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Summary of .Research - . !

' The overall purpese of this researdgzproject has been to deserihe  insti-
tutional decisien making. The research provides a description of the actual-
day-te-day decision making activities ef educaters in an elementary school
district as they make evaluative decisiens about the careers of students in
schools, more specifically, as they decide to place students in one, -of many
special education programs, or retain them in regular classrooms. !

Data was gathered by field observation. review of official records.
interviewing, and by videotaping key decision making events. This combinatien
of techniques provides beth a deseription of patterns of decisions made, .and a
deseription of the institutional practices that comprise those patterns.,

The study was conducted in two phases. In: the First. hase, we described
the distribution of students in ‘the referral System, which lead us te discover
the -varieus constraints impinging on the decision making process. Decisiens
to provide special education'servfces were constrained by fisecdl, iegal. and
practical cireumstances, such as the amount.of meney available for educatien,
legal ceilings, and scheduling difficulties. The schoel district responded to
tnese constraints in innevative ways: creative boakkeeping, formalizing infor-
mal ‘procedures, and making placements for practical, not necesarily educa-
tional reasons. \ .

, . N

'The second” phase of the study has been concerned with the institutional-

ized practices that constitute tne distribution of students in various Special
education programs. “We conducted mere intensive analyses dT key events at the
referral, assessment, and placement phases of-the referral process. .

Since the referral process most often starts in the classroom we sought
the basis of teachers' referral recommendatiens by comparing the interactien
between teachers with referral and-non-referral students in regular classroom
events, and by examining teachers' accounts about the causes of students' suc-
cess and failure. . U -

“ There was® considerable variability in the behavior of referral students.
That 1is, all- students in the same institutionally constructed categery, (e.
g., -Mlearning disabled"i} did not give evidence of similar classroom behavior,
suggesting that the basis of teachers' referral is not the characteristics of
students' behavior..

While there was not much consistency in the behavier of students, there
was consistency in teachers' accounts about students! behavior.¢ All teachers
talked about the cauBe of 3students'®' difficulties ™ in similar terms; they
located tHe cause of difficulties within students, netably their ability ani
psychelegical states. Furthermore, teachers described "normal' and many dif-
ferent types of "special students in similar terms. This phase of the study
counters personality theories that pesit stable behavior patterns beneath
trait terms. ) ) -

-

Whemyeferral cases were forwarded to the assessment phase of the refer-

.ral system, - examined psychologists' diagnostic practices. We found: (1)
students' perform 1ce on psychological tests were collaboratively preoduced
betweent testers and students, which argues against individualistic views of
intelligence; (2) a "test until find" diagnostic procedure that continued
until suppesed disabilities were lecated. These diagnostic practices have the

-
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(unintended) consequence of confirming ‘teachers' original perceptions, and:*
substituting institutienally refined designatiens ("learning disabled") for
teachers often vague descriptions {"needs help“) s

Final placements are made by a district level committee which in >ludes.
parents. The full range of placement possibilities were net. discussed in com-

mittee meetings. one or twe options-were presented to the committee for con- . )

sideratien. Placement outcemes- were net seo much’ decidiens reached ‘in the
meetings as they were ratifications of actions taken at previous stagel of bthe
decision. making process- Practical circumstances constrain decision m king
such’ that final placements are made in terms of available educational pro-
grams, available ‘funds, teacher schedules, legal: mandates. net. just the
student's "educational needs," or "disability." This practice of making place=-
ments by available categary contrasts sharply with both "cemprshensive" and
"bounded" ratienality theorles of decision maKing, and the directives in spe-
cial education. guidelines.
. .

. One coenclusien reached" frem this study is that large scaléh institutions.
liker school distriects are organized to implement routines.a d standardi zed
practices more so than they are to make systematic chcices amcng a range cf

(" - .
Another ccnclusion is that “educational handicaps" and “learning disabil-
ities” are not characteristics inherent in students' actiens. They are the
consequence of institutional practices arranged for the identi'ication.
assessment and placement of students in educaFSQnal programs. This means that
displays of ccmpetence can be expected to vary from context to context.:

We recommend that this "context specific" view of ability and disability
be taken 'into account whgn formulating special’ education pelicy. We alse
* recommend that serious donsideration be given tos adepting a "pr9grammatic“
rather than a fregulatery" view of pelicy implementation, and medifying the
provisions of special education law that deal with the identification and
placement of learning disabled and educationally handicapped students.

~
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- SECTION 0. INTRODUCTION

-

. The overall purpose of this research prqject has been to describe inséi-

tutional de0131oq,making. The research provides a desenipiion of the actual-

day-to-day decision makitg activities of educators in an elementary School
district as tney make evaluative decisions about theé careers of students in

-

_schools, more-specifically, as they decide to place students in one of many

~ special education programs, or retain tnem in regular eld&srqoms.

0
.

Bl . .

. .
-~ =]

The study has been conducted in three phases. Phgse I, which was: the

»

subject of tne first End of Year Report (Menan et al 1979) was concerned with
data gatnering. Pnhase II, which was the subject of the “second End of Year.

-~ Report, (Menan et al 1980) was coneerned w1th tne d1str1but10n of students in
/ N\

the referral system and tne various eonstrainhs on the deeision mak1ng pro-
cess. Pnase III (tnis report) is coyeerned with the 1nstitution§11zed prac-

tices that constitute tne .patterns of behavior reported iﬁ previous:Areporﬂs.

v

Thus, tnis report is not a compreneénsive review of all three years of owr .

study. Instead, it is a summary of the activities of the third, and . final

year of our project. Readers interested in details about earlier pnases of tne\ -
/ N i .

study are encouraéed to consult Mehin et al (1979) and (1980).-

-~

. 1
Like researchers on education fr'om many disciplines wno have gone before

us, we are interested in the ways Schooling makes a difference in the lives of

-

students wno attend them. Our original plans for investigating this issue

were to study thne eduoational decisipn making associated with Cng placement of

students into a variety of educational programs. However, PL 9u4-}142, "Tne

. .

Edueat1on for All Hand1capped Students-Act, " was enacted at about the time the
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The 1mp1ementation of this. 1aw‘trans£ormed«the studyhrrom

. studi was to begin.

©a general study '2;,/edﬁgational decision haking to a specific study of the

"refertal_prddess" mandated by this recently enacted federal law: ) .

—/I/ﬂ A - ) L3 M !
/’/

N\
- Tnis coincidence (like so many other serendipitous events in social sci-

(4
research)

opportunity to see now a local agency impTemented & recently enacted federal

ence turned -out to. be fortuitous. It provided us with a unique

. law  (cf. Attewell and Gerstein, 1979): This law is particularly important,

sociologically speaking, as it seems to nave been informed by social, science
/ '
researcn on "labelling," esp°e1a11y tne stigmatizing effects of mislabelling -
. (Goffman. 1963; Mercer. 1974).

The law is also .important because it is so

speeifie

in

its

* ~ '

Provisions.

[}

For example, it specifies the population to be

served, tne components and temporal parameters of the placement process in

.
.

‘great detail. . : .o ‘ ‘
The Setting - - ‘ - Co.

° . .

"
Y

Tne study is situated in the "Coast District,"” 1oeated in a small ‘west

. Coast town ‘witn a population of approximatel'y 26,000-27,000. The population ~

. is approximately 70% wnite and 30% black and Mexican-American, Tnis popﬁia-

tion nas inereased about 50% in the last ten years with the bulk of the gnowth

-~ -

occurring in the last five years witn the building of several new pousing

developments. . The community is' located about 40 miles from a large Southern

v

Califprnian metropolitan area, separated from tne city by a number of other

small Productive output is non-industrial; the majority of ~

coastal towns.

tnis town's<income comes from tourism, local but restricted.agricultural pro- .
Nauétidn, and a multutude of small entrepreneurial shops selling clothing,

¥
area has several - large

foods, books and surfing mate?&als. The central

g
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shopping -centers.,——espcially.. if. "New Town," while the older.section remains,

Y »

primarily small snops.

The community as a wnole is fairly affluent. The median. income is $18,815
with 63% receiving $15,000 and over a year. In 1970, this income range was

. skewed 1n the opposite ‘direction: 58% made $10 000 or less annually.‘ One

explanatlon offered for this change is that families with higher incomes have
w

been imported to New Town which is a higher c.st aréa, and, othér financially

ES

sdlvent people have also b&ught land in Oid Town, principally al&hg the cliffs

- oo

overlooking the ocean. Tne 'unused land' was bought froém these who were -

unable fto meef ﬁhe hrgn~(and increasing) tax demands of the area. Incre;s-
ingly, 1oc;1 and "out of town" business spgeulators are buying in the area and
establ&shing themselves. .Recent proposals .have Been approved for Ve~
deve16§ment' of the main street 'in the 9id part of town. A “walkwin,mgllﬂ is

planned; the re-devglopment is financed by businesses, so no bousing is

included in the plan. It is expected to be completed by 1982.

About 12 years ago a major znterstate hlghway was built and the town's
businesses "went downn111 " in the words of one resident, because tne majority
of traﬁfiq was re-routed to giant shopping centers whicn received the business
tnat was historically provided by local stores. The shopping centers could

: A, . .
also afford to sell products ehé%per than the 0ld Town shops. Business in 0Old
Town suffered. Recently, says a resident, attempts have been made to

3y

éncourage increased travel o\ the old nighways She says this has helped

sligntly, but "it will never be tre same again."
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In tne meantime. virtualy no bu1lding or changes have occurred in the 61d 3

——— . - - . . - f—

" sect1on of ‘town.  The recent "mall proposal" 13 the first attempt to deal with: ; ‘

. dying bu31ness in 0ld Town. Residential organizatiBh, on the other hand, has
. “changed rad1ca11y. Several.new housing tracks have.béen buil£ in tne last 5
years accounting for the mushrooming popuiation. Very similar patterns are

occurring in N surrounding dJommunities. Ten years ago surrounding areas of

. 'unused land' supported farms raising beans, corn, tomatoes, <avocadoes and

.

flowers, Tney were considered ‘'chief exports!' for a long period nf_tlme.
Agricultural production'ha§ been reduced to tomatoes, avacadoes and flowers.
Real Estate ventures and fashionable commodity snops are tne new,aﬁtractions,

.
.

The New Town residents are'ba§ica11y ynung. professional and upwardly :
mobile members of tne middle and upper-niddle class. They are predpninnntly
_ doctors, lawyers, dentists, and ;iecutives. It is a very high rental distrigt
with a relatively high turnover among reésidents. Few residents consider it
permanent but rather regasg these hignly priced housings as"stebping stones' ) '
- to bigger, and better homes. 0ld Town.residents continue to be farmers on .
wnat natural land remains, small old establisned shopowners, flower growers .
and surfers. Tne personality of New Town is not unlike the per;onality of
. most of the concrete viilages built overnight in Southern California in the
last fivezggaggl it's contours érq relatively non-descript, rlatgen;d’versions

of one-time nills and valleys nhére generalized lawns replace indigenous Chap- ) o

[] N - v -
_paral, and cancrete covers wnat has not been turned to green grass lawns. -7

PR N

e

Water and its immanent shortage is a concern nere since this area of the coun-

try }s fundamentally desert. Only tne importation of water througn mammeth

viaducts enables green lawns and sw%mming pools to survive.

11 - . '




o

.

T’

tne —area 1s a constant source of disagreement and "false promises." Large
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- Thé personality of 0ld Town says.a ;esident, has noh_-ghgngéd signifi- = -
cantly déSpite coatempdrary business maneuvers. However, tnis’may all changé
witn the plannéuigstablishmeng of thé "walk-in mall" ;eheduled:,ﬁo line the
pain streeb. Sgrfers. long tiﬁe residentg, flower éfowe;é and émall farmers
continue to reside in ghe older parts of town. But ’théir number has beeﬁ

4 . .
reduced and cloistered by tne effect of tne larger and-newer snopping. areas.

There are a number of fasnionable speciality shops in tne old areas, which,

<

one residerit explains, "comq;and go" because of tne high cost of competitioﬁ

with tne 1érger shopping areas. Also the ihcreasiné ta:hEBase forces. many

4 v .

small snop owners to sell out. Nopetneless, a number of restaurants ranging

from 'greasy spoons' to healtn food spots persist.. By .far, said the same

-

resident, surf snops have done and continue to do tne best business. * And.aehe -

added, this has been the case for tne last 30 years. Put -together, surfers,

'naturalists', farmers, "hippies," entrepreneurial busiuesses and religious- |

. . . e R
groups co-exist fairly peacefully in"0ld Town. ¢ /:/,Af”
A major political issue is thg/mssﬁé’of giowtn. and of course, wateF{ A
B A - - -
coastal commission prg;uméﬁfy organi zed apg directed by residents witn
T *

interests in‘presé?ving tne coastal environment and organization of life 1in

scale leveling of land for the purposes of condeminium construetion persists
despite protests; From one resident's point of view the Coastal Commission

—

claims to want to stop rapid_unziinqed growtn, but nave to date, faredg, poorly
) . .
. is because members of tne group are-‘odugnt
N /

in tnis aim. This, she believ
of f" by Lig developers and speculators solvent enolgn to buy their interests.

