rela!ed problem 'Was
mappropnate mod:f?cat!on of tosts for handocapped mdwaduals One exa'nple of .
this’ practic e.would be the admmostratton of an. mtelhgence test, standardnzed ah
. hearmg populatson to a deaf chxld through manual sign language Anotherarea
of concern oxpressed by panehsts was the use of assessrne : h

. rehabnmy coeff:cnents as’ tow as .12 in tho makmg of decls»ons wh‘ch

sEsignificantly effect the lives of ch:ldren Yet another problem 'demsf;ed was use

f mtelhgonce test subtest scores to make specmc educatmnal prescnpuons

.

\assc p?oblem was qden!xhed of 1mplemantmg currem assessment stand
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Assocratron standards lf these standards were‘ \ pblued in practlce substantralf
‘ would be made towards elimination’ of some of the current dtscnmrna-‘

z~~\Those panehsts concerned wrth large mcreases m the numbers of‘chrldren;‘
referred. for evaluatton assocrated much of th ‘ \rfhculty wvth lack ot tolerance
flor dev»ant behavror A he regular classroom A general recommendatron of.
. he_ ‘;ipanelrsts was for some. kmd of vahdlty check onreferrals. As stated by-one;; "
. A lotﬂ‘of# aslseS‘smentsare‘ not:n’e;cess)rv ;‘fThe"?fir,stfconsider‘a;ttbn;‘shotul
Zbe makmg rmnor ad)ustments in.a kld s program - Fo\ e)&ample one. panehst
stated" that some school drstrlcts s:mply ask the- teacher .upc ) £
~to hst five specmc aporoaches he/she took in trying to;: resolve the problem ;
oncemmg the chlld Another school d#SU'Ct descrrbed by a Danelrst requrresl,
‘eachers 10 slgn therr name to a statement on the referral form-to the eflect that’
‘ s \benefrtmg sufficiently from regular classroom mst\i ction. Both\:“\

"rategv s were vrewed as\ educmg the number of referrals made by teachers

A

;senous problem stems from under‘referrals and the possrble tack of prowsron of\» ‘
sper:ral educat:on and related servrces to those ch:ldren who requsre them Those\ i

eferrals to the most obv:ous and glarrng cases.” Research
ults were also cnted whrch rndtcate that screemng efforts and teacher referralsk_




‘chrlds spe‘\al educatron program A %o"crfrc areawof concern was tho
trrrre consummg nature of thorouqh .nterdrsc:phnary assesSments of chrldren .

nurses and other professrona!s should be mvolved :n the dragnostrc evaioatrons
“In addmon assessments should be mu!trfactored wrth measures of ~adaptrve\
behavror observatron ofs the ch:fd m natural settings, medlcal rnfc)rmatronl
se!f’ reports and the: hke.: The trme consurnrng nature of such proceduros
' }however coupled wrth a hrgh number ot referrals desrre to process ‘the referra \
qurck!y, and not -enough dragnosncrans for the number of referrals were’ viewed; '+
as often resu'tmg in less than rdeal rmplementatron of assessment procedures Y

e

One possuble strategy suggested for resolvrng ‘these problems was to estabhsh case
e ad-ratros_for_the-vanous categor:es of.dmgnostrcrans -tho.each dragnostrclan
s likely to have other responsrbrhtres e addition to assessment a3 clear trme )
block “would be. def:ned for .assessment .activities. The number ot ‘cases. which
could. be handled n the time available couﬂi ber determmed and pro;ectrons of
‘faddstronal staff needed would also be easdy dete@rned -

v e
- . Lo




”f alternatwe approaches *to !abehng, «Ied{f

o1 exam'ﬂe one panehst suggested that ch-ldren be descnbed on!y m terms of\‘i\, .
he servu:es they reqmre based on. tha andw;duahzed educatnon program A
onsequence four*d, thh th's ap')roach however has been that a large number of‘ ‘
)hddren .are. ‘dentmed as needing special servzces who were not ehgsble forx\

‘soecral educatron and related ~servrces under the system of categoncal defmutzonsf
of handncapomg condmons The\ :oblem as posed bv one panehst is that state. .
a8 d‘requuements for the handscapped are hke!y-to double the other panehsts :

fe!t \that a!i chlldren in . need of specthc serwces should be provaded“tnose;*
ervvces they doubted that the. problems of Iabehng would be avoided. H as‘
stated by a panehst a. chnid is m; emedral readmg program 4 the chald wdl soong \

