(3

ED 185 768

AUTHOPR
TITLE

INSTITUTION
SPONS AGENCY

EEPORT NO

~-PUB DATF

-

CONTRACT
NOTE

EDRS PRICF
DESCRI PTORS

IDENTIFIERS

ABSTRACT
4

DOCONENT RESONE

EC 123 %19 -

Yeseldyke, James F.: Regan, P*chard Re

Nondiscriminatory Assessment and Decisgion Haking~

Fmbedding Acsescsment in +he Tntervention Process.
Minnesota Univ,, Minneapolis. Inst. for Pesezrch on
Learning Dieabili+ies.

Bureau of Fducation for the Handicafpped (DHEH/OE),
Washing+cn, D.C, '

IRLD-MonO =7

Peb. 79

300-77-0491

37p.; See alsc EC 123 901-925,

MF01/PC02 Plus Postage,

- Compliance (Leaal): Decision Making; *Disabilities:

Flementary Seccndary Fducation: Evaluation Methods:
Interventinn: *Mincrity Groups: .*Models: *Student
Tvaluation: *Test Bias: Testing Protlenms

Education for All Handicapped Ctildrern Act

The aut hors suages+t that efforts to comply with the

protectison in evaluation procedures provisiones ¢f P.L. 94-142 (the
Educa*ion fo- All Handicapped Children Act) have been characterized

by attempts to idég
groups of minority children,

ify a sinqgle fair .test for use with specific

authors conceptualize a model in which instructional decisions are
made using data on the his*tory of intervention effectiveness with
individual students. Operationslization of an instructiocnal cascade
‘and systematic documentation cf pupil progress throughout levels of

the cascade are proposed .

alternatives *¢ current ncron referenced

decision making practices. (Ruthor)

|

and that such efforts will not result in
improved efforts to elimirate tias in assessment. Drafining assessment
as the process of collectina data to make decisions about pupils, the

ol o e ok ok ok ke ok ok e ke ok ek ok ol ol ol ok ok e e o o ok ok ok ok ok ek kR kR ok b ok 3 N 0 R ) ok b ok ke ok s ok ok ok ok ok Rk

* Reproductions supplied by PDRS are the best that can be made *

* from the oriainal document. *
‘#############}###############ﬁ##t##t#*######*i################*####*##




R - “~Aomra r';rm
.-&! g

r.

3

"PEAMISSION 1O HEPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAL BEEN GRANTED BY

SJawes Ysseldvhe

TO THY EDUCATIONAL RESOURGES
INFORMATION GENTER (ERIC)

[ 4

AT i

he
Ly il

-,



Director: James E. Ysseldyke

.Associate Director: Phyllis K. Mirkin

The Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities is supported by

a contract (300-77-0491) with the Bureau of Education for the Handi-
capped, Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, U.S. Office of
Education, through Title VI~G of Public Law 91-230. . Institute inves- .
tigators are conducting research on .the assessment/drcision—msking/
intervention process as it relates to learning disadbled children.

Research activities are organized into eight major areas:

1. Adequacy of Norm-Referenced Data for Prediction o
of Success

1I. Computer Simulation Reseurch on-the Asmessment/ ___ \- . o
Decision-making/Intervention Process “

III. Comparative Research on Children Labeled LD and
Children Failing Academically but not Labeled LD

lv. SurvevJ on In-the~Field Assessment Decision Making,
and Intervention _
L 2 [ .
V. Ethological Research dn Placement Team Decision
Making S

VI. Bias'Following Assessnent

-

VII. Reliability and Validity of Formative Evaluation ']
Procedures ’

VIII. Data-Utilization Systems in Instructional Pro-
gramming .

Additional information gp these research areas may be obtsined by writing
.to the Editor at the Institute. !

A3

The materials presented herein were prepared under government spon- |
"sorship. Contractors are encouraged to express freely their pro- AN
fesuional judgment in the conduct of the project. Points of view

or opinions stated do not, therefore, necessarily represent official
position of the Bureau of Educatioun for the Handicapped.

" 3




Monograph No. 7«

’

‘
1, -+

NONDISCRIMINATORY ASSESSMENT ANDIDECISION MAKING:
EMBEDDING ASSESSMENT IN. THE INTERVENTION PROCESS

James E. Ysseldyke and Richard R. Regan : e
Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities .

University of Minnesocta

February, 1979




‘Abstract

To date, efforts to comply with the Proﬁection in Evaluation
L AN )

Procedures Provisions of Public Law 94-142 have been characterized by
attempts to identify the fair test for use with specific groups of
minority children. Based on a revic ' of similar efforts in the history

of .psychology, the authors conclude that such activities will not re-

sult iq improved efforts to eliminate bias in assessment. Instead,

-they emphasize the fact that bias can and does occur throughout the

process of making decisions for and about handicabped_students. ® '
D {ning assessment ;shthe_process of collecting data for the “
6 S _

‘purpose of making decisions about pupils, the authors conceptualize a

model in which instructional decisions are made. using data on the his-
tory of intervention effectiveness with individual students. Opera-
tionalization of an instructional cascade, and systematic documentation

of pupil progress throughout levels of .the cascade are proposed as
alternatives to current norm-referenced decision-making practices.
: I4
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The recent and significant changes in public policy on the educa-
tion of handicapped children are reflected in the provisions of Public
Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped Children Act. The law
is designed to meet four major purposes, described by Ballard and
Zertel (1977) as follows:

1. to guarantee that special educational services are

available to children who need them,
2. to assure that decision-making regarding provision
of services to handicapped students 1is both fair
and appropriate,
3. To establish clear management and auditing require-
ments and procedures for special education at all
levels of government, and°
4. To provide federal funds to assist states in educating .
" handicapped children and youth,

This papér:focuses on *he second purpose described abcve, and
specifically on those provisions of the law typically referred to as
the "Protection in Evaluation Procedures'" provisions. The law specifies
(Seétion 615-5c) that states and their localities will develop:
2rocedures to assure that testing and evaluation materfals
and procedures utilized for the purposes of evaluation and
placement of handicapped children will be selected and ad-
ministered so as not to be racially or culturally discrimin-
atory. Such materials or procedures shall be provided and
administered in the child's native language or mode of
communication, unless it clearly not feasible to do so, and
no single procedure shall be the sole criterion for deter-
mining an educational program for a child.

Specific rules and regulations for implementation of the "Protec-

tion in Evaluation Procedures' (PEP) provisions were published in

The Federal Register, August 23, 1977 (pp. 42474-42518). These rules

1 FEB 1 3 1980
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and regulations specify that:

1. Béfo}e‘any action is taken with respect to tne initial -
N .

placement of a handicapped child in a special education

program, a full and individual evaluation of the child's

-
v

educational needs must be conducted in accordance with ' 3

the requirements of rule 121a.532 (Rule 121a.531).

[ S
.

State and local education agencies shal)} insure, at a
minimum- that:
(a) Tests and other evaluation materials:

(1) Are provided and administered in the child's \§

t e

native language or other mode of communication,
unless it is clearly not feasible to.do so; ° |
(2) Have been validated for thé‘spgcifié purpose
for which they are used; a;d
(3) Are adminigtered by trained personnel in
conformance with the instructions provided‘by
their preducer; ' , . R
(b) Tests and other evaluation materials iﬁclude those
intended tg assess specific areas of educational need
and not merely thoke which are designed to provide a

single general intelligence quotient;

(c) Tests dre selected and administered so as best to insure.

that when a test is administered to a child with impaireq\

sensory, marual, or speaking skills, the test results
accurately refleét the child's aptitude pr achievement

level or whatever other factors the test purports to

3




measure, rather than reflecting the child's impaired ' :
sensoryv, manual, or speaking skills (except where those . K g
> skills are the factors which the test purports to

measure);

(d) Yo single procedure is used as the sole criterion for
. ) A e
determining an appropriate eduéﬁtf%nal program for a _ S -
child; and

(e) The evaluation is made by a multi;disciplinary team or

other specialist with knowledge in the area of suspected

-

_disability. S : | o
(£) Th: é%ild is assessed in ali areas related tolpﬁg Sus:
pected disabiiity, including where appropriate, ﬁealth, L ‘ .
vision, hearing, social and emotional status, general
intelligence, academic performance, communicﬁtive status, ’
‘and motor abilities (éO U.5.C. 1415 (b) (2) (B) (121a.532
.a—f).

IYsseldyke (1978a) called attention to the fact that review of.Con-
gressional Lestimony'relevaﬁt to the "Protection in Evaluation Procedures"
indicates an obviously much broader concern than simply with the fair-
ness of tests and test items as used with mgmbers of minority groups.