In addition, developers willing to pay well over what "the market can bear"

force tne tax base up and tnen wait until tne small owners fold. -
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— . ?it Thirty years ago thiQ community had one'grade school, dne Junior High and - ot

. one Hign Scnool, Each éﬂzol hay” its own pripeipal? At the time this study'
) - . ! . N
beg#n, tnere yere five elementary schools, three of which are direct results
v * . °

of the eondoﬁﬂpium/apartment eonstruction of "New Town" in the last five

»

jeahs" A sixth s»noo* opened in two years ago«-also a direct result of neﬁ

[

. 'y construction. The elementary school system serves the entire district within
» <&
whicn this town is situated. Enrollm nt.in the district is 2700. The school

system is governed by a school superintendent who is responsible to a local
’ ' . . re , q‘
. board of 5 elected members which in term reports to a county board and a State “

Board of Education. ¥ ' , \ : oy
;o o . .
.. Public Law and Socidl Research )

[N ¢ P e
\\

e .
N . \\‘\~ . - .
Under normal circumstances; students” progress tnrougn scnool in a regular

~

sequence. They enter school ipn the kindergarten, an t'ne end of each year
. 4{}’ d\it\

L d

are promoted to the next higher grade. Not all students follow ~this routine
- o o ’ -

career patn throlgn 'sehool. however. Under unusyu¢ circumstances, studengg\‘
3 v

are removed - from tneir regular classrooms ddfing the . school year, and are

<

placed 1n a variety of "speeial edueatlon" programs.

A«

C- ' These speeial career patns have been a long standlng feature in U.S. pub-
| lic scnools. Recently, federal legislatlon has formalized the pr&cedures
. involved in placing students in speeial ‘education programs. Public Lay QU142
was enaeted to integrate handieapbed individuals into the mainstream of Ameri-

[

N ) can life. This act mandates a free and anpropriate public education " for all

nandicapped cnildren between Qpe ages of 3 and 21,Mand sets up a system of

* >
’ 4
- A

-} ﬁhrgaret S. Crowdes contributed sign}fieantly to tnis section of tne report.

- N
3 t
%
.
. ot » 4
H . .
. <
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federai financial suppert to states who implemeﬂt the law. - Funds are supplied

. . t . :
to eacn schodl system for each cnild wno is enrolled in a special education
oL ’ /.
program, until the numbers of students reaches 12% of the school population,
' [ .

after wnicn no funds are available.

LY

Tne major purpose of PL 94-142, is "to éssure tnat all handieépped- chil-

* -
dren have available to tnem...a free appropriate public education which
< ’ . L
empnasizes special education and related serv(Zes designed to meet their

unique needs." [Sec. 601(¢)]. Wnat constitutes an appropriate education for
.a nandicapped child is embedded in the six leading principles of the act: zero

B \ s N
reject, nondisgriminatory evaluation, individualized education programs, least

-

restrictive environment, due process, and parental participation. The prlnci—

ple of zero reject prescribes that all handicapped cnildren be given a free,
—— \ .
appropriate public edueat@on. The law defines it in tnis way:

- v .

Special education and related services whicn (4) have .
been provided at public expense, under public supervision

and direction, and without charge, (B) meet the standards

of the State educational agency, (C) include an appropriate
prescnool,/élemenbary,’or secondary school education in

tne State Anvolved, and (D) are provided in conformity with

tne individualized education program required under seet1on

614(a)(5)} [Sec. 602(18)] K !

Tne means for &ne zerc reject principle are provided bygid"enild find" program

on an annual basis to locate, identify.cand evaluate all nandicapped children

" who live in tne: public agency's domain.
Y \ 1

. 1}

Prior to an& special education placement decision the iaw mandates a full

individual evaluation of the referred child. Evaluation is defined as:
1
procedures used . . . to determine wnether a cnild is
hand1capped and the nature and exteht of the special
education and related services tnat tne child needs. ~
The term means procedures used seleep1ve1y with an -
individual child and doés not include basic  tests ;| -

-

., . Y
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admlnlstered to or procedures used -with all chifgren '
in @ school, grade, or class. (Federal” Register, ’ 4 . Coe j
August 23, 1977, p. 42494) . ' ‘ L
‘g A 977 P - _'\/ ) \ i !
. . L . E AN
Tne 1977 Federal Register stipulates tnat certajn Standards must be maintained w
to igshre the nondiscriminatory evaIuatioﬁ of'Znildren with suspected disabil- .
IS . .
ities: * / ~ o Y

*

: (a) Tests and other evaluation materials: .
(1) Are prov1ded and administered in the . T
child's native 1anguage qr other mode .
of communication, unles$ it is clearly A . ' ~
not feasible to do so;. . - A

. (2)"Have beén validated,for the Spec1f1e . . v -

. .:y purpose ‘for wnicn tney are used; and 4 °

(3) Are administered by trained personnel
il conformance witn ‘the' instructions
-provided by their producer. ,

s 3

i (b) Tests and otner evaluation miterials | '
' include those tailored to. assess specific areas . S
.- of educational need and not merely tnose which, (\/ ’
" are designed to provide. a single general s

intelligence quotient;
~ (c) Tests are selected and administered so as ) - :
best to assure.that when a‘'test is administéred ] .
to a child with 1mpaired sensory, manual, or > v ;
speaking skills, the” test results accurately .
reflect the child's aptitude or achievement
level or whatever other factors the test T
purports to measure, rather: than reflecting )
the cnild's impaired -sensory, manual, or’
.speaking skills (except .wihere tnose skills
are the factors which the test purports to
measure)
(d) No single procedure is used as the sole ' o
/’ ' i criterion for determining an apprdpriate
: educational program for a child; and } &
(e) Tne evaluation is made by a multidisciplinary
team or group of persons, including at! ieast one ‘
teacher or other specialist with knowledge in
the area of suspected disability. ;
(f) The child is assessed in all areas related
- to tne suspected-disability; including, where
. appropriate, health, vision, hearing,/social
o and emotional status, general'intelligence,
acadenic performaneeg,communicative status, o
and motor abillties.)(Federal Register, 1977, - o
PP, ng96-97) ) -

L. ’

. .
Informatlon from a variety of sources including psychologic¢al and educational

‘

3 ' A

F EJ%E};‘ . a . N i ;.%55

-
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tests, teacher and nurse ad!isements, and knowledge,abouﬁ the ' child's cultural

or soéfal-baekground must be carefully documented wnen considering a 'speeial

&

education placement.

‘

’ Follbwfng tne interpretation of evaluation data and identifieation ‘65 a

' handicapped en1ld the 1n§1v1dual1zed education program (IEP) is developed by

a mu1t1d1sc1pl1nary team 1n order to assure an appropr1ate educat1on.

>

All‘s1x

v &=

" of the 1ead1ng pr1nc1p1es.of_PL 94-142 are 1nterdependent, however all must be

/

} .
considered in the proeess of developing and 1mp1ement1ng the IEP. Tne IEP

insur es tne 1eg1slat1ve 1ntent tnat all hand1capped students' 1nd1v1dua1 needs

are met. For ;he.purpose of revision, IEP*s are reviewed

year. The eonftixuent features of eacn IEP are: -
N 1. A documentation of the sStudent's current level
.\ Jf educatiomal performance.’ . " —_
2. Annual .goals or the attainments expected by tne .
‘end af -the school year. . .
3.~ Short-term objectives, stated in instructional . 4
terms, which are the intermediate steps leading to . :
the mastery of annual goals. .
4., Documentation of the particular special education
and related services which will be provided to the
cnild. ’
¢ 5. An‘1ndieation of the extent of time a cnild will
participate in tne regular education program.
6. Projected dates for initiating services and tne
anticipated duration of services.
7. Evaluation procedures and scnedules for determ1n1ng
mastery of snort-term objectives at least on an annual
basis.

It is tne public ageney's responsibility to develop the IEP, even

~ - »

appropriaﬁe program‘is_not available for the handieapped child residing in its

if an

Jur1sd1et1on.

tial) senool must participate at the evaluat1on and placement meeting where

tne IEP is written.

) [}

AN L0 —

at least once a

-Furtner, a representative from the private (special or residen—'

N
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To the max1mum extent conceivable the plaeement of eh11dren should be in
o~

IS

* the 1east restrictxve’ environment, that is, handieapped children should be

-

educated with nonhandicdapped children.. While the\preference is clearly in the- %

direetion- of 1esé testricbive, preeautfon has to be taken‘when moving a stu-
dent througn the different 1evels of educational services to insure that han- "’

/‘ N \ . N
d1eapped children are not harmed by their emot1ona1 placements.

. v AN R s .~ -
. “ R .
» +

:
PL 94- 1&2 sets forth speelfie protective safeguards pertaining to the . :

r1ghts and responsibllxtles of parents. Briefly, tnese r1ghts and responsi- ‘{

. A
3 —
- s

|
|
bilities invelve the following: ~ ' - S . N
. ‘1! If agreement canniot be reached about the appropriate
\ placement orIEP for a handieapped cnild, then either °
parents or educators could initiate an impartlgl due -
process hearing. The principle behind 'due process’ v .
is %o 1nsurefthe fairness of educational decisions . .
affeetlng students' careers and the aecountab;lity . - ) - ==
. of tnose persons making these de~1sions. ) '
N 2. Parent3 must™be pravided: access to all educatiénal- ‘
records and -information pertaining to the school's,
evaluation' of their child (includlng testing data)'.
3. ‘Parental partleipatlon (direct and indirect)
/8- secured by their 1nvolvemenb in the development and ) .
. apprggal of education polidy . C. s
. (e.g., permission to conduct assessments and attendance
. at evaluation and placement decision meetings). o
4, Parents or guardians must receive written notice )
(in their native language) whenever the school agéney
proposes a change in the identification, assessment. A
or edueational placement of their child.~ \ . n

Ay

. The Referral System

¢ a
v

In order to describe the decision making process involved as students are‘

= 5] - . ) ‘
referred from "“regular" elementarylsehool classrooms, and are considered for ..

.
~ R Iy

placement in one of a number of "speeiai" education programs, or are retained

bl Yo A

in the regular classroom, we followed the progress of students' cases throuén

tne special education referral system mandated by PL 94-142. A given case has

- .
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tne potential of progreséing through .a number of major decision making points.-’
"The key deeiS1on making po1nts are "referral " "appraisal " ‘"asséssment "

"re-appra1sa1 " "evaluation" and "placement " These decision making points are

4

© ' identified by ? in E1gure 0.1. Referral cases progress at varying rates,
. . ’ . Lo * . . .

ahd dre resolved at different peints in the system” (e.g., after appraisal,
: .. )

S
«

a{per asseSSment. in the placement committee). The follohing description is

=

1ntended to deserlbe tne act1v1t1es’assoc1ated with each of these key dee1sion

mak1ng po1nts. and to describe tne var1ety of . students! educat1ona~"eareers
N \
. . \
K _-that .result aB their cases travel dlfferent paths e/ ougn this referral sys-
- y . .
tem. . - %/ N
. .. N . ’ ) 'i

N . S

tion from a teaeher. prinecipal, or parents. Students are referred for a hést -

of reasons, includlng unusual academic performanef discipline for m1sconduet

physical handicaps, or behavioral problems.
.« ' ) : / ) ' .

, v ——insert Figure T.1 nere--~ )
, _ |
. The case is supposed to be~forwarded to a "School Appraisal Team" (SAT)

Y

by tne school principal. However. the case may never get any further tnan the
office log book for a variety of reasons: e.g., the family moves ou; of the

-district. Or the case may be.forwarded to tne committee but not considered

-

p due to a backlog of work. The consequences of any of these circumstances 1is

a

y -
that the student stays in the reguls * education classroom. This is career
. patn #1 "SAT never considers .case" on Figure 0.1, ‘

,‘.“; ] 8

S

-
X

fan

Tne referral ‘system in this school. distr1ct is activated by a recommenda-
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Most case$ are considered by the School Appraisql Team, howévér.. The SAT

- ~

’is a scnool-bgkéd committee combosed of the school principal, the teacher of =

v

Ay

\
the referred studeny. a special education teacher, and a psychologist from the

- \

district office.~-\?he person -“making the referral, most often the classroom

. % teacher, presents the case to the SAT. The purﬁose‘of the SAT bommggtee”;s to
- appraise tne merits of the Case. After hearing tne evidence, the committee

- . - >

could exercise a qumﬁer of options. It could conclude that the referral was -

/

not  warranted. By taking no further action the case is cl&sgd, which retains

- ~ . -

" the referred studént in the reguiar.education classroom. This "ne assessment

~

recommended. n’ (NAR) option. is cafeer path #2 on Figure 0.1. The SAT could - N

also_conclude that the referral. was warrapted. In such cases, the committee
' ' ) v ) * .' . “ - .- \‘.\
5/ recommends assessment by tne school psycnologist (and/or tne special education

teacher or other profgssionél in. the case of speeech, hearing, or other physi«

. eal'problem)ﬁ This action kééh% the case open, and in the system. L
. N e

t ~ ¢

-

According to the law, a parént or guardian of the referral cnild is sup-

. -

posed to be notifiied once a_decision to give anlinggliigenee test is reached,
- [¢ * .

s R .
or a psychologisv works with thé child on a one to-one basis. 1 The veferral

-

. process was often interrupted at this time, when, fon éxampye. parents refused
to give permission for psychological or educational testing, disagreed withn

tne decision to refer, or when records from, another educational institution
we}e not obtained. When the referialxpraﬁéss is interrupted, students stay ;n

the regular classroom, as indicated by céreer path #3 on Figure 0.1. A

’

-

-

Y

. ) - ' . . t
. 1. At tnis point in the referral process, students are identified and talked
Co about as "referral students." As we will discuss in a later point (section 2),
sucn early labelling of students has consequences for students' careers.

