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Abstract

To date, efforts to comply with the Protection in Evaluation

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 revit. of similar efforts in the history

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

sult linproved 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 handicapped students.

D. \ming assessment as',the process of collecting data for the
4

'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.

4



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

Zettel (1977) as follows:
a

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 is 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 yOuih.

This paper focuses on :he second purpose described above, and

specifically on those provisions of the law typically referred to as

the "Protection in Evaluation Procedures" provisions. The law specifies

(Section 615-5c) that states and their localities will develop:

Procedures to assure that testing and evaluation materials
and procedures utilized for the purposes of evaluation and
placement of handicapped children will be selected and aa-
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 ao, 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

FEB s3 ',98O
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and regulations spetify that:

1. Before any action is taken with respect to tne initial

placement of a handicapped Child in a special education

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

educational needs must be conducted in accordance with

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

State and local education agencies shall insure, at a

minimum that:

(a) Tests and other evaluation materials:

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

native language or other mode of communication,

unless it is clearly not feasible to,do so;

(2) Have been validated for the specific purpose

for which they are used; and

(3) Are administered by trained personnel in

conformance with the instructions providedby
04

their prOucer;

(b) Testsand other evaluation materials include those

4
intended to assess specific areas of educational need

and not merely thAe which are designed to prolAde a

single general intelligence quotient;

(c) Tests a:re selected and administered so as best to insure,

that when a test is administered to a child with impaired

sensory, marual, or speaking skillS, the test results

accurately refle6't the child's aptitude or achievement

level or whatever other factors the test purports to

4
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measure, rather than reflecting the child's impaired

sensory, manual, or speaking skills (except where those

skills are the°factors which the test purports to

measure);

(d) No single procedure is used as the sale criterion for

determining an appropriate eduAtfbnal program for a

child; and

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

other specialist with knowledge in the area of suspected

disability.

(f) Th child is assessed in all areas related to the sps-

pected disabili.y, including where appropriate,. health, ,

vision, heari,ng, social and emotional status, general

intelligence, academic performance, communicative status,

and motor abilities (20 U.S.C. 1415 (b) (2) (B) (121a.532

a-f).

Ysseldyke (1978a) called attention to the fact that review of Con-

gressional testimony relevant 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 members of minority groups.

This broader concern is with abuse in the entire process of using assess-

ment data make decisions about pupils. Abuse is evident in many arenas

relevant to assessment of children and includes: 1) inappropriate end

indiscriminate use of tests, 2) bias in the assessment of handicapped

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

elroughoqt.the decision making process, and 4) bias follow4ng assessment.
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This nation, its researchers, and educators, have exhibiftd con-
. 4

siderable effort in attempts to identify the fair test for.use-with

students from specific racial or cultural groups For decades,,psy-
,

chologists have struggled with the concept of nondiscriminatory'assess-

ment. 'Initially, when differences were observed in the test performance

of children representatikre of minority and majority racial, cultural

or ethnic groups, extensive efforts followed to identify-"causest' for

the observed differences. These efforts were follbwed 13y extensive

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

were Lair for specific racial or cultural/groups. ' Efforts to define

and demonstrate fairness culminated in the development of numerous .
-

- .
.

"models" Of test fairness, or conversely of test bias (Guion, 1966;

I.
Cleary,. 1968; ,Darlington, 1971; Einhodn & Bass, 1971; THoilldike, 1971;

Linn, 1972; Cole, 1973). One factor became overwhelmingly clear:

-
there was little agreement among mbdel developersi indeed, there was

little or no agreement regardirv, the concept of "nondiscriminatory

assessment."

Within the past few years, as SEAs and LEAs have endeavored to

implement the PEP provisions of PL 94-142, we see history being ..:cpeated.

State Education Agencies develop lists of tests that can be used with

Children from specific racial or cultural groups. LEAg engage in a

diverse.set of behaviors designed'to produce "nondiscriminatory assess-

ments". Mercer (1977) characterized 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

9

A ;



_

we engage tn.extensive efforts ici:,develcip.tature,Free
t4.

tests Such.eghrrts, historic"al14, have been impossible

1

,,.