This broader concern is with abﬁselin the entire process of uéing assess-
ment.data.%jxmake decisidps about pupils. Abuse is évident in many arenas
relevant éb assessment of children and includes: 1) 1napbropriate and
indiscriminate use of tests, 2) bias in ghe assessment Qf handicapped

children, and identifying as handicapped those who are not, 3) biéé

throughont. the decision making process, and 4) bias follow‘"g assessment.




This nation, its researchers, and educators, have exhibit®ed con-
' . > 4
siderable effort in attempts to identify the fair test for use’with e
. ¢ R (A4 @
students from-specific racial or cultural groupsL For decades, psy- . '
. ¥

chologists have struggled with the concept of nondiscriminatory’assess- pg\ :

ment. * Initiallv, when differences were observed in the test performance

r

.of children representative of minority and majority racial, cultural

+
a

or ethnic groups, e§tensive effarts followed to identify-.''causes" for

-

_ : _ ) 3 o ﬁ\,/’
the observed differences. These efforts were followed by extensive

® - attempts to ascertain the extent to which specific tests or test items .

were iair.for specific’ rqcial or cultural/groups.‘ Efforts to define )
and demonstrate fairness culminated in the development of numerous - ’
"models" ef test fairness, or conversely of test bias (Guion, 196h { )
Cleary{ 1968iaPar1ington, 1971' Einhodh & Bass, 1971; Tho?hdike, 1971;
. L.inn, 1972; Cole, 1973). One factor became overwhelmingly clear:
there was little agreement among mbd_; developersw indeed, there was
little or no agreement regardin~ the concept of '"nondiscriminatory
assessment.” |
Within the past few years, as SEAs and LEAs have endeavored to
\ implement the.PEﬁ previsians of PL 9@-142, we see history heing r:peatea.
State Education Agenéies develop‘lists qf'tests that can be used with
children fron specifi~ racial or cultural groups. LEAs engage in a
diverse .set of behaviors designed to produce "nondiscriminatory assess-
ments". Mercer (1977) charaeterized at least eight kinds of efforts
- to achieve nondiscriminatory assessment, and described some of their

shortcomings. These can be summarized as follows: /?

1. Development of Culture Free tests. Many have proposed
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we engage in extensive efforts to develdp.Gulture: Free

- tests Such_eﬁ}hﬁts, historichlﬁ&, have been 1mpéssib1§
. « / \/.9\ z, . “. . \:‘ o N R . )
' bgfauseuthere {s no- culture free learning. ;uearning .
' £ h : ¢ .

-~

ot
‘. Q

‘- "~ occurs in environmental contexts and, in fact, consists = #

Jprimarily of

1

the inculcation of the culrure;

Y
L 24

Developméﬁﬁ'of Cuitute Fair Tests. Efforts’have been

made to const;uét‘tests in which items are "balaﬁced"

SO theyirébresent multiple lghguages and cultures. Such - *
efforts have been uﬁsuccessful., "Cult;re fairt tests «,

M have ﬁot dembnstrat;a'good yredictive yalid{ty; they a;é-

poor predictors of success in_a mqu-cﬁltural school system,

and have been for the most pant rejected by the domiﬂént

cultural group.

3. Developmént of Culture-Specific Tests. Efforts have been

"made, as noted earlier, ‘o develop culture-specific tests

(specific to the Black culture, hi;panic cultdfe, etc.).

These”test§, like culture fair tests, have demonstrated
‘ low predictive validity, and_have been rejected by the
dominant cultural group. Production of such devices has

been difficult, because no one test will satisfacto}ily "
assess the heterogeneous group of children in any one -cul-
LoF

' /

tural or ethnic group.

4, Use of Piagetian Tests. On many occasions those who seek

falr assessment of children have proposed the use of Pia-

\N¢
+

getian developmental scales. Such efforts have not resulted

- 1in fair asseésment; specific items are as culturally depen-

i

L X
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A _ .

. dent as, are items on more traditional scales, and predictive
-t . o

. validi:} is low. . .

5« Linguistic Translation of Existing Tests. %fforts to adminis- °

. _-ter tests in children's natiye\}qgguage have often consisted
f .