“

w

.
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“As;essmenbﬂ‘involved psycholegical and educational tests, hdme and

~

claséroom visiﬁs. and éonsultatiQns_with parents and feachers. Tne results of

those examinstions and consultations were returned to the SAT for further dis-

‘dussion. The SAT exercised two major options at'ihiSa"re-appraisal" point;in

é

" the referral system. It could refer the case to a distriet wide committee, or
. R ¥ : : .

‘it could take no further action. This second option retains the child in the

' regular classroom, It is identified as "no evaluation recommended" (NER)
. . ) ) - .' l B ; . & . .
(Career path -#5 on Figure 0.1). A variation on this option involved "direct

placement ." Under certain circumsEancés..the SAT placed students into.pavtidu- -

lar sﬁ%cial educational programs without going through tne normal evaluation

pnase bf the prdgrah (to be desecribed belgw). This "direct placement" .career o

-

path is identified as #4 in the -system.. Once again, the referral process can
N . ’ ' . ; - ‘ - T
be interrupted at this point, and students'would be retained in their glass-

- - . . ¥

>

rooms (sgé career péth.#6 on Figure 0.1). N

-

Final "placement" decisions were made by the "Eligibility and Placement"
iE&P) committee, a ‘dfétrict wide’, multi—disc{plinary ;eam. composed of the,
.student's parents, the school administratoy in charge of special education,
the school nursé. the di;trict psyehologisb.who was Ucarcying the case," the
classroom teacher wno made the referral, and a special eqhéation teacher "who ~;
would potentially receive the referral student.‘The E&P- committee had two main
options at this point:*récommepd placement ot not reéghmend placement.l "Tne 'f
""no placement recommended" (NPRS decision rekaiqs thé studenf in the reéula:

classroom (see career path #7 on Figure 0.1). If tne committee recommends a

speciél education placeméht. it has a number of 6faceﬁent possibilities avail-

able, as shown ip/the "placement" column on Figure' 0.1.
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A Portrait 2£ the Study . ’

+ .
A

The overall purpo§; of this project nas been to follow the prbgreés of

. “~

students' careers through this.decision making system.

-~ .

- Data gathering. Mzterials for tni§ study were gathered by reviewing

™

official school records: from field observations of daily eduéational prac-

tice, by videotaping key decision makid@ events, and from interviews of a

number of school persdnnel, 'Ihe records of all=2700 students in the district '

- Lo
L}

were reviewed. These records provided us_with.suqh base Yine information . as
the age, grade, sex, and other demographic 1nf9rmation; as well as the offi~-

cial referral reason, date of referral, the person haking the referral,

[
haFSEEN . N '

psychological assessment infonmation.,educétional-tébt resﬁlts. datésof test

administration, and final disposition of all refgﬁrals~in the district.

’ . N » ] - N S——— . LY
Information availabie from school records 'was checked against ipformation

4

that became available to us by“obgervatioh in\classrooms, informal discussions

*

with princ;pals and personnel at the district level, and more formal inter-

~ [

£ . . . .
views conducted at the university. Information gathered from this combisation
of documentéry analysis, interviewing and -observation is providing us with a

varied and systematic basis for analyzing the decision making process concern<

.. ] X
ing student careers.
1

.

Researen methodology and its theoretical underpinnfngs. Contributing . to

the continuing aiﬁlogue among researchers in the ethndgraphic traddtion‘
. . v Lo

. - - - .
(broadly conceived), our study nas been guided by research techniques

deyeloped in "micro® or "constitutive" ethdography. The scépe and definition
P ~ // . >

of etnnognaph“ has varied considerably, and bpinions and p?actice dggfer on

.
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many details (sge for example, Sanday, 1979: Erickson_and Shultz, 1980; Hymes,

J9802..1980b;' Brice-Heath, 1981)s - These variations s$Spurred serious re-

»

~

thinking of the many aspeéts of‘éthnographic researcﬂ. énd has led us (as it

has led q}hefsﬁ. to go beyond aﬁ ungritiqal narrat&ve of ‘cultural detail, and

"focus, on a deeper analysis of our recorded observaticns., and qevelobing the

~

_very theses (as well as new ones) that guided our research. Research, after

all, is re-search, a statement about.the reflections of our searches.

-

" We are presBing¢for an ethnographically 'informed tneory concerned withe

the wider educational and socio-pelitical éqntext of the classroom and the
school . Microethnography, héé been associatedqwtﬁh tne‘fine-g§ained énaiysis of

I4

thé minute deﬁ;ils of face-to~face interaction in a small number of educa-

-~

. - 4
tidnal events. Tnis association developed, in part, we are sure, because as

.

microethnographers were develeping their theories, .refining xheir research.

'ﬁechniques. and acclimating educators, students, and parents to thé use of

audio~visuél equipment, tney concentrated on a_small number of events. For‘

AN hin one educational qet-

ting was deseribed _separately from

0 og\\: educational settings
A

G\

within the scnool, or without comparin .Af?'d ogtgjde of" school.

Microethnography is not just a.research technique, it is informed by a
tneory (Ericksen and Shultz, 1980; Mehan, 1978, 1979; McDermott et 41, 1978).

The theory is concerned about the ways in which the enduripg'*and “‘stable

‘ r

featu%eg\of our- everyday lives are assemblgd in social interaction. One ﬁlaqe
that these interactional processes can be located in the educational realm 1is

1n face-to-face encounters between people, for example, teachers and students.

-
’

But that is mnot the only place. Secial structures are also assembled uyhen

Y 2
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educators work autonomously, filling out forms, writing reports, oréynen'q ) (24"’

4 bad \ -
group of educators in the form of a committee work on a textual or documentary '
representation of previous face-to-face encouriters (Cicourel, 1975). A&n {
underlying theme of this project is to demonstrate that.tne " interactional or f\\\_\\:

0 . v N

mutually constitutive thééry informing microethnography has application across
. ] . \

situations and in broader contexts. i y

. Lo

%3
. R e e

In order to describe how we are linking the structuring of interaction

[

a .
that unfolds 1in face-to~face and person-to-text encounters with the broader

educational and socio-political context, it may be heipful to borrow a populgr

13

- metapnor. We started with a wide angle lens and 'zoomed' in on micro-contexts

(e.g., classroomg. testing sessions, committee meetings), and progressively

focused on the setting in order to capture the featdres‘considered most‘
sglient. Tnen, to avoid editing out tne larger §ocio-politica1 “and educa-
pional issues, we 'zoomed' back out into the larger qontext? carrying with us
those new insights we had gained into the micro-conééxtual features.

-

.
.

In its rush to the classroomf researcnhn has sometimeé been guilty of “;t
premature clq;ure and 'Eunnel vision.!' The advanced recordiqg devices used by‘ 4
ethnograbhic researchers are nog regearch{pg for their own sake, ‘but rather, ;%_
are heuristic and exploratory. We can't claim to account equally for every 4f§
aspect of school life (both internal and external) in our analysis. However, ?E
while following referrals we do acknowledge a conscious attempt not to manipu- .
late, control, of éliminéte (and thereby miss out on) aspects of this complex

totality and to instead systematize to give more concentrated attention to the N

emerging isstes.
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8325 Preliminary Observations

A total number of 141‘"finst time" referrals were processed tnrough the

-

must not confuse the official referrdl agent of recordrand the people involved
¢ ° in the decisioq/ to ‘nger. We simply cannot determing the number of times
parents and teachers or principals and teachers conferre& before the teacher

o “filled Qgt the official referral forms.

& : —~

2781. Tnis means that 5.0% of the studentsf in this district were referred

f——————-——during tne scnool year in wnich data was gatne}ed;

The various "career paths" through the referral system were desecribed
R 4}

students, or rather, students' cases that traversed these paths.

-~ingert Table 0.1 nere—-

(-3

The mosg héll travelle& gath is fﬁp the claSsroom through referral,
appraisal, assessment and~p1acement into)r

total of 36 students (25.7% o} referred students) were placed in this program.
Tne "LDf‘ Group, as it is sometimes called® is a pullout prdéram.-i.e.. sﬁur

J’,fdents spend part of their scheol day in their home classroom, and another part

.- ’

. = "

2. One of tnese cases lacked sufficient information to process. For the most
part we will consider .140 casesoin our analysis. Sixteen additional cases
were considered during this year. These additional cases were referrals from
2 special education teachers, suggesting that students were ready for "main-
streaming" or a modification ;g,iﬂgir individualized assessment plan. ™ The
"replacement” of studentps egular classrooms is beyond the scope of this

study, and tnese cases will not be considered in the folldwing discussions.

referral sysﬁem during tne 1978~1979 school year. 2 Thé claééroq¢~teacher was
»

listed in the s¢hsol records as the person making all of these referrals. We

Tne average enrollment of thnis district during tae time'of our study was

» . above,:and are depicted in Figure 0.1 above. Table.]l summarizes the number of -

a "learning disabilities" program. A

.
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- F , TABLE 0.1 ~

ot CAREER PATHS THROUGH THE REFERRAL SYSTEM ' -

E
%’ './°' h # . , No. 3 7-

. -Career Path #

. 1. Child referred, case never considered by SAT; 1 0.7
T "child remains in c¢lassroon ' \ '
. + *
2. SAT considers case, no assessment’ réecommended; 19 13.6 ;
child remdins in classroom ® . )
3, Process interrupted at eppraisal phase; child 24, 17.1.
, - remuins in clagsroom -
s ! ’ - . : . ™ * i M i
N SAT-gonsiders case at re-avoraisal phase, makes Ll 7.9+ v
L . _ direcdt placement (Adapiive P.E. =1; Bilingual - ‘
: . =3; Reading =1; Counseling =6) . .
R SAT con31ders case, recormends assessment, - 28 20.0 :
- assessment canducted, no evaluation recomménded, ’ .
. e child remains in classroem : '
.o 6. Process interrupted at assessment or re-appra1sal 4 2.8
o e Dhase, child rema_ns in classroom o
<! 7. E. & P. considers case, no placement recommended 1 0}7
) child remains in classroon .
- 8.. Process interrupted at evaluatlon phase; child 1 0.7 A
, remains in classroon . .

° 9. BE. & P. considers case; reccmmends placement 7 5.0 ,
) N in Eduéationally Hendicapped Classroom - . o
. 10. - E. & P. considers case; recommends placement 36 25.7

~in Learning Disabilities Group ‘
11. + E. & P. considers case; recormends placement 3 2.1
in Severe Language Handicapoed Classroom
12, E. & P. considers case; recommends placement 2 1.4 ;0
' in Multiple Handicapped Classrocm . .
. ’ 3. . E. é P. considers case; recommends plaeement 3 2.1 .
", in Speech Therapy o o ;
' 14. * E. & P. considers case:.recommends placement,<. 0 . 0
' oot in off cempuys: facility ' R ’
N TOTATL, 140 w~\g?:8%
. ~ . , ' “ e
4 * ' "
- - N ,
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of their day in a sbécial education progrém.

Al -
- - ’ .

-

' ! B

- The next most répfeaented educational decision is” career path #5, "no .- ,'W
. évaluaﬁion recommendeq." A student achieves this educational designation when
- his or'ner referral is.considered by the School Appraisal- Team, educational .
. ¥, )

. _assessment 1is recommendea and conducted, but upen re-appraisal’ of the case,

not enough reason is found to warrant its further consideration. Instead, the

student is retained in' the regular classroom.
. r 'd

A total of 2B cases (20%)

4 ~

] travelled tnis career path théouéh tne system. . B o
I o‘ \'- v
3. . . . b . . K4

-

’ A formal decisivn was not reached on a significant ‘number of cases

<,

because tne referral process was interrupted for a variety of reasons. A

. . total'of 29 cases (see career paths #3, #6, and #8) (20%) fell into this

- ~

category, all of which have the consequence of leaving the student in the reg-

o

-

ular classroom by default, as it wFre.

. a w
1

~

|
|
|
|
|
|

. ) _ ] ,
. The final points on the career paths are similar in their consequences i
. .. ) : ., ’ J
. for students' 1lives:s There are two main decision .outcomes generated by the J

. . ¢
system:! retain in a regular educational program, or place in a special educa-
- tion proﬁraml A student'can achieve the status of a regular education student

‘ py des;gn or by default. That is, a formal dectsion to retain a student in a

< N
= -

, . . - .
regular classroom Lecan ka2 reached, or the system is interrupted in suchAa way

. - <

tnat the -student remains in his clagsroom because: the case 1is not closed.

Special education programs can.be gqphﬁed into "whole day" also calqu,"sélfﬁ

Tne programs. in the first . . _,

contained" élassroomg; and_"pullout" programs. N

— T4 cxtrene 5 i
‘oup are considered ,the more extreme placements, while the programs in the

>

second group are considered less extreme. The least severe placement of all

I

is "counseling." In such cases, parents are encouraged to seek ddvice from-a

N

.