\/:b
4fausthere is

noI

:cutture free learning. ,4earning

occurs in environmental contexts and, -in fact, consist's 1

*primarily of the inculcation of the culture.

11,

.,..

. .
%

, ,
V
2. Developmed t of Culture Fair Tests. Efforts have been

made to construct tests in which items are "balanced"

so they represent multiple languages and cultures. Such -

efforts have been unsuccessful. "Culture fair" tests w:, .

have not demoastrated -good ,predictive yalidity; they are

pobr predictors of success in.a mono-cultural school system,

and have been tor the most part rejected by the dominant

cultural group.

Developmentof Culture-Specific Tests., Efforts have been

made, as noted earlier,',;o develop culture-specific tests

(specific to the Black culture, ItiqTanic cultu're, etc.).

Thes&tests, like culture fair tests, have demonstrated

low prediotive validity, andhave been rejected by the

dominant cultural group. Production of such devices has

been difficul, because no one test will satisfactorily

assess the heterogeneous group of children in any ()tie cul-

tural'or ethnic group.

.

4. Use of Piasetian Tests. On many occasions those who seek

Lfair assessment of children have proposed the use of Pia-
.,

getian developmental scales. Such efforts have not resulted

.
, in fair assessmeat; specific items are as culturally dePen-
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of 4

dent as are items on more traditional scalea, and predictive .

.,

is low.

5. Linguistic Translation of Existing Tests. 'Efforts to adminfs-
. 611

.ter tests in children's native enguage have often consisted

of translating existing tests into'opther languages. Trans-
,

! E. .lation changes item difliculty. and destroys the-alipliaiAlity

of existiTig norms (which unfortunately are too often used

.4esylite item translation). Once again; predictive validityA

-4
L)6. Alteratien of AgministratIon Procedures. When handicapped

0

for success in a monocultural school system has been low.

youngsters are assessed, assessors often try to

fairness by changing administration procedures.

,

achieve'

We witness,

kor example,-theadminiwzration of svrbal teats in sign

language to deaf and hearing-impaired children. Nonstand-

ardized administration procedures disallow the use of existing

norms, and unleas special population norms are.constructed,

norm-referenced interpretations is impossible: s.k

7. Training Children-to Take Tests. Some researchers and practi--

tioners have advocated that children be trained te take tests

prior to being assessed. Specific procedures have ranged

from training in test-wiseness to task familiarization train-

ing. This is a viable way to eliminate or reduce ubserved

score variance

required. The

alternative to

due to lack of familiarity with what is being

procedure is a time-consuming, but worthwhile

traditional assessment procedures. It will not,

however, reduce many aspects of bias in decision-making..

"AO
,
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fiercer and Lewis (1978) develePed a System.of Multicultural

4
. Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA). Fon the most.part, the system uses

,existing tests, but pluralistic normis.. Different regression equa-,

.tion's are used to compute the "estimated learning potential" of chil-
1

1

dren fro; Bfack, Anglo, and Qhicano groups. The system adjusts up-

ward the test scores eaxned by minority grgup children, and in ou

opinion fails to accoUnt adequStely for the extremely, heterogeneous

acculturation of any ode racral or ethnicogroup.
..

Throughout the numberouS efforts of education agencies to cope

t.. .NIIN traditional'aseessment-precyces and to develop means of engaging
h

in nondiscriminata;%y assessment., it is our belief that we have "for-
-,

gatte,n" somvery important fexts. Efforts to develop nondiscriminatory

assesSment procedures heve focused on tests and attempts to "clean

them'_up." Yer, as has been noted'elsewhere (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1978;

,

ysseldyke, b), nondiscriminetory assessment will not be achieved

by delef1.op.l.ng::f4Tte4ts." Even if we had the fait test, we would

still have considerable'bias in the decisiop-making process. We believe

-

that to meet both the lefer and spirit of the law, educators Must begin

viewing assessmentowithin the cpntext of instructional.intervention.