. ) v ’. of translating existingd tests into‘gther languages. Trans-
*‘/' ° . N
ot ”‘? §- -iation changes item difficulty and destroys the applicability

Lo .-, .of existing norms (which unfortunately are too often used
. 5 . . 2 . / : . . . -
X ) Q;gesﬁéte item translation). Once again, predictive validity
- ’ v‘- v . .

fer success in a monocultural school system has been low. ,

[

4 . . .
. Q§ f Alteration of Agministrat!on Procedures. When handicapped

- -~

e 3
¢

youngsters are assessed, assessors often try to achieve:
\ :

fairness by changing ad@inistratioﬁ procedures. .Wg witness,

-

{Pr example,-the administration of verbal tests in sign

e

Js language to deaf and hearing-impaired children. Nonstand-

a

. | : ardized administration procedures disallow the use of existing

e L4 - . ‘ \
/// . ' norms, and unless special population norms are-constructed,

- PR .

norm-referenced interpretations is impossiblef B I

- 7. Training Children-to Take'TestsQ Some réseq?chers and practi;-
tioners have ad;ocated that children be trained gb take tests
prior to being assessed. Specifié procedures have ranged
from training in test-wiseness to task'familiarizagion train-
ing. This is a viable way to eliminate or reduce observed
score variancé due to lack'of familjarity with what is being

S oy required. The procedure is a time-consuming, but worthwhile

aiternative to traditional assessment procedures. It will not,

howéver, reduce many aspects of bias in decision-making.
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tlercer and‘LeQis (1978) deve}oped'a System‘pf Multicultural
. Pluralistic Assessment'(SOMPA). For. the most part, the svstem uses

. existing tests, but pluralistic normg} Different regression equa--

Py .

.tions are used to compute the "estimated learning potential" of chil-
! - h

-

]

. dren ftog Bfack, Anglo, and Chicano gfouPs. Tﬁe system'adjuéts up-
ward tha test scores earned by minority group children, and in our

opinion fails to account agequdtely for the extremely heterogeneous

L] .

.acculturation of any ode facfal or~ethnicQgroup. | '
" 'Y ) . .

Throughout the numberous efforts of education agencies to cobe

Mo \

'wflﬁ trqﬁitional‘assessment~pfaiyices and to develop means of engaging
h'.. r ., ) ) »

o -
.in nondiscriminatogy assessment, it is our belief that we have "for-

\ .

gafq&n" some| very important facts. Efforts to develop'nondiscriminatory

38sessment procedures have focused on tests and attempts to "clean

° - them'up." Yer, as has been noted* elsewhere (salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978;
. ' + | N . ' o o

. Ysseldyke, 1978a, b), gondisc;iminqtory assessment will not be achieved

Q . . ' R

e . .
by devgygpéqg\Yfau?rteéts." Even if we had the fait test, we would
4 & : v

still have considerable ‘bias in the decisiop-making process. We believe
» i o

;o . N

-
.

N ." o . i ‘' ) ‘ . . . .
Assessment 1is clqgrly.and simply the process of collecting data -

for the purpose of making decisions about pupils-YSéLyia &-Yséeldyke,

1978). Typically, assessment and' intervention have beén viewed as
~ ¢ * . . ¢

.
-

separate and distinc:t entitises. iet,'assessﬁent data are used 4ppro-

priately to make a variety of decisions that are, ih'féct,,interentiong.

N

W

, decisions;' (3) glassification: identification, eligibility or placemeﬁﬁ >

. .
. . . - -
\r’ +
R Can
,

LY

* that to mgeﬁ both the letter and sp£r1§ of the law, educatore must begin ~

Agseésment data are used to make; (1) referral decisions; (2) screening

NI

-

viewing asseSsmenf)within the cpnte§t of instructional'intefvenpion. .

0

X
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decisions; (4) instructional planning dqpisioné; (5) pupil evaluation

decisions; and %6) program evaluation decisions (Salvfa & Ysseldvke,

1978; %sseldyke & Thuriow, 1978).

+

.

Rekalistic evaluation of the ass2scaunt and intervention paradigme

revea.s structures ard chura~toristics common to both; the two are

parts of one process. “Fuvther analysts of the interactive fun~tioning

A \
of the assessment/intervention rrocess reveals the! ar.essment cannot

1
.

be viewed as a static process, "but a process that directly a.d .sig-

n.ficantly impacts intervention" (Ysseldyke, 1978by p. 6).  Assessment

‘ .

and intervention are in;égral parts of a dynamic process - a process

wiose effectiveness is a function of at least five basic factors In com-

3

! , - L}
plex interaction, as well as the kinds of data collected and the types

of dz2cisions- to be madé.Q'Figurg'l illust?ates the f;ve factors that
interact to affect intervention effe~tiveness. That effec;iveness is

a functioa of (1) the Characgeristiés of the child, (2) ‘the character-
istics of the.ﬁegcher; (3) the\hature of the treatment or intervention
'employed, (4)Athe setting in whiqh intervention is instituted, and (5)
the kind of behavior change (learning) one is attempting to'bring about.