: ‘ .. R8 , .
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prcfeésicna; péychologiét outside the district.

1 ’ T e "'" "‘ ) .
. The "career paths" in Table 0.1 are collapsed into tnese Regular and Spe~ ’.

cial ‘Education Placement categories in Table 0.2. S o
4 ) . P s
-~insert Table 0.2 here--~ - ¢

Thiﬁatable‘snows that 56% of the cases referred were resolved, eitﬁer by

X

design or by default, &s regular education placemente.: The remaining 44% of . .

tne students were pIaced/;nto one of threeL;ypes of special education pro-

grams. It is interesting to nete that 62% (49 of 78) of the cases in the reg-

ular education category were not "placements" at all, but came as the result

-

of interruptions in the referral system. The great majority (5313 of special

education cases were placed into the less Severe, "pullout"’ bfograms, while
o

272 of special education placements were placed inte self-contained class-

rooms.,
% : ' oA

' 1

These are the basic facts about tne'products‘of the referral process. in

tne 'Coést gfstrict during the 1978- 1979 School Year. We now turn our atten-

tion to the referral process 1tse1f.

We w111 describe some of the institutional practices tﬁht are respon31b1e
(4

'for tne dlstribution of students into these educational categories. To this.

-

end, we<have conducted a more micro, constitutive analysis of a small number

¢

of events at the referral , assessment, and placement phases of . the referral

system during tnis, tne tnird and final year of tnis project. For each of the
Ehree key phases 1inh the referral, assessment, aﬁa placement phases of the:

referral system, we have a benavioral record of the'-interactién tnat 'took

placev between the participants, and* documents tnat were produced in such

NsYe . .
’ - S/ B
! )
. * 1,
. ~
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~

v

L TABLE 0.2

. - /
o TYPES OF PLACEMENTS.

Reqular Education
. - {

Remains in classrnor be decision

Rema1ns in cTassroon due to interruption:
in process )

Total Regular Ed
. i

Special Education

Counselling
1

"Pullout” programs’

"Self-contained” programs2
'Total Special Ed

Total Referral Cases

<

, ’ ) ?}w
1. Pullout special educau1on.prnorams are:®
LDG, Speech Therapy, Reading, Adantwve
I Dhysxca] Educations .

2. Se]f-contalned programs are: EH, SLH, MH

‘and Bilingual Pnngzgm§~*\

———

Total. | __ %

- 78 55.71

a1 -
15
62 44.28

140 100% -

;
o
|
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encounters (e g., referral forms from teacher-student 1nteraet1on. psycholog-
1 -px
£ leal, asSessments from tester-student interactlon, IEPs from E&P Committee

¢

. . ﬁ
- meetings). We also have accounts of what happened dprigg‘these events from at N
1east one of the partlcipants in the event. This set of ma%erlalslfacll1tates

a number of analyses, both within and between events (See Figure 0 2, below),

- . <

s ‘: . s
5 . .
. . S
- . N
- . . N -\

’ 3 --insert Figure 0.2 nheré-- N "ﬂ\
-
¥ ¥ ’ . r . AR '5‘;\
' ’ - . L . W O
) ™ Within a given event, the interaction between part1c1pants is av%11ab1e~
- . - - £y

for analysis. In add1tion, as a student, or rather,(a student's case or ﬁ}le

0 proceeds -through the referral system, we have been able to compare mne perfor- f\

mance record between events. That is, we have been able to determine how a’

- referral stident's benavior compares w1th his/her behavior in the testing
! * . ) 3
s1tuatlon. We take up this topic 1n Section 2.0, below, " The interaction»

& \

- N )

%

.y tnat takes piacé in classrooms between teaehers and students (both referrai
'and ‘non-referral). the interaction between psychologists and students that
takes place in testing, situations, and tne interaction among committee members

is discussed in Sections 1, 2, and 3, respectively. ~~ . , «

s ) .
k) . .
The same points of comparison are available from our viewing sessions.

. 'f B o N
Not. only are the structure of accounts generated about a particular phase of

L

tne referral .process avaiiable'for analysis, but differences in accounts gen—

L

—erated by tne same person on different occasions (e. g+, the classroom teacher

wnile watecning videotape of classroom interaction, and tne claserOm teacher

(

wnile watching videotape of the committee meeting) are subject to ana1ys1s.

'
N
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FIGURE 0.2

ACCOUNTS AND: BEHAVIOR AT KEY' DECISION MAKING JUNCTURES
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*

Commi ttee Meeting

Classroom Testing
; - g . e . J . . R
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SECTION 1. THE CLASSROGM BASIS OF STUDENTS' ACADEMIC DIFFICULTIES

~=

4 . . - . ~e -

L

\ In this sectio@ of the final repert, we explore the classroom performanee -

of students who have been referred for special education and studentswwho have

» A

not been referred The purpose of the analysis is to determine whether there

[ERN P

N -‘:

referral students within a given classroom. and whether there are common pat-

" —

|
|
|
|
§ is a common pattern in the.interaction between teachers and referral and non-
|
|

terns across classroems. We engage in this analysis in orden to determine the
basis.of students' academic difficulties. Our index of academic Jdifficulties

? g . .
is "referred for | special education," Students who. haye been identified by -~
. XN * S . t
classroom teachers 'as candidates for special educatien’ are considered by

teacners, and hence by us, as having difficulties.in school.

- .

, Theories of Students' Difficulties in School .

This analysis of the basis of students' referrals is grounded in compet-

ing theories about students' academic success and failure. Three competing

Q

. . theories  can be identified: a "realist," a "mentalist." and . a "eonstruc-

‘tivist,n3

« 0" L4

] ] The differences between these three‘ theories concern  the source of the

student's success or failure. Proponents of a realist perspective on stu-

dents' academic academic performanee concentrate on the characteristids of q‘
> L) ¢ .. . .

S  students' behavior. Mentalists locate the reasons for students''success or
. ‘ Py ‘

" failure 'in the mind of the person perceiving the student e. ﬁ;. the clasroom
. b < /}

t

. teacher or school psychologist. Constructivists gay that students' success or

.
v * 2

- failure emerges from the interaction between the'perceiver'?;Z é.. classroom

.-
4 3. For a more complete description of the pnilesophical underpinnings of these
- three theories, see Mehan (19810) and Mehan et al (1981).

- N DL . . .. ‘ - - ! \ N \‘
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{ teacher) ‘and the object of perception (the student). The ontological Qquestion
of ths location of the structures of percebtion becomes: is "good/bad" perfor- .
mance "in the student" (a state or a trait), "in the head" of éhe teacher.'(an‘

//A gibectation)yfor does~g;;\33%egéry ("good étﬂdent." or "special education.stu-
4 . . “ i »

-

o~ . dent") emerge from the interaction between the student and the teacher?

)
S
-

‘Realist Accounts ggvStudentsf School Performance ' ' .

. : ‘ , , )
Realist explanations of differences in students' school performance clus«

ter around tne _cpdcept of "students' characteéistics.“ Studénts who succeed
. and those who do hot are said to have different traits, be they :lingﬁistic

styles (Bernstein 1971, 1973), or cognitive styles (Ramirez and Castaneda.

et al, 1966), or differences in hereditary states (Jensen, 1969; Herrnstéin. .
1971). These "states and traits" theories are similar in Phat they locate the

cause of Scnool Echieyement in and around the students themselves.

[

o i97u). differences in backgrounds or environments (Jencks et al, 1972; Coled%n A

 States and traits.assumptions are also found in the "medical model" -

. N ‘ | .
inherent in PL 94~142, the federal law that governs the education of all nan-

.. dicapped students (Mercer, 1979). The medical model is a conceptual tool used }
5 ‘

N - in mgdicql ,reaearch‘ to understénd and combat.pathologicai coh&itibns iﬁ ﬁhe .
) ! . . *
organism; it assumes that symptoms are caused by some bielogical condition ;n

| tne organism, and ,that soclocultural characteristics of the individual are
. cos « .
irrelevant in making a diagnosis:

»

. In the medical model, tne organisuﬁus the focus of assessment and - ‘ .f
. pathology is perceived_as a condition in the person, an attribute of
" the organism. Thus, we say a person is tubucular, or has 'sc?rlet

fever. (Mercer, 1979:95) ° } . .
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v '] » - h '.‘
While the Education for All Handicapped Children law has specific provi-

sions for, answering questions about the physical state of students, e.g.q

v

measures of "health vision, hearing... and’ motor activities" (Federal Rggis-
[ 4 .

ter 1215532 (3) F), tne underlying assunptions of the medical model extend

~

' beyond the physical aspects of . students considered for special education.
Attributes such as "intelligence," "aptitude," "potential " or "mental abil-
ity" are also considered to Be internal states or the private possessions of'

the student.

An example of a réalist account cf studehts' school performance is fhat

of Bereiter and Englemann (1966) who fOcus upon differences in students' "cog-

nitive styles." They conclude .that the language of ethnic minority and lower ,

class preschool children is "inadequate. for expressing personal or original

+

opinions for. analysis and careful reasoning. for dealing‘ with anything

hypotnetical or beyond the present or for explaining anything very complex"

L(1966:32) They argue that 1inguistic deficiency is the basis of the poor
‘ school 'performance of "disadvantaged children" and forms the basis of such
increasingly popular instructional packages as DISTAR which teach poor and
ethnie minority childreh by drill and practice, rote learning. and by dispens-

" ing tangible positive reinforcements.

[

Similarly, differences in cognitive styles are said to account for the
poor \performaﬁce of Mexican-American children in comparison with Anglo chil-

“dren: . : . . .

Research has‘ghown that Mexican American and Anglo-American children .
perform differently on cognitive tasks as well as on tasks reflect-
ing incentive=motivational and human-relational styles. These find-
ings can be explained by the conceptual framework of . field
sensitivity/field independence. It was hypothesized tnat differ-
ences in cultural values a{e reflected in socialization practices,
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which in turn result in differences in cognitive style between Mexi- _ .
. can American and Anglo-American children. That is, Mexican American - )
N o cnildren are relatively more field” sensitive and Anglo-American

cnildren more field ‘independent in cognitive. style. (Ramirez and
Castaneda, 1974:79) - '

-
Y

L

v ‘Mentalist Accounté'gg Students' School Performance

k)
-

A secorid set of explapétions of differénbes in studehts' school perfor- . ) l&

mance sh}f the reason from the characteristics of the .student to the head of -

~

. tne teather. The most notable éxample'cf mentalist accounﬁs of scheoel per-
formance is "expectancy theory" (Rosenthal and Jacobsen,” 1968; Bar Tal, 1978).

In its moéq extreme and simplistic form, expectancy theory assumes that it is.

¢ - . i Y

not the students!' -characteristics or -behavior that 1eads to success or
failure; it is the expectatiqns that teachers have for students' behavior that

s considered paramount (Rist, 1977), R . ‘ .

-

”

»

Expectancy’theory bears a strong family resemblance to labelling theory (/

(ériffin and Mehan, 1980).'especia11y'as that theory haé been applied'ib.the

identification of mentally regtard~d students (Mercer. 1974) and the study of ‘
.  rule breaking in classrooms (Hargreaves et al, ,1975). Inst;ad of sgarching

for the source of deviancé in tne.biological make-up of the actor (Shpldan.

1949), the early socialization of the child (Cohen. 1955- Sutherland and y

Cressy, 1966), or in the breakdown of the‘ social structure (Mertbn. 19&9).‘

!

labelling theorists (Lemert, 1951; Kitsuse,. 1962; Becker, 1963) looked to

LY

societal reactions to actions-'in the generation of dev;aﬁce. According " teo

labelling theorists, the maln difference between normals and deviants is that
* s . ’

deviants have been apprehended and processed by formal 1n§titutions (e.g.,

courts and hospitdls), while so-called normals have not, in spite of having.

committed similar acts in'mahy cdses. o ) ‘ '

)
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Thus. from the- poinb of view of 1abelling theory, and its cousin expéc-

tancy theory, thne reasons for students' success or failure are not to be found

l~
} .
i.
i*

‘v

in the acts or characteristics of‘students; rather, they are;to be’ found in -

®

! [ . . . s L ’
the teacher's reactions to student behavior. Successful students and unsug- - .

- Lol
-

cessful students are such'not because of the inherent characteristics of tnefk

écticps,, but because they ‘have been labelled or defined by others asiguccess-
. . N -~ [ ’ 2 “
- ful or unsuccessful. . o :

- . L=~
’ N ’ ‘ ..’ I

Constructivist Accounts of Students' School Perfcrmance

A third set of explanations cf differences in students' school perfor-

Lo h €. '
« mance focus upon the interaction between student behavior and teacher treats
ment of student behavier. According to these Qccounts. “objective soc¢ial

.