Assessment is clearly. and siMply the piocess of collecting Aata

for the put-Pose of maloing decisions about pupils:(Silvip, & YsSeldyke,

19.78). Typically; asseSsmerit and intervention have been viewed as

separate and distinct entitiss. %et, 4ssessment data are used Appro-

priately to make a variety Of decisions that are, in 'fact, interVentions.

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

decisions:' (3) classification, identification, eligibility or placement
0 0



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

decisions; and *(6) program evaluation decisions (Salvia & Ysseldyke,

1978; 'Ysseldyke & Thurlow, 1978).

Rtalistic evaluation of the assf2sE:nent and inte7..vention paradigms

reveals structure-s and chara-qristics common to both; the two are

parts of one procees. 'Furthei analys4s of the interactive funr!tioning

of the assessment/intervention process reveals thet de,essment cannot

be viewed as a static process, "but a process that directly alidsig-

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

and intervention are integral parts of a dynamic process - a process

whose,effectiveness is a function of at least five basic factors in com-

e
plex interaction, as well as the kinds of data collected aril the type*

of d2cisions.to be made. Figure'l illustrates the five factors that

interat to affect intervention effe,:tiveness. That effectiveness is

a functioa of (1) the characteristics of the child, (2):the chaxacter-

.

istics of the. feacher, (3) the nature of the treatment or intervention

employed, t4) the setting in which ntervention is instituted, and (5)

the kind of behavior change (learning) one is attempting to bring about.

'The five fc.c1Mrs interact to impact success.
1,

Insert Figure 1 about here

;

A vast amount of data about children'is collected within the educa-

tional setting and those data are used for the purpose of making decis-

ions. Studied from a domain sampling model, the qualititive and/or.

quantitative nature of the data used in the decision making procese

depends on the type of decision to be made (e.g., referral, screening,
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etc.), Figure 2 is a portrayal of the 1,rays in which assessment data

areused in decision making. The large box represents a domain of

data (test scores, observations, etc.) available on a child. A cer-

tain set of data is relevant to'and ased in making referral decisions.

Another set of data is used in, making.placement decisions, while a

third set is used in planning iinstructional interventions. As illus-

trated, the sets of data used in decisioa making are not mutually

exclusive, certain data may'be relevant and useful in making more 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, the whole process of

assessment is a decision-making procedure - one in which our assess- .

ment strategies and techniques should be dictated by the kinds of

decisions we are trying.to make. To date, too much emphasis has been

placed on tescs in the assessment-intervention of individual needs.

The use of devices appears to have dictated the strategies and tech-.
t

niques employed in making decisions rather than the decisions to be

made dittating the most appropriate strategies and techniques to be

used. *Past and current practices in assessment-intervention with handi-.

capped and non-handicapped children clearly indicate that if educavors

are to serve effectively and'efficiently all children within the coa-

fines of the educational 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.
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Nondiscriminatory assessment can best be approximated within the

assessment-intervention context. Simply to,say so, however, is not

new. We have repeatedly had calls for alternatives to current norm-

referenced assessment activities; calls for curriculum-based assessment

(Bijou, 1971; Pennypacker, Kpenig & Lindsley, 1972), diagnostiO teaching

(Mills, 1955; Ysseldyke, 1973; Ysseldyke & Bagnato, 1976; Ysseldyke &

Salvia, 1974; Ysseldyke & Thurlow, 1979), informal teacher-based assess-

ment (McCormack, 1976; Wallace & Larsen, 1978), and direct and daily

measurement (Bohannon, 1975; Deno & Mirkin, 1977;.Stailin & Starlin,

1974; Hofmeister & Cru;:cher; 1975; Ysseldyke, 1979). Yet, what has been

missing is a.conceptual framework within which to view such data collec-

tion efforts. The very.system that is usedrto view levels of interven-

tion can be used t 'conceptualize assessment within the intervention

process.

Nondiscriminatory assessment. can best be approximated by using data

on intervention effectiveneas, rather thin data obtained from norm-

referenced tests, to make most psychoeducational decisions. The con-

ceptualization we propose essentially restricts the use of norm-referenced

tests to classification, the purpose for which they were originally

designed.