~ ‘ 1
The five fic®rs interact to impact success. .

A vast amount of data about childreri is collected within the educa-
tional setting and those data are used for the purpose of making decis-

{ons. Studied‘grom a dohain sampling model, the qualitﬁyive and/or. -

quantitative nature of the data used in the decision making process

'
A\l

depends on the tybe of decision to be made (e.g., referral, screening,
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etc.)» Figure 2 is a portrayal of the ways in which assessment data

are;-used in decision making. The large box represents a domain ofc
data (test scores, observations, etc.) available on a child. A cer-
tain set of data is relevant to :and used in making referral decisions.
Anotﬁer set of data is used in“making-placement decisions, while a
third set is used in planning fnstructional interventions. As illus-
trated; the sets of data used in decisiou making are not mutually
exclusive, certain data may be relevant and useful in making mote than

one kind of decision. Equally important, though, is the fact that

unique kinds of data are important to each of the decisions.

Insert Figure 2 about here

As will be evident throughout this paper,ﬂthe whole process of
assessment is a decision-making procedure'- one in which our assess- “
ment strategies and techniques should be dictated by the-k}nds of
decisions we are tryingfto make. To date, too much emphasis has been
placed on tests in the ascessment-intervention of individual needs.

The use of devices appears to have dictated the strategies and tech-.
niqugs employed in making decisions rather than the deci;ions to be

made dictating the most appropriéte straiegies and techniques to be
used. Past and current practices in assessment~intervention with hanﬂi;
capped and non-handicapped children clearly indicate that if educarofs
are to serve effecti&ely and ‘efficiently all children within the cou-
fines of the educaLional environment, nondiscriminatory decision-making

procedures must be initiated - procedures whose focus and emphasis are

dictated by the decision(s) to be made and/or function(s) to be served.




Nondiscriminatory assessment can\best'be approximated within the
assessment-interventiqn context. Simﬁly to_say'so, however, is not
new. We have repeatedly had calls for alternatives to curreht norm-
" referenced assessﬁent activities; calls for curriculum-based assessment
(Bijou, 1971; Pennypacker, Kpenig & Lindsley, 1972), diagnostié teaching
(Mills, 1955; Ysseidyke, 1973; Ysseldyke & Bagnato, 1976; Ysseldyke &
Salvia, 1974; Ysseldyke & Thurlow, 1979), iﬁformal teacher-based assess-
ment (McCormack, 1976; Wallace & Larsen, 1978), and direct and daily
méésurement (Bohannon, 1v75: Deno & Mirkin, 1977;,Staf1in & Starlin,
1974; Hofmeister & Cruicher, 1975; Ysseldyke, 1979). Yeg, whaé has been
missing is a.conceptual framework within which to view‘such data collec-
‘tion efforts. The very.system that is used to view levels of interven-

tion can be used to conceptualize assessment within'the intervention i

process. ' '

’

Nondiscriminatory assessment. can best be approximated'by using datas
on intervention effectiveness, rather than data 05£ained ?rom horm—
rcferenced tests, to make most psychoeducational decisions. The con-
ceptualization we propose essentially restricts the use of norm-referenced
tests to classification, the purpose for thch they were originally
designed.

In most échoollsystems fn the United States, administrative; and
educational arrangements for children with special education-needs have
best been described as being based on'a "two-box" theory (Reynolds,

1978). Administrative and educational arrangements viewed from this

perspective evidence two kinds of classrooms (régular and special), two

general classes of children (regu}ar class children and exceptional or




sipecial class children) and two categories of educators (regular class

teacher and spgcial education téacher).