I3
, 4"

facts" such as students? 1ntelligence and scholastic achievement are accom-
* \

plished'in the interaction between teachers and students, testers and stu-

P

dents, prineipals and, teachers. counselors- and students (Erickson., 1975

“xr

\
Erickson and Shultz. 1980; ‘McDermott - et al T978, Mehan. 1978. 19(9): S
r > .
Research conducted on tne social organization of the classroom (Philips, ° -
P 1972, 1976; -Bremme and’ Erickson, 1977; Erickson and Shultz, 1877; Florio,

1978; McDermott et al, 1978; Gumperz and Heyasimchuk. 1975; Menan, 1979; Shdy'

, and Griffin, 1978; Shultz et al, 1979) points to the notion that competant

membership in the classroom community involves the integration of social
. . . °
benavior and social context. Learning that certain ways‘Bf talking anJ’acting

) ‘ 3 M * M
are appropriate on some occasions and not others, learning when, where. and

with whom certain Kkinds of behavior can oceur, a\e part of the social

J

1

knowledge that is corsidered essential to a student's effective school perfor— ) .‘
. M ) 1‘

|

&

L)
Q™ Lo
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From the point of view of a eonstruetivist theory, success or failure is

not a funetion exclusively or primarily of students' ehardcteristics or teach-
H ¢

- ers! expectations. Rather than .an individua; pereeiving an object in isola- .

. Al -

) 1on. the construetlvist image is one of individuals acting together in organ--
)
‘ 'lzed contexts to create and maintain the link‘between categories such as "spe- A

-«

cial edpcation étudent,“ and behavior. . T ‘ ~
This image reflects the underlying premise of conspructivis;’&heory: the . ¥
objects of the world are social agcompliéhments. That is, when perceiver{and . .

object come together, what is perceived is a function of ‘the interaetion.qu

culturally provided\ categories that the perceiver brings to the interaction
1 N . 3 -

:
and new information about the object that occurs, in the interaction._ In this .. ..

' -

perspectivg. there is an emphasis on the Eroces by which categories such as

-

"normal" or i'.',pecial" student are created in interaction. Constructivist' .

‘theorists argue that it is in the moment-to-moment give and take of classroom
interaction that teachers' expectations are built up and'up}kedrout.

N : S -
" A History of the Research .

\ . . \ ’
Methods . . . ‘. -
-

A
. ‘ * *

-

The materidls for this examination. of students' behavior and. teachers!

treatment ‘of stbdgntg' behavior come from three sources: feachers' ﬁe?errgl
‘réas¢dsAon;9fficia1_forms, videotéped segments of‘classrﬁ { ipﬁe;action. and
"viewing sessions;\ in which the teacher was_inter;iewed about the events
recorded on the videotaﬁe. The videotaped classroom segment pﬁovi&ed. data

‘about student-teacher interaction, and  the official referral reasons and

[y

i N . S~
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teachers! comments during viewing sessions provided data about teacners!

- A -

. inte}pretaiions.of the interaction.
- o -

In ofder to locate students wno had been referredsfor special educatien,
[ 3 : :

we eontacted classroom teachers after Ehey made referrals; 27 teachers who had

- the 55 cases, we selected 17 for in-depth case study analysis. 4

Before videotaping. a member of the research team.observed in the class-

room to obtain a sense of classroom routine and typical patterns of classroom

A ‘;eferred 55 students aéreed to participate in this phase of tne etudy. Out of
. life Based on these observat;ons. representative classroom events - wh%gh
3 ﬂ ) included the 'referral student weré videotaped. The tapes were ;iewed %é%%}
..i‘ ' preliminary comparisons of the behavior of referral and nonyreferral_ studen;s '
" i__ .and then nviewing sessions" (Shumsky, -1972; Cicourel et al, 1974; Erickdbn and 3
"Snultz, 1980; Florio, 1978; Davies, 1978; Stuy and Griffi:.: i978; .An‘dérson_
Levitt, 1981) - were schgduled. While viewing the videotaped classnoom event. -2

*  the teachers were asked to recount the reasons they referred the student(s) .

and to comment uppn the students' behavior on the wvideotape:, ' - - r~‘L~; ,
. . R ' * . > * \ ‘. -
Construction of Case Studies ) T l -

For each of tne 17 cases, we reviewed tne videotapes, transcripts of the
}
videotapes and ~of the’ v1ewfng sessions, and the field qotes*using a set of

* N
oriénting questidns about differential student behavior and differential ‘ N

teacher treatment. We asked:
[ ! - . D

1. Do students complete the nominal task“ef the lesson?’ A

Are there differences dn the academic performance | of

referral and nén-refergal students? N

~ a
. . , -
.

4. See Mehan et al (1979) for the procedures used‘to selegt those 17 cases.

.
. L) . ~
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2. Do students know how to get the floor?
, Wnen to talk? How to talk? }
. L4
3. Once they gain access to the Moor, does ‘their e
.contribution join in-the flow along academic and
) interractional dimensions?, e
e obtéined a more detailed description of individual sﬁudent contribu~

L

tions

\ . .

to the lessoh through both' a quantitative and a more complex sequential
Q f‘.ht_:h'e\ t;i‘ahscripb‘ of the classroom interaction. The quantitative

- -

anaiysis consisted bf_co#hdiing a~¥imple distribution of initiation turns and

" conversational a§ts, The_squenftal‘analysis required more .of an ethro-
S ST . i . : .

éraphiggaébroach to the 6§er$11 sense of the event and a- desciiption of ?@rger

-

segmerits of gne transeript. Here we'focused upon
b L - ’ ’ .

initiaﬁions\and:responses tb questions., - - . . , .

- -

the quality of students® -

- -

‘+ * -

L ]
sessions with the teacher provided. both a

T Tneftranseript of the viewing”

guide for our

. . . v . *
about the teacher®s interpretation of the same eventsx qn particular, we
“obtained informatiom about whether teachers were orientingd ‘to students'

Y

behavior differently, especially that of the referral -students. -

o, P}
\ ' -

v

LY

.
- .

./ Case Studyx§yn£hesis

-

. .After preparing case shudies of student behavior and teacher tpeatheﬁt

N i .
for each classroom, we examined the similarities and dif;grences of cases

across classrooms in order to determine unether a uﬁiform~statement éou;d he

made. The wide variation we found across cases appeared at first to defy gén-
’ M - * b y ¢ * ' - “

eralizations. At the same time, we attempted t6:or§aniie the data in a way

tnat would satisfy the goals of Mlarge scale" cross-site compar.sons,’ withouk

. -
- v e
~ R 1
»

interpretation .of the classroom segment and new information '

< e

B
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sacrificing the variation and richness within each case. ‘

2

We selected differential student behavior as thne organizing principle for , ~

1]

tne data because' it is the Gnderlying assumption of the referral }&oces;

itself. The present.conception of "special stu@pnté“ is that they have a han-
. . . -y ——— °

a

qicap, and that their behavier is therefore observably diffgrent than that of

other students. 'hb distributeﬁ tne seventeen cases along a continuum accérd-

\diffe'r from'qgatlof the non-referral students participating in the same event

(See Figure 1.1). : ) / '
. s ‘

. We defined the behéfior of tne non-referral students .as the classroom

"norm." The degree to which the referral students' behavior differed from this

o norm for the seventeen cases fell along the coritinuum into roughly four clus-

ters or categories that ke_ designateé "overt," "moderate," "subtle:“‘and.

A ¢
| e ing to tne degree to which the referral student's was observed to
N

"egvert" norm deviation. The norm violations* o? both referral and non-

& -

referral students were also marked-by the teacher's reactions sud% @é negative
» \ .

sanctions and directives during the classroem event and by his eor her comments

-

in the viewing session. L .

~ !

In order to present both tne range and depth of the data.’“ﬁe' cﬁose one

»

case from each category @3 an examplar to discuss in Qetaili This approach

attempts to fulfill two interrelated goals: to integrate "ﬁicro“ level

analysis with "macro" level cross-site comparisons in order to describe the

~

relationship between student-teacner interaction and educational "facts" such

" as nspecial education students," and more broadly, the relationship between

social -processes and social products.
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- S Figure 1.1 . - SRR , .
é . DISTRIBUTION OF REFERBAL CASES
: . —— o
g OVERT MODERATE - SUBTLE COVERT .
' Dillon Hale . Kitty .. . Chris
~ (never SAT) (test/ret.) (test/ret.) (LbG).
a : © o Traey Travis Shane
. ' . . (LDG) “ (NAR) . (LDG)
. Richard - . Teresa . -Robard
CL (Speech) . < (NAR). . . «LDG)
. 3 :
. ‘\ Preston : - Mindy -
_ . : (LDG) o ‘ (Reading) .
. - Bart " ‘
' . (NAR)
. . ‘\ . Lu-is I‘ - v - ‘ ‘.
N : (Bilingual) '
: ‘ Roger .
. , - (LDG)
" Zane : - ,
. \ (LDG) \ L .
' { - &
. ' © k4
J
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Summary. -

|
[ b = . ' ~ 8 . \ , )
| o Our analysis of classroom interac%ion provides materials fer ﬁesting/ the

. adequacy " of the thoree’ theories qbout stuenték.scﬁbol performance discussed

N

earlier in.this section, Specifically, we want to know whether— a student's e

Y ’

placement into. §pec;§1 education is a function of a state or trait "in the

. stqdent.ﬁ an expectation "in thq.teacher's mind," or an interaction._of student

P » -

. - behavior and teachers' categories. R
(R Y » . ’ \

) Case Study Analysis ’ -

<

Overt Norm Vielator . . .

ot
. . ' . oo .

N .

. N ! ‘ ‘ i

. .

- Dillon is & referral stuieqn wno exemplifies an '"overt norm violator."

i .
His behayior was observably. different from other referral and non-referral -

students in the lesson in which he participated, and from all other referral o

students in our sample. Throughout theé yidedtaped claésroom segment, Dillen

rargly paid'attention and by the second half of the lesson, he was juﬁping

, . around the room laughing and repeétlng nonsense utterances such as "turkey, -

s

turkey." Otner students, who had alsd been referyed for other reasons, commit-
ted similar - norm violdtiens. Yet, ‘the teacher treated them differently.

" Although Dfllon's horm vioclations were more severe and numer&bs. the téacher*

» -

-

treated .them more tolerantly than she did those committed by others. more

-

tolerantly as Dillon's teacher does.. ~ . ' '

§

. N ‘,
Referral information from school records. Dilleon is an English speaking

-~ )

Caucasian 4se§bnd grader referred by his teacher on September 20, 1978 for the ' .

following reasons: : . ‘ ' T
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1. daydreaming -

2. does not finish 3531gnments

3. short attention span '

4, does not respond to rewards for completion of work
5. not much peer interaction .

6. no matn skills

.
o &

Tne’ SAT met several times on Dillon's case: first on September 20 - 1978 whed

(N9

1t decided to observe Dillon° second on October 18, 1978 when it decided to

continue observation;'and third on February 14, '1979 when continuation Ofk

observation was again-decided. By the end of the school year, Dillen's ¢ase ‘,:

had not received

e SAT. He Qes.kept in a ﬁholding pat-

tern" beca school officials, particularly the teacher, hoped he would

improve over the year,

-
; , e j

Student performance in vocabulary lesson. Our observations of Dillon

come from a videotaped vocabulary lesson in which the teacher used [flash cards ‘ |
to elicit word recognitlon responses from students. In addition to Dillon and
the teacher, Zane ‘add Mindy,1two other referral students, and. Charlotte, a ka |
student'whd had almost been referred, participate in theylesson. However, the
representaéiveness of this classroom event is problematicr In the interview,
hneﬁgeggge~ stated that this group of students was assembled\specifically for
the purpose of yideotaping, normally the teacher would work individually witn
Diflon and Zane on reading. Yet, when viewing the Videotaped‘ lesson later,
the teacher . said” that the behavior students .eXhibited dd ' the tape.das‘

represedtative, and tnat these students were chosen for tne group because they

<

all perform roughly at the same level in readigg.

H
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The lesson consists of three tasks:
R IS naming all the vowels ' )
2. naming the words on flash cards as.,a group

3. nar.ing the words on flash cards in a contest .
. ) '

? bharlotté nameé-twq.yowels; Mindy ang'iane one each. '511 ‘of Difloq‘g
uéterénces &uring Ehis task are nonsensical (e.g., "by, by, by, by" and , ’
? tupside down, upside down"). .
. ] . . . PN !
In the second task, Charlotte was by far the most proficient at recogniz- Y

4 -

ing words naming 17 correctly. Mindy-and ﬁillon-name'two correctly and Zane
names one. Cha(lotte-is also the only student to answer any of the teacher's

v precess and therefore more difficult questions (5 out'of 5).

- -

Charlotte names 14 words correctly in the contest phase of the. lesson,

t

Zane names 6, Mipdy names 4, and Dillon does not name any. Overall, Charlotte

——
~— ..
13

performs far bette}‘than the others (31 correct responsés). thdy and Zane (6

- or T7) perform equaliy well and Dilloh performs least well (2 correct),

. g "
i

Student and teacher contributions. The téagher talks 49% of the time and

B

students talk 51% of the time during this lesson. She addresses, 26% of her

“initiations tp Dillen, 28% to Zane, 9% to-Charlotte, and\ 4g\ to Mindy. The
s | 4

[ 3

rest. £33%) are directed to the group as a whdle. Fifty;eigh percent of the

i * . .
teacher's initiations fre directed to Charlotte the non-referral\student.

.

focusing students' attention on the task. Most of the initiations the teacher

=N
Ci
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'directed toward Dillon (85%) are,directives and only 15% are quesbions about

‘\: ~L
rare directives. and 60% are questions. The teacher addressed three directives

to Mindy but no questions, and two directives and six qpespions to;Charlotte,

.