™ .

own as el \program 4 t:hdd

AL ?east One - parwisst feit’ that msearth was needed on educanonal mterventxons"

‘or ‘treatments and the achievement of different groups of. student;s Specnflcally,f .
“this panehst recommended a Iongttudmal study ‘of teache. -student mteractnons T

\ and their effects on low, avetaq and high achnevmg groups of students. Another-

panehst however felt that amt:tude‘treatment mteractuon research has shown;.ui

httle prormso to’ datst

- The p'\anet ‘did not“‘rt‘ésolve:the issue‘ of labeling and\\come to ‘fz;ni/ recommenda- -

_tion, For now, as stated by one panehst “‘we are reqmred hy PL 94 142 to
dooumer‘l the label —~ we areaccofmtabi hagnostvca!!y .

t

~ASsessm for Educatuonal R T
Programmmg Declsmns U A S

‘»Panellsts strossed the need for Glearer artwulatton of thr- !mkages between\

“assessment’ and progrdm intervention. Individual evaluations were viewed as
7 traditionally conducted 1o determine a chdd 5 -eligibitity tor. spc-cnai education- -

- and related serviges or, in rdore general torms for clasnfncataon purposes. While
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need: “was recognized for standard assessments which identify_ chaldren who\




equrre specual'educatronal lnterventron panelrsts emphas:zed the need for
assessments whlch also determrne what spectflc »nterventuor\s m the Chlld st
educatlonal program should be’ made . ~ o L

Ty ecasrons than \for programmung decrsrons As stated"ﬁy‘ one panel

A factor such” as g will do -an excellent job of predrctrnzg who will and wﬂl
\\succeed in school 1t won't. do a: very: ood |ob of showrng how specrfrcally
to teach an rndmdual chrl \"‘Norm-refere ced tests were wewed as appropnate

\ \e‘\trengthened |f the evaluatlon -tearn
’consusted of the same persons who develop the chrld s mdwrduallzed educatron

however that more research and test development was neederl belore fauth could
. be placed in relattonshtps between test: performance and educatlonal program- :
. mrng This panellst crted a commonly used dragnostrc mstrument One could
‘ work with the chitd- and raise the child’s score on the test, but this does. not
mean that the. child reads any better. Whrle there was agreement ‘that more
“\research was needed in th:s area, ‘other panelists stated that with the use of
cntenon referenced tests and tha systemetrc apolvcahon of the onncrpies of
learnmg, ‘we can move kids forward mstructlonally ~

Solf Study Gundes ‘
1'{here was agreement among panelrsts that the development of . procedures to
) evaluate lmplementatlon of the PEP procedures was a useful endeavor. There
.. were, however, " drfferent v:ews goncerning evaluation - methods and content.
- Se_v_e.taLpenehsts_trecommendedsthe-development.otf..a-checklcst er-gwdﬂ-whtch—
~coyld be: used by school drstncts on.a self- study basis. It was pointed, out by one |
fpanelast that .Mmany school dustncts stitt essentnallv use the 1Q test for decusrons“
concernmg elrgubetv and® programmmg and the qutde or checklrst would be
h Slplul as a means of rmprovrng practuce Another panehst was of ‘the: opm:on*\

average or average drstnct in terms of PEP tmplementatlon Another suggestxon‘
: }offered a full evaluatlon procedure A district would take the names of. a random

-
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sample (o) handccapped chlldren and co%lect mformataon on what had appened‘e
to“ those chlldren qunformatlon collected would lnclude referral forms the
) the IEP and performanoe resultst Arnong the

selfevaluétlon' strategles, and posslble correctlve actlons gould be ldentmed :
) Each state a )l school dlstrlct however would have to aclapt the gulde to xmeeti \

: ombllance momtor g, and evaluatlon of the- PEP prov :ons Rattonales ussues
tandards; good practsce examples and criteria would ‘be ;dent‘ ed and{ \
‘discussed. . GrOup lll focused on developsng 3 model Jfor tfairdecision- maknng\ \
\ =~‘procedures concernmq the ‘educational. p!acemgm of cl'uldren The model wrnch
»uttllzes 2 cascade system closely relates assessment to programmmg rssues