Operationally, a child exhibiting difficulty in a regular cless-
room is referred by the teachet,léopial worker, nurse, and/or parent
to a psycholégist or other specialist (e.g.'doctor, clinician, thera-

pist) for study. If the results of the assessment indicate that the

~

child meets the criteria for some category of handicapping condition,

"appropriate' placement is arranged. Grosenick and Revnolds (1978) called
attention to the fact that an erroneous assumption of the 'two-box'" theory
is that special education services can stand alone, - meetiné all of the

needs *of handicapped children and complying with the mandaté of the law.
;;;;her fallacy under_whic;’che "two-box" theory. operates is tﬁac children
with demonstrated or suspected:handicaps are léfgely different thaﬁ
"normal" chiidrenf Regardless of the handicapping condition or‘disability
and subsequent labei'attached, classrodm teachers must deal with the
tndividpal_beh;vioral d ferences among and within children in order
to plan Successful.educaéional programs, solve educational/academic
problems and enhance achievemeut. Therefore, assessment of handicappgd
children needs to be addressed from the pérspective of educational variables
rather than children's handicapping conditions. -
Deno (1972) stated.that "better coordination of regulé; and special
education services is a primary need of our time if we hope to improve
education for handicapped children" (p. 13). A more compleﬁ”adminis-
ttative and'éducational model for fhe organization and delivery of

r
special educational services and programs emerged in the mid-1960's.
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An administrative and educational arrangement for the provision of

services evolved that addressed issues central to the issue of provi-
ding "appropriate' educational settings, programs and alternatives that

have been ignored in the '"two-box" theorv of provision of services.

.The arrangement has best been described as a cascade of services

! L
and possesses some very. distinctive features.

The design and arrangement of services within the cascade appears

te facilitate its use as a diagnostic filter and anticipates the number

of children to be served at giren levels. Revnolds and Birch (1977)

characterize the ‘cascade as follows:
(1) 1t proposed that support be given to regular classrooms
as one means of .meeting the special needs of the children
who are maintained there.

(2) It proposed .that children not be classified and given
special placements on a permanent basis but, rather, .
that they be moved to special stations only for as long
‘as necessaiy and that they be returned to regular '
classrooms as soon as feasible. Thus, no indelible
labels were involved. The total number of children
served over time in special settings greatly exceedo
the numbers served at any given time.

"

. (3) 1t proposed that the boundary lines between special

-education—and regular—education be“renegotiated“anﬁ““‘j
opened so that students might pass back and forth
~easily, as dictated by their educational needs.

(4) 1t proposed that regular and special education staff
members become more interactive or collaborative in
their daily work, such as sharing responsibilities for
students, rather than to remain isolated in cuneir se-
parate centers and c.assrooms. -

(5) It proposed that extraordinary justification be required
whenever a child was removed from the regular school
environment, especially when removal was from both home
and school environments for placement in a residential
center. (p 31)

- f
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Al though the model was proposed for application to the development
ot special education services for all t;pes of .disability (Deno, 1972), .
. 9 ' :
“ its tundamental function was cafegorical - emphasizing places and

'
.. )
administrative structures (Revynolds and Birch, 1977, Sosnowsky and '

Coleman, 1971).

Successful planning and implementation of educational programs

A

(e.g. levels of service) and curricular alfernativeé\involves a great
aeal more than the simple-act of placing (categorizing) a student in T
" a giveﬁ educitional environment. The structure, procgdural arrangements
and intended functions of the cascade of services has evolved over the
years and i; presented in Figu:el3 (The Special Education Cascadé).
. T-- \

Insert Figure 3 about here

The aforementioned models, delineating the administrative and
educational/instructional operationé 9f the cascade of services,. have
shoﬁn some capacity for growqp; maturation, and diversification with
e — respect- to—phanning and implementatiohr of practical educa;ionai environ-
ments for handicapped children (i.e. learning disabled, mentaliy rétarded.
socially maladjuéted,'emotionally disturbed, physically héndicapped, blind,h
deaf And'multiply héndicapped). Yet, little effort has been devoted éo . -t
the development and initiation of unbiased'educational/instructional |
evaiuation procedures to monitdr the academic progress of a child within
a given level of the'system of services. Such monitoriﬁg procedures pro-
vide critical feedback to school ﬁersonnel regarding the planning and

tmplementatioﬁ of appropriate and/or alternative'instructional strategies
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as well as facilitate the child's movement through the cascade in an ef-'

ficient and effective manner.

To date, evaluation and review processes

within the educational environment have been based on the mandates of
\ ' K ’ ] .
state and federal regulations - mandates that focus primarily on the \\\\

summative aspects of'a child's interaction with the academic environment

v

while for the most part ignoring the complei array of formative information
that clearly and'completely defines and describes the child's growth and

maturation within'the given academic setting.