In most school systems in the United States, administrativerand

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 (regular and special), two

general classes of children (regular class children and exceptional or



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

teacher and sNcial education teacher).

operationally, a child exhibiting difficulty in a regular Cl8ss-

room is referred by the teacher, social worket=, nurse, and/or parent

to a psychologist or other specialist (e.g.'doctor, clinician, thera-

?ist) 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 Reynolds (1978) called

attention to the fact that aR erroneous assumption of the "two-box" theory

is that special education services can stand alone, - meeting all of the

needs.'of handicapped children and complying with Oe mandate of the law.

Another fallacy under which the "two-box" theory,operates is that children

with demonstrated or suspected-handicaps are largely different than

"normal" children. Regardless of the handicapping condition or disability

and subsequent label'attached, classroelm teachers must deal with the

individual behavioral d ferences among and within children in order

to plan succesSful educational programs, solve educational/academic

problems and enhance achievement. Therefore, assesAment of handicapped

children needs to be addressed from the perspective of educational variables

rather than children's handicapping conditions.

Deno (1972) stated that "better coordination of regular and special

education services is a primary need of our time if we hope to improve

education for handicapped children" (p. 13). A more complex adminis-

)

ttative and' educational model for he organization and delivery of
e

special educational services and proirams emerged in the mid-1960's.
...

1 0...).v



ii(iministrative 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" theory of provision of services.

.The arrangement has best been described as a cascade of services
4

and possesses some very.distinctive features.

The design and arrangement'of services within the cascade appears

tc facilitat.e its use as a diagnostic filter and anticipates the number

of children Eo be served at given levels. Reynolds and Birch (1977)

characterize the 'cascade as follows:

(1) It proposed that.support be given to regular classrooms
as one means ofsmeeting the special needs of the children
who are maintalned there.

(2) It proposed hat 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 necessaly 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 exceeds
the numbers served at any given title.

, (3) It proposed that the boundary lines between special
education-and regular-education be-renevtiated-and--
opened so that students might pass back and forth
easi1y, as dictated by their educational needs.

(4) It 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 their se-
parate centers and classrooms.

(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)
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Although the model was proposed for application to the development

oC special education services for all types of:disability (Deno, 1972),

its iundamental function was ca$egorical-- emphasizing places and

administrative structures (Reynolds and Birch, 1977, Sosnowsky and

Coleman, 1971).

Successful planning and implementation of educational programs

(e.g. levels of service) and curricular alternative6 involves a great

deal more than the simple.act of placing (categorizing) a student in

a given educational environment. The structure, proc dural arrangements

and intended functions of he cascade of services has evolved over the

years and is presented in Figure 3 (The Special Education Cascade).

Insert Figure 3 about here

The aforementionedmodels; delineating the administrative and

educational/instructional operations of the cascade of services,, have

shown some capacity for growth, maturation, and diversification with

respect-to-planning and implementatiob of practical educational environ-

ments for handicapped children learning disabled, mentally retarded,

socially maladluSted, .emotionally disturbed, physically handicapped, blind,

deaf and multiply handicapped). Yet, little effort has 'been devoted to

the development and initiation of unbiased'educational/instructional

evaluation procedures to monitor the academic progress of a child within

a given level of the system of gervices. Such monitoring procedures pro-

vide critical feedback to school personnel regarding the planning and

implementation 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

state and federal reguliations - mandates that focus primarily on the,

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

while for the most part ignoring the complex 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

hest diagnosis if it is thoroughly conducted" (p 14). The contention

of this paper is that an unbiased assessment Of a child's level of

skill dqvelopment and academic progress can be achieved through the

adoption of some very specific strategies and proCedures that wiil

govern the formulation, implementation, evaluation.and revision of

academic/curricular objectives and goals for indiyidual students.