B Groupl . \

h \ iPanehsts nn Group | took the posmon that assessment actuvnty should not be‘
. viewed as a separate component in the child planning and Brogramming process.
fThey recommended that assessment: actwmes be . examlned m relation to each
. 'stage” in the .chitd ldentlhcatlon -and planmng process. Stages were ldentlfled as
o) prescreemng 2) screemng. {3) referral; (4) mdwrdual ‘evaluation, and: (5) 1EP
- development and umplementatzon The’ last stage :nclu(les placement Panellsts
.ﬂwrecommendecl_the developmont~o ‘~a techmcal*assnstance document wh!ch would“‘““*“
’ detall assessment activities in each stage. - R S R

o The group provzded an example of a conceptual framework for. such a. techmoal
- ,ass:stance document For ‘each of the above stages in the child ldent:fucanon and
: ,‘plannmg process, procedural lssues cntlcal events self evaluatlon strategles and- .
o ;jexamples of osslble corrective actions’ would be described. Theso' four toplcs o
"'flfjwhere appropnate would be addressed separately for the school dlstl’tct and
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‘state the group Mr thax !t ‘was crmcal that the fo*mat allow school dlsznct .
personne! to ~add” their: pwn xdentmed Drocedural issues, critical events, ;, L
evaluation strategk.es “and descnpuon of successful and unsuccessful correcnve
: iactionsﬁ lt WA, stated that unfnss {he >chool drstncts could make It. theur own
\\document the techmcal ass'stance document would be hnle used

c ‘Fmally the group ded not recommend iormal held~testmg although feedback to
the developers of the framework Was thOught o be pomnt:ally usefui State .
Feducatnon agency personnel and regaonal reSOurce\ center. personnel were named .
as posmble d!SSemmators of !echmcai assmance documents

-

Group

‘;»‘ e Lo L~

Panehs(s m-‘GfeupJ L!ecommendecuhe (ievetOpmert of a seif srudy gwde whlch
\would add.ess f0ur magor provmons of the !a‘n’—o?&e&ion in evaluauon .
‘“procedures ieast resmmve “environrnents, . due process, “and mdavuduahzed
meducauon programs Atthough mey were, concerned, with the mégmtude of such
\;a gulde these‘panel*sts agreed that’ the components should not be- vvewed as’

pdlated entmes In addressmq themselves to the: PEP secnon -of the guxde




he group. also. had soecmc suggestuons on the content of '(he PEP sectuon F.rst
) recommendahon was made\ that the PEP secuon not focus on an\ "averdge"

ifferent levels cf ump!ementatmn Thus ?h@ sect:on was conce:ved 88 addressmg

currem comphance reqmrements strateg:es for momtormq:mplemcntatoon for®
‘those\\dnstrncts m compluance‘ wnh the !aw and evaluanon strateq:es The

\,fh:,nﬂ p:.\.{.nu 2 szs, pzsreréts mmnnty gfouo
acimml trmof\ walyy, - thel s)dl’l»'li'h were ?nf
Wld. require the expertise of

ot

exptamed the model ail chxldrbn wmxld h‘*gm in thn least rnstnc!‘ve c»nvsronmen'

on the contmuum whlch is. Jhe, regular c!assroom wnh no. ﬁupport sevvnces but

/ needed After regular classroom wnth no supporz serv:ces ‘
ive - alternat:ves‘on ‘the ontmuum wouid ‘be: COnSultanf sem(.es 10 the




Accordmg iy the grouo dommennt;on w0uld Ye required before -3 chz!d wouid‘_ﬂ ,
be transfemd from a less to mare rastrictive placement al ternative. Documenta~ o
: x| tion would nddde description of ‘the educational a(rdteg es which had been Co
" tried, as.well 25 indication of the® extent to which the strategies had been
Successful. No iabeling of the child as a speciai aducadon student would Occur:“
\un{i! or unless the child reached” the fifth lexel of placement, full-time resource” .
room. It i3 at this'point that the chnd wouid be formaliy assessed by a school @« .
psycho!gzsz Norm !’Lfd?(‘ﬂced tests Wou d be administered to document the fagt ST
Ihat the child’ was handicapped. If this € ifth teval of placement was’ not
)uccessful, the chitd would be placed in a systematic instruction or dxaqnowcf‘;
nreyc”mlve chass. At this stage, assessment ’m.mnty is ted cigsely to program- \
\mm’l Th" feacher wou}c' systemwma"\.’ try o attain different kinds of
" objactives with the chatd, uin"g Hiffaron: leaching | atﬁgies:”liffe'e‘"t types of
: mat‘-na!s and feedback.’ Tne goaitis ws:n'ﬁam evaluation of the mud in urder
détermine how the ehild c:cm best be t»mgh( e R