IS

Although the teacher spends the most time talking ‘to, him. Dillon is not

-

answers given by other ‘students. Another 36 of Dillon'e'utperancea were nen-

sensical or irrelevant (e.g., "by, by, by" and "turkef for fifty cents"),

In contrast to Dillon's gradual, and eventually total, withdrawal frem

W

»

of the 1. 3sson, Zane was sanctioned ten times'and named only one'of the words

»

5 - ‘ \‘.
correctly. In the second phase, by contrast, Zane was sanctioned only once
) - ..

v

: .o ~
.course of the lesson may be due not only to his increasing responsiveness to

[y

tne teacher's negative sanctions but also to the high number, of elicitations
directed to him. The teacher directed 14 questions toward Zane as compared to

. .7 .
4 to Dillon, 6 to Charlotte, and none to Mindy. A

consequences for studénts'’ performance. While most of the.teacner's.talk was

1+

directed to Dillon and .Zane, Charlotte was able to hold her own. She per-

X, — -
formed the best of the group responding 59 times ouﬂ of which 31 were correct

-

respo;j,s. However. it appeared that Mindy s participation suffered under

these circumstances. The teacher did not encourage her”parpicipation as she

did Dillon and Zane, and: she did not assert herself as did Cnarlotte. - Sheé

| .y 48
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‘the. lesaon material In contrast,: 40% of the teacher's initiations to Zane '

an active participant in the lesson. Out of a total of 85 utterances, only 127

are releyant to the task at hand and of these 12. ‘most ar€' repe;itions ofﬁ

the flash card lesson, Zané‘becomes increasingly involved. In the‘first,phaéé_

‘and he named six of the/yords correctly. Zane's improved perfornance over tne‘

This difference in the teacher's distribution of talk to students had V
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spoke ine fewest utperances and makes 10 responses, 6 of wnich were correct.

Her performarce was thus comparable’ to Zané"s (wno got T out of 18 correct

respenses) but presumably would have been better if she had received as mueh
encouragement as d Zane. Dillon’s performance was the poorest. He gavé 2

"correct responses out-of 12 and these two answers were "1eaked" by other stu-

A

dents. .

There appeared to'be gender diffe;ences both in student behavior and

y .
teacher treatment. Dillon .and Zane engaged in many more instances of off-task

' behavior than Mindy and Qharlqtte during the lessen. They also received more

negative sanctions Trom'hhe\teacner than the twe girls. and 1-10 for girls).

- , ) . ~ -
In the interview, the teacher stated sne felt that the classas a whole had

*

more behavioral problems becapse there are nineteen boys and only seven girls

» in tne class. One interpretation of tnis difference is éhat/ boys are more

'disruptivg than girls; another is that the ieacher has different expectations
>, ’ -

¢

for boys and girls and treats them diﬁferently,

Re

This analysis.ogxstudent and teacher contributions to the lesson can be
summarized in foor points:

1. Charlotte, the only non-referral student, performed
bettér, than Dillen, Zane and Mindy., the referral students.
A
2. Dillon did not participate in tne lesson despite the
_teacher's repeated attempts to encourage-nim.

,
9

3. The teacher talked to the two male referral students

more.often than the female referral and non-referral students. )
~ .

4, Most of ‘the teacher's talk consisted of directives and

negative sanctions designed to control Dillon and Zane's

disruptive behavior.

!
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»

~Séqpential features of the lesson. A sequentjal analysis.of the class~

room transeript helps distinguish differential student behayiof from differen-
' ) tidl teacher treatment. In this first sequence, students must identify ‘words

after flash cards the teacher holds up.

|
| - TURN  SPEAKER = TRANSCRIPT
|
|

) 168.1 Teacher  .Walk. Excellent. Walk. Okay. Wnat is 1Y ;
o this word, Dillon?
| 169.1Dillen  (soumds)AMA, AMgh. - . : ' L
- . 170.1 Charlotte Out. : . ‘ | ' o
l 171.1 Zane (laughing) ;a ha.

172.1 Teacher ° Out, Gdod.'Dillon. straighten up.here.

-

173.1 Cnarlotte Out. Teacher, ne gets to say anything.
174.1 Dillen  Da, da; do, do. '

175.1 Teacher. Sit down here. Straighten-up. Look at
me, DPillon. Dillon, I want you to calm

] ' A , dowr'. All right. I want you to try. -
176.1 Charlotte Out, out. v e ,
177.1 Zane (inte mike) ba, ba, do.

178.1 Teacher  All right. You said it was out. What is
this word? - . ,
\ .

~
-

2 N PN

The teacher asks Dillon to respond. He makes sounds instead ‘and Char-

lotte gives the correct answer. Zane laughs at Dillon and the teacher.nega-

tning." Dillon continues to say nonense sounds and the teacher again sanctions

. Xively sanctiOns}him. Charlotte tnen tomplains thaﬁ Dillen “éets to say .any-

nim. Charlotte repeats the.correct word and Zane makes nonsense sounds into

the mike; the teacher does not sanction him but goes on to the next word.

¢

48
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f Toe . :
N ‘This sequence occurs in the middle of a serjes of elicitation sequences:
Turn Speaker Transcript “ N s . v

A

193.°2 *Teacher th, tn, th. Okay. Okay. What is tnis word?
194.1 -Zane - I'm thirsty. (leaves table) ‘\-- ] ' .

195.1 Teacher Zane You can have a drink after we'lre finlshed.
195.2 ° ¢ Come and sit down. Zane., ' -

* .

{96.1 Dillon Okay, he's thirsty! Ha ha!l

N

197.1 Teacher You will stay in at recess the entire time.

197.2 Ard I want ydu to téll me why you ran off like
: 197.3 ! that. Wny' you didn't listen. Okay. You will stay
L. 197.4 in the entire recess and tell me. All right?
' 197.5 * I'm very disappeoirted with what you just did,
*197.6° * Zane. Very disappointed All right.

139?& Dillon Ha. Ha. I'll pick them up.

199.1 Teacher Dillon, pick thenm up now. Go ahead They're too
199.2 much of a mess now. Okay. What is "this werd?

¢

200.1 Charlotte Some, some.
2011 Dillon  Turkey, turkey.
'202.1 Teacher Ggod. Now we will do “he words you just did and
202.2 see who can get th st. Dillon, may I have those
1 202.3 please? All right. '
203.1 Charlotte I saidktne most.

204.1 Teacher Could I have those please We're going to do =
. 204,2 contest. .

205.1 Dillen Turkey, ha Ha.'

.- 206.1 Teacher Now.

Zane starts to leave tne table to get a drink of water and the teacher

~ »

3
issues a sanction to prevent fiim. Dillon laughs and the teacher tells Zane

. . . v
tnat he must stsy in at recess. Dillon drops tne cards, the teacher continues

-
»

witn the lesson; Charlotte answers the nex{ question correctly. 4

\ . 45 | ?
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Dillon utters nonsense words; the teacher repeats her request for Him/ to

‘put up the cards two more times. Soon after this point in tne lee 300, Dillen

\I'

gets up from the table and his n}terances are all either.laughtar or shouting

vturkey, ,tuﬁiey" and "turkey for fifty cents.n However. the teacher does not

.

R _sanction Dillon for getting up from the table as Zane did a few minutes

4

before.

¢
N »

Several interpretations of these differences in teacher treatment can be
. . -

made. One, the teacher has given up on trying to control Dillen's behavier

after having gotten no re;ponse frem him and wants to get on with the lesson.
Two, the teacher see7 Zane as a student who is accountable for following rules
such as "wait until the lesson is over before getting up"in a way that Dillon
is not. Tne first interpretaticn emphasizes the organizational constraints of

i

lessons. The second one lends support to the "differential teacher treatment“

§tudent. ' r

-

*

Zane started to leave tH& teach®r said:
.+.ne was Jjust disobeying nme totally that day. It 'was Just |
like talking to him and he'd walk away rudely. And I thought,
that isn't Zane. (3-318.3-7) ...he knows the rules-that he
nave...(3-404.1).

.~ -

The teacher said she thought Zane was behaving differently because 'he knew he

-

was being observed" and because he was "being .fed by Dillen."

"

hypothesis in that the teacher seem$ to have different expectatiens for each ’

Comments mgde by the~teacher in tie viewing‘session about these events in

the lesson support the second interpretation. At the point on the tape when,
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s The only comment the teacher makes about Dillon's 1eaving the table and >

shoutlng "turkey, turkey," etc. is in response to the interviewer's question:
{
. 409.1 Interviewer: Now of course you have no idea of where he
: " got the turkey thing I suppose. ;

410.1 Teacher: No, turkey could have come from anywhere.
(hehheh) It's clever though because the concept of his
head as a turkey. (hehheh)- . -

~

Although Zane and Dillen engaged in similar behaviors, the teather per-

.

accountabtlle for the rule "wait until lesson is oven.before "getting up" and

|

|

I

|

|

|
ceives .them differently. t She appérently sees Zane as a student’whd is
interprets his misbehavior as "testing me," a challenge tq her authority? In

|

eontxast the teacher does not directly comment on Dillon's rule-breaking,

behavior; she apparently does not view it as an instance .of the same categoryr‘

Instead sne laughs and interprets DilIon's behavior as an' instance of his '

cleverness. ‘ .“

)
-

Several interpretatidns oflﬁnese differences can be made: One, these
(. . Ly
differences are a funcfion eof the "non-normal™ assembly of this group of stu-

dents. The teacher says that Dillbn's,benavior on the tape is representative

. & .
but. tnat Zane's 1is not. .Two, these differences in student behavior are’a

. . ( ~ ,
function of differences in student characteristics. Three, observed differ-
ences in teacher tredtment may influence student behavior,, that is, the _

teacher nas different eXpectatfbns that vary from student to student and
. ] . N
. perhaps from situation to situation.

’
‘ .
.

Conclusion. There were very significant ob ervable-differencee in stu=
, dent behavior. Dillon's behavior during the }esson was almost entirely off-

task, whereas the behavior of dther students, both the non-referral -and two

.51
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other referral students, was to varying degrees oriented to the task at hand.

LN
Student initiated activity was ungvenly distributed among ‘students and had
different quaIitative features (rénging from Dillon's nonsensical utterances
"to Charlotte's high number of correct responses). The differences in -teacher

A

between teachers' categories and students! tehavior.,rather than a simple

. linear relationship.

Moderate Norm‘Violétor

-~

- s - .

- Bart.is a referral student who exemplifies the categony "moderate norm
§ ‘ .
violator." In the videotaped classroom segment, Bart's behavior differs f%pm

f
|
|
I
\
\
|
|
] treatment suggest an interpretation that emphasizes a complex interaction

that of the tnreée other non-referral students wno pértigipate in the 1lesson.

1atter‘phrt. plugs his ears compléining of: the ng};e from the videotape equip-

*

~

N *  ment. At the same time, other students also commit norm violatisns- in some

. cases the same ones. as Bart has committed. Yet, the teacher treats them dif-

ferently both during the lesson and later in her comments in the Jiewing ses-

sion.

v ‘ .
Information from school records. Bart 1is an eight year old English

* e . . ¢

speaﬁing third grader referred by his teacher for both academic and behavieral .

reasons, specifically:

1. disruptive classroom behavior ~
2. sensitivity ;
. 3. below grade level reading and spelling (trouble hearing
T phonic blends and decoding and sounding out letters) ‘
' 4, poor fine motor control (written word: difficulty)
5. poor peer relations .

The SAT met in October, 1978 and no assessment was recommended. The

Specifically, he becomes increasingly withdrawn from the lesson, =nd in the’

]
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--again. in April, 1979 and considered thz result of preassessment., Preassess-

mert had goncluded_éﬁgﬁ ez:fiiiil;y based problems had led to difficulties ’
- - . ‘ . .
including attentigﬁgget ng behavior, uncooperative: behavior, no close

fﬁiends. reading and writing.reveésél problems. Wnen tested with the CTBS,

Bart ' was found to be a year below grade level., Other records indicate that v

some testing for visual motor problems were considered and that the family was :
T * ‘ L A

asked to seek counseling. o . ’ : . |

b . . ~ . . . ’

¢ )
. 1

Students' performance in reading lesson. 1In addition to ‘Bart rand the
’ ) . . . . . ¢ L) N
teacher, George, Chris and Mary,-three non-referral students, participate in’ ~

+ the lesson. This grbup is’a normal configuration that meets regularly.. Tﬁ%re

N
»

were two tasks iin the: lesson:

1. answering questions about a story previously read -
2. reading a segment of. a new story aloud
3. -answering questgpns about Phe new story . - R

.

>

in the first phase of the lesson, Bart answers 4 questions cerrectly and

3 1incorrectly. Chris also ;nswebs 4 questions cerrectly but only answers 2
inco}reqtly{ Mary answers § éorrectiy and none incorrectly. George answers 2 .
correctly and 1 ihcorrectly. In, terms of number of correct.responées and

degree of participation in the lesson, Bart and Chris™ performed better than

George and Mary. : L. . ~
. - e . ° < '
In the second pnése of the lesson, students read out loud. Mary reads /f

first in a smooth clear manner and is only ggompted once. Bart reads next and
is given four prompts and then on the fifth interjection, the teacher does not .
supply the word but begins a series of attempts to get Bart to sohnd the word

¢

out. The teacher makes six 1nterjections coticerning this one word while Bart

repeatedly attempts to prondunce tne word. At one point the tea%ger puts her
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hand on Bart’s book to cover the last half of the compound word and Bart pulls

the book away from the teacher and bends over to toucn the floor. The teacher .

does not commenh on this withdrawal from the circle, but awaits his’ return and Lo
continues with her 1nsistence that Bart say-&he word. ) = . IR
s ! ’ - IR Y .