Critical to the advancement of an unbiased assessment strategy is the

acceptance of the fact that programming of! educational goals and ob-'

jectives needs to be done.on an individual basis. Deno (1972) rein-
1

forces this point by statiny 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 mandates of thexourts ind Public Law 94-142

providing both "least restrictive environments" and educations deemed

"appropriate." The flaw in the operationalization of the model appears

to be.the ahsencel of a catalyst whichewill promote the dynamic'interface

of child, curriculum and educator. The presen: structure still perpetuates

0
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fairly 'itatic approach to the tailoring of individual programs.

our conceptualization of nondiscrim!,natory assessment within the

intervention process is made possible through the "operationalization"

of the Deno Cascade. We believe, simply 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

child. The first step in our effort to establish nondiscriminatory

assessment strategies and techniques is the suggestion that we initiate

an enrollment policy that mandates 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 environment at the level of the regular classroom, a

decision,to move a child to the next level of service should be a data-
7,

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

that the regular curriculum and'at least three alternative instructional
,

strategies haye been tried and evaluated -- demonstrating academic and

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

Accountability can be incorporated within this conceptualization by askink

teachers prior to referral to a more intensive level of service to sign

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

tives and that in their opinion the child will note make progress in the

current placement.

To date, administrative structures have used the cascade of services

as a placement paradigm. The emphasis has been on the test baSed'identi-
e\

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

nur formulat-on expresses a firm commitment to the concept that all

children, regardless of handicapping condition, start im the least
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restrictive environment and m through the cascade of services,

the effectiveness of instructional alternatives 'documented at each

level.

In this arrangement, labeling, as a factor in the assessment of

an appropriate educational program and level(s) of service(s) lo be

provided, is simply used as an c.d.Lnistrative convenience. The length

of time that the labeling can be "avoided" in part depends on the

requirements of the district, state laws, federal regulations and the

definitions by which lines of funding for the support of.specific edu-

cational programs is stipulated.

A child demonstrating severe handicaps (severe mental retardation)

4

might he expected to move through thecontinuum of services at a much

more accelerated rate thrl a cbild exhibitplg miLd dr moderate problems.

However, as the more involved child moves through the continuuM of servides,

4 potentially relevant diagnostic and programmatic information is being

4

o compiled which can be used in the formulation of an appropriate instruc-

tional program and the level(s) of services(s) which can best, meet

given Foals and objectives. The child is not relegated to a given

level in the continuum based on his or her performance on a norm-refer-

enced test. Service is provided on the basis of demonstrated and docU-

mented intervention effectiveness as the child "filters" through the

cascade of services.

The essential advantage of,the'proposed approach is simply in the

kindNof data-used in decision making. 'Those charged with the task of

developinin6ividualized instructional plans would have acceis to data

orf those interVentions that haye, and have not, previously worked'idth

the child. 'Such data are considerably more releVant to intervention
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planninv, than are data in the Form of scores on norm-referenced tests

and suhtests,

The implemi.ntation, evaluation, and documentation of a child's

performance withn a giv%m course of instruction, and possible alterna-

tive instructional strategies, is hot only 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,developmbnt of compreherksive

HP's and IEP's.

The concept of individualization of instruction is found ir1 the 0

earliest hisEory of education. However, the systematic ap'plication

and evaluation of instruction ',is a metbod of achieving nondiscrimina'torv

assessment within the intervention process is much more recent. A

varietv.of stratei,Jes for the continuous monitoeing of academic progress

are available to th classroom teacher. Curriculum-based assessment,

Diagnostic Teaching, Systematic Observatisn, Informal Teacher-based
\

assessment, Task Analysis,-and Direct and DailytMeasurement are but a

,sampltng of the strategies a teacher can bring to bear in the deter-

mination Of relevant instructional objectives and strategies.for their

acnuisition.