[N

o
N B “ . N

'\Aakmg thn cascazc s,ue'n 20erst: ional was viewed by m gu_)uD as having sevecal e
" advantages over ¥ rore ('ar'smn“a! plagement and pmg'ammwﬂ cvwar":‘ sz>t~f v
through out the fitering process, adapt“m behavior mforma on, §3 peing
coliectegt. An »ndwndual chiid- mory is built which dogurnents succe;sfu! ar\d
unxuccess‘fui education approar‘}'es in terms of chikd om ormance, Serkpf\n\ up
10 a ¢ noint, a child can a‘mp), b \ne.ud as an inst ucuona C-lSuils“f S“:v-ca) can
ba Jeibe
Ll’if*‘ chi

nad, 1Ju:.u!*- St

“The systemn thy the potential ta be \L‘_J um‘h RS
{

R An

sducation. programa. Group 1! soncluted that this anomam
the special ecucation. ek, would w"m-de a base for fair
~a Simplementad by s i

\vhu? not f

v N _:-r \ . ; X ; : . Q R

-

- Commagralities armony the subgroups can by summarives ¢
S ~ . . . : S

]

{
\ut.-\;mw{ recommenda

b

Twe of the
compiange

[ORERT NN . 8

thrag
A |

tation, m»hi s thought the criteriaueould B2 of asistance :35@

: . in‘irnp;s:morstn" u thg FEP provisions. o N ( . e
2. In genurst, . \'\'mfsf(' Ware Uit oo nwr'wr* that ancthar as ment wehmeal®
" assistance document wouldk merely | "‘x admmistratdrs’ shelves of ‘other

wnusad manunls on tegt selection and d'!msm,truxw’* procaduras. Pointing
out that such “aood. p\ramké" guides a3 ihe Arnerican Pnpmlou*rﬂ
Association’s test standards have tong been avaitable. panetizg ielt rhat if

e T ucheical assistance materials were 1o be used by «f:hcﬁ«;»‘r disiriet personnet, ey

they would regquire g formatywhich ancowraged wier moditication and
s N . S N c N . . e R
Cindividualization-of the materials. a¥. o e _—




An gmup; nghasa zadl the, :mpormnre o: zymg assessmcr‘t acuvmes closr:ly
to”information necderl for referral, ehq!bxhty placemen‘t, and programming
“decisions: Tha groups agreed

that. cons‘dgr'ng PEP or non- discriminatory

Nt

. bias thrcughout the' decxs:ommakmg pror-ess ST

" their. emphas- an’ evaluauon pra\uces or ;mplemen auon pracnces two of
~ the groups sm.smi the utility of adém;fyunq good- praCt-\.e strategies tha( hdve
*been Used sucges fuily by- school chszncm ‘

A ma;or co*cern of the- 8ureau ot Edumnon for the Ham:hcapped 15 the
;c’entmcaupn of ‘chitdren ehglb!e tQ réeceive sof*cmi education: and rn!a[nd

.

and - r:he “ase - of asse:‘»m»‘nt
zmn!emen(a-ion—i)ne-s rategy

‘school dust%gct level, Rout tindsc
) ? =nsurmq

emrm nvoceci.urns are x,ounqt-d by the Bureau‘
~chsldr=‘n who ma; rﬂq:.ure spac»ai asducation

: (..ssgm;nqts \
implemant

94142,

] mon’:g-am\ xrnu 2tgs
n uf tha Pratection in: F“?«u

A

mm. thoughts on achiaving quality
‘ isiong of PLY

i Pro o t\rmruw-{*

\.,tentmg as a d;scgnte component of a secmemzally ordered process would allow -

4. Al groups: aacommendad that techmc.ﬂ assistance cincumems or. rnodnls be“]
mrected towards a local schoot ¢ smrt audwnte Whnie ;hp graups varied in

farrede tor an mc.w»duahh*a'uanon _dtis our hope . that

acrveces 'Thz pesithon papes and . sumrna,m: af panel ~hsw>>-m\s nothis
mcmoqraph sug\,e»t any, stra}eg:es for ‘!""DF\JV!')Q both ’nsseﬁsmem pmc°dures .
informat ion’ at the . district - and. child levels nf\\
or- ;mpro»mg a<5zssmmt pmceduras on which .
‘most pdne sts agreed was the estab!»;hmg of routine Jcrerrmng procedures at the ]
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