Deno (1972). states that "actual work with children provides the

best diagnoais if it is thoroughly conducted" (p 14). The contention-
of this papen is that an unbiased assessment of a child's level of
skill dnve}opment and academic progress can be achieved through the
adoption of some very specific strategies and procedures that will
govern the formulation, implemantation; evaluation.and revision.of
academic/curricular objectives and goals for individual spudents.
Critical to the adYancement of an unbiased aasessment strategv is the
acgeptance og the fact that programming of;aducational goals.and ob-'
1ectives needs to be done on an, individual basis.‘ Deno (1972) rzin-
forces this point by statinp that' "the only fundamentally meaningful
class, for educational purposes, contains an N of one' (p'16)

The combined features of the Deno Cascade and the instructional
cascade have produced an operational strategy that hypothetically ful-
fills the dictates and mandatcs of the,courcs and Public ﬁaw 94;142
providing both "least restrictive environments" and educations deemed
"appropriate."” The flaw in the operaticnalizacion'of the model appears
to be the absence: of a catalyat which,will promote the dynamic“intcrface

¢

of child, curriculum and educator. The present structure still perpetuates




4 fairlv static approach to the tailoring of individual programs,

, Dur conceptualization ¢f nondiscrim’natorv assessment within the

intervention process is made possible thrcugh the "operationalization"
of the Deno Cascade. We believe, simplv that the data used to make
decisions about individual children should, for the most part, be data

on instructional interventions that have and have not worked for the

o

child. The first step in our effort to establish nondiscriminatory
assessment strategies and ;gchniques 1s the suggestion that we initiate

an enrollment policy that manéates all children, regardless of handicapping
condition, access the continuum of educational services at the least

. restrictive point (i.e., the regular classroom). Since all children

enter the school ;nvirbnmenﬁ at the 1evei of the regular classroom, a

décision;to mer a child to chelnext level of service should be a daté—'

i

based decision. The classroom teacher should be required ,to document

1

that the regular.curriculum and ‘at least three alternative instructional

strategies have been tried and evaluated -- demonsf%ating academic and
o :

educational goals can or cannot be achieved at that level of service. .

“

Accountability can be incorporated within this conceptualization by asking

teachers prior to referral to a more intensive level of service to 'sigd

a statement that they have attempted at least three instructional alterna-

tives and that in their opinion the child will not make progress in the

. o
current placement.

To date, administrative structures have used thé cascade of services
L 0 .
as a placement paradigm. The emphasiiapaé been on the test based identi-

fication of the placement setting believed most appropriate for the child.

«

Our formulat.on expresses a firm commitment to the concept that all °

»

children, regardless of handicapping condition, start in the least R

2')
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restrictive environment and mg;; through the cascade of services,
the effectiveness of instructional alternatives documented at each

a

level.

In this arrangement, labeling, as a factor in the asseesmen; of
an appropriate eeucational program and level(s) of service(s) ‘tc be
provided, is simply used as an cdwa.nistrative convenience.' The length
of t?me that the labeling can be "avoided" in part depends on the
requirements of the district, state 1aw§, federal regulations and the

definitions bv which lines of funding'for the support of specific edu-

cational programs is stipulated. L ] o \

¥

A child demonstrating severe handicaps (severe mental fetardation)
7m1ght be expected to move thr;ugh the" continuum‘of services-at a much
more accelerated rate thqn a cbild exhibit;ng mild or moderate problems.
However, as the more involved child moves through the continuum of services,
potentialiy relevant diagnosEiCaand programmatic information is being
compiled which can be used in the formulation of an appropriate instruc-

» " _ v

tional proeram and the level(s) of services(s) which can Besq'meet
given goals and object;ves. The child is not relegated to a given
level in the continuum based on his-or her‘pefformen;e on a norm-refer-
enced test. Service is proQided on the basis of demonstrated.and docu-
mented intervention effectiveness as the child "filters" through the

.

cascade of services.
The essential advantage ofﬂthe'ﬁropoeed approach is simply in the
kind\qf data-used in decision making. “Those charged with the task of

. AN ’ . .
doveloninh\individualized instruccional plans would have access ta data

‘.