George reaas next and is prempted once. Chris reads Iast and is prompted

1

s1x times. In contrast to Bart, the promptb the teacher giVes ta Mary, George

ad&\Chris consist in the teacher shgglzing the word on which they hesitate.
N . * '

Toe ﬁéqchef gives them very little time to attempt to say the word hor doas = ++.'
AN ~ " . . -

. She require them to sound the word out. The number of prompts Cﬁ;is' receives

- (2 more tnan Bart) 1ndicates that he may also havs a probfcm in reading; vet,

the teacher does not require"h;m to sound words out as §ne~did~Eart..

- R &; ‘
‘ One interpretation of the difference in; teacher ™ trg@tdbnt i{s that the"
t - - ' '
teacher believes Chris Kknows how to sound\words out and i3 not pothering to

get nim to do it wnich she deesn't think Bart-knews Row. A secqnd ipterpreta-
tion 1is that because Chris' turn dccurred at the end of a'sequence, the
- - N

teacher could feel pressed for time and want to get on with _the - 1esson. The

first interpretat rends support to -the "differenhial teacher. treatment" LY

nypothesis, thal is tuat teacher'S have different expectations‘ of students.
The second ‘interpretation focuses on the organizational constrdints of les- o

sons.' . .

s

In the next pnase of the lesson, the teacher asks questions .about the
story the students just read. Chris answers 5 out of 7 correcfly, Mary:

answers 3, Georgg oite, and Bart does not respond at all.
— '
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The teacher then calls on Mary to read again. Mar§ reads with no prompts.

<
-

Sne asks Bart if ne is following along and then.asks him to read; then she.-
aské George to read. But the teacher cuts them off béfore thé& have a chance

to begin and thén calls on Chris_tégread. Chris is prgapted five times, again

-
SO

. by.-tne teacher supplying the word. ) Z

The teacher“ﬁhen asks two more qugstions abeut the Story. Mary give; two
cerrect responses and oné incorrect. Bart gives two responses one of which

’ tie teacher questions and tne othér she accepts but corrects. Chris gives one

Fd

presumably correct response and one "I don't know." George does not respond at
all. Overall, Bart did not do as well as Chris and Mary in the 5hase of " tne

lesson largely because he did not respond to questions directed to the group -~
e T T (

as a whole. However, he performed better than George. -,

el

Student and teacher contributiodé. . The teacher talks U43% of the time and

tne students talk 57% of tne time. The teacher addresses 30% of ner initia-
.ions at Bart, 20% to George, 20% to Mary, and 30% to ¢hris. Thus, while the

T

a non-referral student, as much as %o Bart. The teacher directs six negative

sanctions to Bart in an effort to monitor his participation in the lesson

(e.g., "are you following along?"), one to Chris, and none to George and Mary.

) ) //\\
Tne students' initiations are fairly evenly distributed. Chris initiates

I
) peacher talks to Bart mora than sne does George and Mary, sne talks to Chris,
19%, Bart 16%, Mary 11%, and Gecrge 11%. Chris and Bart also respond more

often than either George or Mary, which is a function of the number of. ques-

tions originated by the teacher. ;K”

N

. \

: i
. .

|

\

|

N
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Sequential features of tne lesson. A sequential analysis of the tran-

script indicates Bart's lack of participation in the lesson may have been

influenced by differential tgacher treatment. 1In the beginning of the lesson,

the teacher checks on who has finished their assignment: o
Turn Speaker ,Transcript
3.1 Teacher Ckay.
3-2 Um. :
3.3 How many of you finished yecur questions?

" y2 chris Not me. ' SN

5.1 George Me. . .

6.1 Mary Me.

7.1 Teacher George, goad for you and Mary.

7.2 Bart you didn't finish.

7.3 Okay. How much did you finish?

T.4 Okay. You'finished three. *
8.1 - Cnris I finished two.

9.1 Teacher We'll do the rest of them. Do the next “
9.2 . one out loud. I can't see the questions
9.3 ) very well from here so I'm going to ask
9.4 George to read,

" 10,1 Chris Were it said wnat, what the night animals
10.2 like I put y \
1.1 Bart . I'1ll go read them out to you.

12.1 Chris And .tnen I put. }
13. 1 Teacner Bart, Bart. I asked George. Thank you. ‘

In response to the teacher!'s quesfion. Mary éhd George raise tneir nands
and indicate they have finisned the assignment. The teacher then asks Bart if

~

ne nas finished and wnen he says he has not, asks to see his paper. After

looking at thne page, the teacher announces to the group that Bart has com-

pleted tnree questions. She moves on to tne lesson without inspecting any of
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the  other student's work. - CQris attempts to interject that he has only com-

. pleted two pﬁoSIems,obut the teacher cuts him off stating that the group will
finish the questions t;gether. |

‘ T
This sequence provides a basis for a number of comparisons with similar

[ i '
benaviors of other students and differences in the'teacher's treatment of

them. First.’?o}lowidg, the sequence Bart volunteers a respense te the
teacher's first question about . the assignment. It‘ is incorrect and the
teacher responds by asking George for his answer. Although George stated tnat

ne had finished his assignment, ne did not have an answer. Yet; the teacher . -

N -

- nof .again volunteer a response in the lesson although he responds to her ini- .

-

Vel

' tiations.”

"

Second, tne teacher's public announcement of the status of Bart's assign-

ment 1is similar. to another exchange in_, the 1lesson in which the teacher

.

|
\
|
|
\
|
|
|
\
|
|
)
!
|
|
|
. 3 - . N
makes no reference to tnis inconsistency. After nis "wrong" answer, Bart does
- requests a group evaluation of one of Bart's correct responses. Ingtead of

/ ‘ respon51ng\ﬂxo the correct answer with the usual "good" or “okay.“ the teacher

asks four consecutive questions, the last of which asking Mary and‘ George if
\ they agreed with Bart's answer. None of the other students’ work or responses

were held up fo}‘group evaluation as was Bart's.

Tnird, the latter part of the above sequence providés a comparison of the.

.

. ”
teacher's differential response to similar student behavior. The teacher asks '

George to go to the cﬁalkboard and read off the first question. Just as <
3 -\\ A N
George gdh up, ne 1is distracted by Chris. Seeing tnat George was slow to

/ *
respond, Bart starts to walk toward the board saying, "{'ll/éo read them out

to you." Tne teacher quickly admonisned Bart tnat she had asked George to do
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ﬂhe task. In the-teqpher's-interview. éhe,comhented that Bart's effort was an

A

- instance éfAnis "manipulative" behavior. "He wants to be the ona, um, all the

v *ﬁime.’you'knowﬁ to have the favors." (Tea. Inter. 17-177.4-7) - l

Later in the lesson, George is-again'asked to read another question on . J

the- board. This time he responds quickly. Chris follows him halfway to.the

-

board and stands'direetly in front of the teacher. George relays*the:qhéstionu
to the teacher via Chris and the teacher attends to Chris even though she had
- assigned George the task’. ~Chris is not cut off or in any way negatively sanc;

tioned as Bart was when he attempted a similar actien.
"t

.In the interview, the teacher says tnat one of tne differences between

-
R

tne problem cnildren and the good children was that the good students triéd‘to
4 -

please.. She makes a distinction between Mike and tne other students in tne

interviewi.

:sﬁh\ ...1 don't know why he behaves tnat way, you know. But

certainly differently from the other kids.. The other kids N =
really want to please, most of tne time you Know.
Furtner questioning by tne in;erviéﬁer leads tne teacher to conceed tnat
Bart's effort could also be interpreted as an attempt to please her rather .
tnan to manipulate ﬁer. Although sne concedes in the abstract, sne séys in
Bart's case "somehow it's different." (17-184.4-5) This evidence lenqs support
to the "differential teacher treatment" hypothesiﬁ that teacher's interpreta-
. 7
tions of students' behavior varies from student to student. :
) .
4

» ) ‘ ) . >
Student benavior and timing. In tne interview, the teacher points to

-

several instances on tne videotape that she considers representative of Bart's,

"disruptive classroom behavier." Wnile Bart is obéervébly more mobile and

- )

¢

(1]
c
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-vocal at times and in %éys'nﬁt conducive to the lesson, similar behavior by
Mary and George seem to éo unnoticed“gga uncondemned. The difference "bejween
Bart and ‘thé other students appears to be not so much in the form but in the

- -~
timing of tneir behavier.

\ . - 1

One instance in which similar behaviors of Bait and anvther  student are-

treated differently is an extended sequence in wnich Mary attempts to relocate

) Georgé and Bart so she can have a clear view of the vidéo équipment. Mary 1is

s

seated benind the” teacher so that hey arm waving went unnoticed durifg th‘
lesson. Bart complies Qiih Mqry's.reqqest to move after he is asked two ques- -
.tfong'by th; teacher but before he answers‘thg,questions, interrupting an eli-
‘citation sequence between h;mé}lf and tne teacher. The teacher does not com~
ment du;ing the lesson éut looks disturbed. Later in ﬁQe inperview, she com-

ments tnat Bart moved "maybe so he could face tne camera." The teacher \seemed

surprised when ,the interviewer pointed out that Mary was directing the move-
? . .

. ment and was probaﬁly trying to be in clear view of the camera. She ‘appeéred

o . )
to overlook Mary's behaviqr even when she had 3 clear view o&nit on the video.

-A fe& lines later in the interview, tne teacher comments on Mary{s behavior:
"Watch Mary. Somewhere qloﬁg there sne makes a face that was reglly. ¢racked

me up at tne time. Shé'd been really good all aleng, yoh know, and sne just

couldn't stand it another minute."

In tne lesson, Mary continues to instruct George to scoot back unnoticed.

-

by the teacher. Like Bart, George' is in the middle of a question-answer

exchange witn the teacher, but unlike Bart, G&orge does not comply with Mary's

request, until the teacher is no longer focusing upon him. The teacher does

not comment on George's move and does not appear to judge it as ‘gi§behavidr.
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- Although Bart and George engage in the same behavior (at Mary's 1nstigatiqn).

14 -

o~ Ba t is singled out pessible not because of what he Hogs but when he does 1it.

K T T
+ ‘ B
. -
. . - _ v . _ o
- Final Report . : . ’ .
Bart is in this Yense "out of synchreny;" that is, he does not conceal his

miscénduct by moniéor;n§ the teacher's focus as the otﬁers do. Mary puts on
an T"angel face" whenever the te;chey 1ooks-hér way , bﬁt Bért did not modify
histbehav;or ‘according to the-teachgr's direction of attention.

_Bart's persistently plugs his ears while looking around the room. By
this action. Bart‘violates the teacher's statement tha{ "the best readers are
tne ones ﬁhat'follow along all the time." As Bart gontihges_to plug his ears
the teacher repeatedly asks if ne is follofing in the beok. To these comments

\

1

Bart simply says ‘"yes" .and centinues to plug his ears. Thus, Bart doés .not . 1
respond to "hints" that nis behavior is,inappropriate and should change. The ‘
|

one time that Mary is questioned about whether or not she's following leads to

4 . . ~

-an obvious modification of her behavior to comply with the "good reader"

. A

metheds deseribed bf the teacher. Thus, Bart does not demonstrate any compli-

ance to the teacher's desired form of reading whereas Mary complies com-
. @»

-

’

pletely, at least when the teacher is loeking.

- Conclusion. Wnile Bart's behavior is observably different froft that of

the? non-referrél students, tle other students are aiso engaged in norm viola-
tions. AThe teacher notices and admonishes Bart's norm violations but tends to
ignore those of the others. .In addition, the teacher treats bdth_Barh's

« . correct and 1ncorrect responses” differently than tnat” of the others 1n_seVerai' .
.instances. For example, she asks the others to.evaluate his correct response . -«
and requires him to sound out a word instead of supplying the word as she doe;

u @

W for the other students.
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The" instances of behavior discussed heﬁg appear to bé representative of

the kinds of behavior that the teacher refers to when the teacher says thnat

1
’

Bari.engages in "disruptive classroom behavior" and is "below grade leveln\ in
reading." The teacher's comments about the events of tne lesson indicate that
. {

these are instances of student behavior to wnich she is oriented.