A major shortcoming of present assessment strategies is the lack

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

consistency could be facilitated by adopting systematic procedures

for initiating differentiated nstruction and documenting intervention

effectiveness at e:Ich level of. service. A model for doing so'has already

. been proposed bytArtwright, Cartwright,*and Ysseldyke (1973). Within

xhis approach instructional intervention with individual children takes

0

'40
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on the attributes of hypothesis testing. Sys.tematic alteration o

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

4

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

ward accomplishment of the objectils. Using this framewotk, planning,

execution, and vvaluation of diverse instructional strategies employ4ng

a wide rang', of techniques can be systematically monitored and documented

for use in the continuous upgrading of individual educational.programs

within and across levels of service: We point out here, that the frame-
,

t

work avails itself of virtuallyall instructional strategies and methods

of evaluation.

Requiring systematic planning, execution and evaluation, within

and across levels of service, of individual pupil programs is funda-

mental to the concept that the only meaningtpl class, for educational.

purposes, contains an N of one (Deno 1972).

Proposed changes in the delivery of services have iiplications

for the existing admipistrative structures:the number and types of

services available, and ihe time required for identification of handi-

capped chil6ren. Administrative.structures are for the most part

based on the,continuum of services available. Since all children,

regardless of handicap, start in the regular clas,:.room, identification

and placement will be based on a much more complex set of data - docu-

menting performance on a variety of instructional programs. Services as

they are presently arranged provide greater support at the primary grades
a

and less support at the secondary grades Later identification of children

will require a reversal of the current educational trends -- providing

more services at the upper grades as more relevant information about indi-

4.

vidual characteristics is compiled and unique educational needs identified.



ummary

State and local education agencies are currently engaged in a

mplex set of activities deSigned to produce nondiscriminatory

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

"acterized by attempts to find "fair tests." Historically, similar
7

efforts have proven ineffective, and it is our belief that such attempts,

will not lead to ettective implementation of the intent of theslaw.
11

Tfiroughout this paper we have contended that.nondiscriminatory.

assessment can best, be approximated by using data on intervention ef-
z.

fectivepess, ilther than test data, in planning individualized educa-
.. . ,

t.p,nal programs... A thodel for operakionalizing such a system was out-
.,

lined and consists esentially of embedding a formative evaluation

system within existing administrative and delivery structures.

This process for the implementation.of nondiscriminatory assessment

within the intervention process should significantly reduce the number

of children falsely identified and placed in alternative educational

programs.
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Footnotes

1

it must be observed here tAat typical studies of the assessment- la

intenvention process have attempted to delineate aotitude-treatment in-

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

Bracht-1970, Ysseldyke, 1973 for summaries of research) may well be

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

five-way interactions).

0
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The Kind of

Behavi Change

One is Attempt

ing to Brilg

About

The Characteristics

of the Pupil

The'Character-

istics of'the

ntervention Agent

.(Teacher

Psychologist,

etc.) 1

The Natur?.

of the

Intervention

The Setting.in Which the

Intervention Takes piace

Figure 1: Illusteation of those factors that interact to affect

intervention effectiveness'.
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Figure 2: Illustrations of the Use of Different Kinds (sets) of Assessment Data
to Make Different Kinds of Intervention Decisions.
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Limited Educational Environments
Outside of.the School'
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4t,
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.?
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Figure 3: The Special Education Cascade

From Judith K. Grosenick and Maynard C. Reynolds, Teacher Education:
Renegotiating Roles for Mainstreaming, 1978, 374.



PUBLICATIONS.

,Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesota

The Institute is not funded for the distribution of its publicAtions. .

Publications may be obtained for $2 per document, a fee designed to cover
'printing and postage costs. Only checks.and money orders payable to the
University of Minnesota can be accepted. All prders must be prepaid._

Requests should be directed to: Editor
Institute for Regearch on Learning
Disabilities

350 Elliott Hall
75 East River Road
University of Minnesota
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455

Ysseldyke, J. E. AsseSsing the learning disabled youngster: The state
of the art (Research Report No. 1). /November, 1977.

*Ysseldyke, J. E. Research and development plan: Univeisity_of Minnesota
Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities (Monograph No. 1).
June, 1978.

*Ysseldyke, J. E., & Thurlow, M. L. (Eds.). Synthesis of the knowledge
base: Identification and_assessment of learning disabled children
(Monograph No. 2). June, 1978.