» orf those interVentions that have, and have not, previously worked with

the child. "Such data are considerablv ‘more relevant to intervention

. .
\.
¢ N

s
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planning than are Jdata in the form of scores on norm-referenced tests

and subtescs..
The implemantation, evaluation, and documentation of a child's

performance within a given course of instruction, and possible alterna-

’

tive instructional strategies, is not onlv a procedural safeguard in
the determination of "appropriate level(s) of service" but essential to
the thorough identification of relevant individual strengths and weak=-

" nesses -- characteristics central to the,developmént of comprehensive

~

[IP's and IEP's. | ¢

The concept of individualization of instruction is found in the o

{
L

earliest history of ‘education. However, the svstematic application

-~ C Ay

and evaluation of instruction as a method of achieving nondiscriminatorv

o L4 ’ . . .
assessment within the intervention process 1s much more recent. A
varietwv. of strategies for the continuous monitoring of academic progress )

are available to thg classroom teacher. Curriculum~based assessment,

Diagnostic Teaching, Systematic Observatigp, Informal Teacher-based
; s . . c :

assessmeﬁc, Task Analysis, and Direct and Daily Measurement are but a
'Samplthé of fhe strategies a teacher can bring to-bear in ché deter-

mination of relevant instfuctional‘quectives and strategies for their
acnutsttién. '

A major shortcoming of present assessment strategies is the lack

of consistency across schools, districts, and states. We believe that

’
.

. consistencv could be facilitated By adopting systematié procedures
for initiating Qifferentiated ins;ructioﬁ aﬁd documenting intervention
;ffec:iveness at erch level of'.slerviceT A model for doing so’ has alreaay
‘béen ﬁroposea by Cartwright, Cartwright, ‘and Ysseldykg (1973). Within

this approach instfuétional {ntervention with individual children takes
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on the attributes of hvpothesis testing. Systematic alteration of .

objectives, materials, methods and techniques takes place until a. .

-

' : )
set of procedures is identified that moves the child effectively to-

ward accomplishment of the objecti&és. Using this frémewonk,'planqing,

Y
\

erecution, and ¢valuation of diverse instructional strategies emplof‘ng

A4

a wide rang~ of-techniques can be systematically monitored and. documented

for use in the continuous upgrading of individual educattonal programs °

within and across levels 6f service. We point out here, that the frame-
work avails itself of virtually all instructional Stracegies and methods

of evaluation. ’

Requiring svstematic planning, execution and evaluation, within

and across levels of service, of individual pupil programs is funda-
mentél to the concept that tbe.only;meaningfyl class, for educétionél._
purposes, contains‘an N of one (Deﬁo.l972). o L -
éroposed changes in the delivery of servicés have ;mplications
for the exiéting admipistrative structures, the number and types of
services available, and the time required for identificatioP of handi-
capped children. Kdminisérative_scructures are for the most part
based én the. continuum of serQice; available. Since ali ehiiaren,
regardless of handigaﬁ, start in the regular clas«room, idéntif?gation
and placement will be based on a much more complex ses of data - docu-
menting performance on a variety of instructional programé. Services és
they are presently arranged proyide greater support at the-primary grades

a

and less support at the secondary grades -Later identification of child;en

1

will require a reversal ;f the current educatiopal trends -- providing

more services at the upper grades as more relevant information about indi-
9 : \
vidual characteristics is compiled and unique educational needs identified.

2

[
‘et

2
»

1~
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Summary
Lt \ +

o - State and local education agencles are currentlv engaged in a
. ¥,
"é{’ 'Q-J'
complex set of activities designed to produce nondiscriminatory
b

assessment procedures. For the most part, those efforts are char-

acterized by attempts to find "fair tests." Historicallv, similar .

2

efforts have proven inefﬁedtive, and it is our belief that such attempts'
will not lead to effective implementation of the intent of the:law.

Throughout this paper we have conténded that.nondiscriminatory_

Coe

assessment can best be approximated bv using data on intervention ef=-

fegtivéhess, fdfﬁer than test data, in planning individualized educa-

ttpnﬂl programs. A model for opera(ionalizing such a system was out-

o
+4

lined and consists eésentially of embedding a formative evaluation
svstem within existing administrative and deliygry structures.

This process for .the iﬁplementation'of_nondiscriminatory assessﬁgpt
within the in;ervenfion process should significantlv reduce the nupber

of children falsely identified and placed in alternative educational

H

programs.
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Footnotes

1
Lt inust be observed here tBat tvpical studies of the assessment- =
Q . .

interventjon process hdve attempted to delineate agtitude-treafment in-

teractions. The lack of significant findings in such studies (c.f.

Bracht. 1970, Ysseldvke, 1973 for symmaéieé of research) may well be

due to our failure to consider the complexity of the process (i.e.

“

five-wav interactions).
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