*ysseldyke,. J. E. Organizational plan for Minnesota's Institute for'
Research on Learning Disabilities (Monograph No. 3). June, 1978.

*Ysseldyke, J. E., 6 Thurlow, M. L. Specific investigations to be com-
pleted during_years two and three (MonographsNo. 4). June, 1978.

*Ysseldyke, J. E., 6 Thurlow, M. L. Training opportunities dt Minneseta's
Institute for Research on LearninILDisabilities (Monograph.No. 5).
june, 1978.

-

*Ysseldyke, J. E. Clienebase (Monographlio. June, 1978.

Ysseldyke, J. E., 6 Regan, R. R. Nondiscriminatory assessment and
decision making (Monograph No. 7). Februa5y, 1979.

**Thurlow, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Assessment in the.child service demon-
stration centers for learning dIs.bled children (Research Report
No. 2). March, 1979.

*As part of its continuation proposal, the Institute was required to
prepare these monographs. Because they are part of the proposal,
they are not available for general distribution.

**This research report is not being distributed by the Institute. Request:3

for it should be directed to: The NETWORK, 290 S. Main Street, Andover,
Massachusetts 01810.

5



Foster, G., Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. Susceptibility to stereo-

typic bias (Research Report No. 3)., March, 1979.

Algozzine, B. An analysis of the disturbineness and.acceptabilitv of

behaviors as a function of diagnostic label (Retearch Report No. 4 ).

March, 1979.

Algozzine, B., & McGraw, K.. Diagnostic testing in mathematics: An

.

extension of the HAT? (Research Report No. 5). March, 1979;

Deno,' S. L. A direct observation approach to measuring classroom

, behavior: Procedures al application (Research Report No. 6).

April, 1979.

Ysseldyke,-.1, E., & Mirkin, P. K. Proceedings of the Minnesota round-

table conference on assessment of learning disabled childsen

(Monograph No. 8. April, 1979. ,

A

Somwaru, J. P. A new approach to the assessment of learning disabilities

(Monograph No. 9). April 1979.

Algozzine, B., Forgnone, C., Mercer, C. D., & Trifiletti, J. J. Towterd

defining discrepancies for specific learning disabilities: An

analysis and alternatives (Research Report No..7). June, 1979.

Algozzine, B. The disturbing child: A validation report (Research

Report No. 8). June, 1979.

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & Potter, M. Technical'

adequacy of tests used by professionals in simulated decision

making (Research Report No. 9); July, 1979.

Jenkins, J. R., Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Metsuring pupil progress

toward the least restrictive environment (Monograph No. 10).

August, 1979.

Mirkin, P. K., & Dencr,, S. C. Formative evaluation in the classroom: An

approach to impro ng instruction (Research.Report No. 10). August,

1979,

Thutlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke; J. E. Current assessment and decision-making

ractices in model programs for the learning disabled (Research Report

No. 11). August, 1979.

Deno, S. L., Chiang, B., Tindal, G., & Blackburni M. Experimental analysis

of program components: An approach to research in CSDC's (Research

Report No. 12).- August, 1979.

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Shinn, M., & McCue, M. Similarities and

differences between underachievers ønd students labeled learning

disabled: Identical twins with different mothers (Research Report

No. 13). September, 1979.



Ysseldyke, J., & Algoizlne, R. Terspectives on assessment of learning

disabled students/(Monograph No. 11).. October, 1979.

Poland, S. f., Ysseldyke, J. E., Thurlow, M. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Current

assessment and decision-making-practices in chool skttings as reported

tiy directors of special'education (Research Report No. 14). 'November,

1979. ,

McCue, M.., Shinn, M.,*& Ysseldyke, J. .Validity of the Woodcock-Johnson

psycho-educational battery with learning disabled students (Research

Report No. 15). /4ovember, 1979,

. .

Deno, S., Mirkin, P., & Shinn, M. Behavioral perspectives on the assessment

of learning disabled children (monograph No. 12). November, 1979.

3