- 4

One intefpretation of the teacher's tendency to treat Bart's behavior

more negatively than that of the others is that Bart did not attempt to modify

.his behavior accordifig to the teacher's focus of attention. In contrast, Mary

‘ ¢ '
engaged in disruptive hehavior only'Lhen.the teacner's attention was directed

» -

© away from her and then smiled sweetly wheﬁ tne teacher 1looked at her. . The

teacher's selective attention to studenﬁ's behavior sugéests another, although
: | ' © T :

¥

notﬁ%n exclusive, interpretation, The'tpacher does not-see .the behavior in
the (§ame-uay when it'is generated Syidiﬂferent students. This intérpretation
empnasizes the role of the teacher's previousiy formed ideas aboué "wno Bart
is" and "who Mary is"™ and so on in her categOﬁizatioﬁ of new behaviors as

further instances of these student-specific typifications. (j

‘gubtle Norm Violator

-

Kitty is a refeg%al student who we placed in the category "subtle norm
violator." Her behavior in the videotaped cléssroom segment appeared to differ

only slightly from thst of tne non-referral students. The teacher's treatment

of referral and non-referral students during the segment also did not appear

.,

significantly different. However, in tne interview, the teacher was oriented

to what he perceived as Kitty's problems, particularly in reading. During ‘

tésting it was observed tnat Kitty has a lazy eye and sne neededﬁ glasses.
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Kitty's performénee oh a reading test impr#ved dramétieally when she ﬁock'the
{test -with glasses. . —

Kitty's case is unique in that classroom observatién’took place prier to
heé referral by the teacher. Specifically, the original purpose behind video-
taping a portion of‘this second graﬁe classroom was tp. try out classroom
videoéap; techniques. Kitty just happened to be in the gréup videotaped. The

tape was used as data for classreom analysis when she was later referred.

-
Information from School records. Qlassrobm observation _and videotaping

took piace on the morning of September 19, 1978. Kitty ¥as referred the fol-

lowing February for problems with reading. Classrosm observation again took. '

»

. -~ .
place on March 16, 1979. The SAT recommended testing. Kitty wes subsequently

-

administered the WISC-R, WRAT and Bender-Gestalt on May 24 and May 29 of 1979.
Following testing, Kitty was not recommended for placement but rather was

L]

retained in her classroom.
N

Student pgrférmanee'iﬂ reading lesson. The students who partié}pate in’

tnis reading lesson are Rachel, Michael, Jeff, Brandy, Kitty, Colleen and
Tiffany. Kitty and Jeff have been referred. Tnis group is a normal confi-

guration that meets regularly for reading at the .reading center.
There are four tasks in the lesson: '
1. generating WH and CH words
2. completing tne WH-CH worksheet
3. reading a segment of the story
« 4, comprehénding tne main events of the story

¢,/

3
Y
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Kitty's perfofmance was good in relation to the other children. She made
but one error;- it sesmed to be more a function of situational factors than
academlc defiéiency. 'She answered four 'questions; one required a process

réspgnae.\ the other preduct. Of tne four questions, Kitty missed one. This

question required a product response and was addressed to Kitty on a non-
. : & .

voluntary basis (and was the only non-volunteer initiation).’

¢

[

Student & teacher contributigns to the lesson. \Approiimatqu one third ’

. N i .
of the conversational turns were initiated by the teacner. Over one half of

these turns were addressed to the reading group as a whole. Jeff was addressed

leagt by tpe tgacher (2 times) compared to the other chiidren ih the group who -~

were addressed equally (approximately. 7 times). Kitty did not stand out 1in

»

being.addressed more or less by the teacher.

! ' N

- f

Ritﬁin the group of childrer, Rachel, Jeff and Michael were the primary

e

initiators of turns. The remainder of the greup (Kitty, Brandy, Tiffany and

Colleen) initiated many fewer turns than did Michaei. Jéff and Rachael.’ Thesé
childran rarely responded out 3f turn, and generally raised their hands when

bidd¥ng for acknowledgement from the teacher:

’

Kitty was just as likely as most of tne cnildren to' be a recipient of a

..

turn initiated by the teacher. These turns were primarily requests for infor-‘

3

mation. Therefere she was acknowledged as a potential source of information.

v

In contrast, the otner referral cnild, Jgff. was rarely acknowledged by the

teacher in spite of his efforts to get acknowledgement. Kitty was also effec-
éive in engaging the teacher; she employed an apprdbriate turn-taking proto-

col: raising ner hand and waiting for teacher acknowledgement before proceed-

ing to Speak. Ironically, in fellowing this procedure, Kitty had to work
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harder for acknowledgement than these chi}}ren whg answered out of turn.

However, Kitty's consistency in following “standard protocol regardless of the

teacher's shifting critieria for student apknowledgement,_was mere -reliable in

eliciting _teacher recognition than shifting from respending ont of turn to in

turn.

. Non-verbal features of the lessom. K{tty gives evidence of being "out of

\synch“ with the rest o} the group in a veyy subtle way: For example, all the

cnhildren were writing their'names on their worksheets and shuffling~’through
their workbooks as the teacher introduced the lessony Kitty. uniike the rest
of tne children, hovered over her paper as she'wrcte her name. This posture

; makes her stand out from the group, which seems to invite the teacher's atten-

tion. The teacher said Kitty was the last to finish the workshecet. ThlS

interpretation seems to be based on her hovering posture. This posture Séems .

LY

AW f) N
to be interpreted by the teacher as "still working" when it's possiblej that

she was "checking her work." It seems that Kitty's posture when reading and/or

object of focus.

- .
-

. Conclusion. 1In this lesson, Kitty's academic behavior - and performance
r . Ay

. does not differ substantially from the other children in the group. In one

\

instance she i3 far superior in terms of tne duality'of response given (e.g..
Question #1) and ether children in the group didn't perform as well as Kitty

(Colleen and Tiffany) and one child performed much worse (Jéff) The only
. ;

academic difference tnat‘was noticable was Kitty's reading; she tended to read

slower and extend syllables longer in words in what seemed to be an attempt to T

pronounce words correctly. Part of this problem seems accountable by a physi-

Y

- . “

writing catcnes the teacher's attention and subsequently makes Kitty the
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| cal deficiency;'she héq a lazy eye thaﬁ must be patched' frequently. Symp-
tomatic of tnis' visual broblem is the tendency of Kitty to lean foser to the.

paée when reading., Although Kitty's reading,productioq seems affected by .her

visual problem, it is unclear from the videotape whether her reading

. 7 . . .
'comprehension is also affected. \Events in the tape suggest that situationalé%f
' factors may havé contributed to Kitty's inability to answer a questioh

directed at the story conténfs.

-

Nonverbal events on the videotape and the teacher's comments in the

.Interview suggest:that because Kitty's visual problem‘hade‘hgy stand out from
) : ' L .
the other students, the teacher may have interpreted Kitty's behavior in a way

L d
L4

_that suggested a relatively stable cognitive disability rather than a pnysical
problem that could be easily resolved. This suggests an interpretation that

emphasizes the interaction between student behavior and teache}'s categories.
R <
Covert Norm Violator

Shane's case exempfifies the category "covert norm, violator" because his

behavior 1in  tne videotaped classroom lesson did not appear to outside N

L4

\ N
observers to be different than tnat eof non-referral students during the same

\

lesson. During ‘the lesson, there was a nigh degrée of student initiated
activity, and it appeared to be évenly distributed across students and possess
the same dqualitative features. Each student seemed to engage in sim{lar .
behavior with each qtner and tne teacher. Yet, the téacher saw phis penavior

when initiated by(/Shane (the referral student) and when ¥nitiated by non-

focused on the two 'referral student as deviations from the norm, bu§ sne did

-

not attend to similar béhavior when initiated by tne two non-referral students

.

A~

|
referral students in the lesson differently. In the interview, the teacher h ‘
|
|
|
|
|

Q ..
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Information from school records. Shane is an English speaking Caucasian_

officially referred by his teacher-on Noviybér 3, 1978 for the fbllowing rea- .

.
»

»

.~ sons: . ' . P

1. low academic performance
2. does not apply himself to daily class work
3. nistory of behavioral problems and truancy in, previous district

Educatignal tests were .administered by the psychologist, and, on February 162

1979, tne placement ‘committee assigned Shane to a Learning Disability Group
.o .

program. He attended that program for one hour per day for three months until

the end of the academic year., During the course of her work with Shane; the

learning disability group teacher tested him. These tests indicated that his

. .
acnievement was at a Yevel that would enable him to return to the regular

’

Students'\performance in the math lesson. Tnis classroonm event’}sra‘math
~ . -

lesson inyolving tapgréms. The students are Shane, Chris, a referral student
, .

wno nad been referred on anotner occasion.6 and Bo and Bret. Thq students .are '

asked to arrange geometric shapes into patterns and to deserige how théy
assembled tnese patterns. There are three tasks in the'iesson:

1. cutting and arranging materials N if
2. completing the first tangram
3. completing the second tangram . <

Shane ‘finisnes the cﬁtting and arranging task first, Bo is second, Bret ’and_

Chris are third and fourth. Shane's speed is fnteresting in light of f#¥6rma~
-

~

tion tnat came out of the E&P. meeting 1later fn the year. The .school

»

5. c¢f Menan, Hertweck, Combs and Flynn (1980) for a discussion of this case.

6. Chris was referrgd. but he was not placed in special éducation.

“

66 . .

~-

<
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}‘ . psychelogist and the gpecial education teacher had concluded thai a major fac-
| $ . ) : ,
tor 1in Shane's academic disability was difficulty in fine motor, coordination;®

yet he completed a task quickly here.

Chris, the other referral student, finishes the firshitiﬂsraﬁ first, eved

-~

tnougih ne had been the last to prepare his materials. Bo Pinishee second

’

Shane third, and Bret wno the teacher considered to be the brightest sgudedt

f
I —
!

in *ﬁhe group, finishes fourtn. In fact, Bret wonked so slowly that the rest

'
-~

¢tof the students starged tne..second tangram before he finiéhedi
| ——?3‘”;’d’f”ﬁ : . .

— Chris also completes the, second &gngram first. The teacher asks Chris, a

referral student, to help Bret, "tne brightest student," to compleﬁe his work.

Bo also”asks Chris for assistadbe. It is interesting to note that the teacher

encourages peer interaction and-facilitation. Shane fini;bes last. Overall,

Shane does not do as well as Ghris and Bo, but does as well as or better than .

Bret.

v -

\ Student and teacher contrlbutioﬁs. .The teacher talks 49%- of the time,

*

and the students talk 50% of vhe tdme. The ‘teacher add‘reéses 21% of her fn-

¢

tiations to Chris. 18% to. Shane, 2§$yto Bret, and 10% to Bo that is, 39% of
. , her initiations ,qre‘ directed at referral students, and~3u$ at. non-referral
‘ ’ 'ZStudep£;:; hard1§ a significant difference. This ;s an unusual distribution.
Bellack et al (1966) and Flanders (1970) consistenbly find an 80% teacher con-

tributien, Tnis distribution seems consistenﬁ'with the teacher's conception

of an ideal classroom as stated in the interview. one in which students! con-

-

tribute to classroom discussion.
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Students? initiatiohs are also evenly distributed. Chris initiates 184, .

Shane 13%, Bret 12%, and Bo 12%. That is, non-reférral students initiate 2u%

of the turns-at-talk, while the referral students initiate 31% of* the turns-

-

at-talk, Referral students’ direct 10% ‘more of their initiations at ‘the
teacher than the non-referral students do. Shane and Chris also ré;pond mere
” eften than either Bret or Bo, which is a:function of the'ﬁumber of questions

".eriginated by the teacher.

. R
¢ Al

Wnile tnere are -some differences noted inrtﬁe distribution éf teachers'%

. o A
’ . " talk toward the students, and differences in tne students"talk vo each other
and to the teacher, these differences in and of themselves are not definitivé
.l - " for two reasons: (1) the differences are naot_that great, and (2) we dp not

-
)

nave enough evidence to find the cause heh*nd tne differences.

]

Sequential features of the lesson. ‘Although the teacher-is censistent in y

. asking similar kinds of questions ef all the students and in evaluating their

responses, a sequential analysis of the classroom transc}ipt reveals some
differences in teacher treatment. 1In tnis sequence, the teacher asks students
to describe how tney sorte&&;ﬁe shapes they cut out: ~

Sequence Speaker Transeript

-

40 Teacher  Shane, how did you sort yours? Scoot back

- ' S0 Bret can see them too. How did you put 'em? .
yy Share ~ Sort of like a pyramid. ,

42 Teacher  You made : pyramid? ‘ Y o

43 Shane  Sort of like that. =~ ‘ _ >

uy _ Teagher What are those .shapes? .
45 ' Shane ihey're um, like~a-triangle.

46 Teacher  Are they all the same? ) Lt :

-

. d -

\ ’ 65 . Ce
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. u7 Shane Um, yes. |
'48 Teacner  Okay, um, what 4re those two snapes?
Z 49 Shane This is a square, and this is sert of like
\\ a skinny diamond. .
50 Teacher Okay. Good. How'd you put yours, Bo?
' - 51 Bo I put all my um triangles together and then
| . I put one, then I put all my squares, but I
| ) - |
.. only have one, and my diamonds.
T 52 Teacner  Okay. How bout’ you Chris? What did you do? :
53 Chris I put the little triangles together, and
the big triangles together and the diamends |
separate and tne squares separate and the .
um, middle size diamond separate, I mean, ‘
the triangle. i
' 54 Teacher  What did you do Brét? : ‘
55 Bret I just put the two big ones like that and = . !
the other one like that and then these two . |
like that.

: I
Shane is asked to respond first by tne teacher. After ne answers 'sort - . |
of like a pyramid," the teacher responds wiin a series of requests'for‘clgrif-k
ication and information. Bo is asked . similar question by the teacher at the

|

L .
end of this extented sequence. Wnile Shane's answer was generated_across a

-

number of_turns witn considerable heip ("scaffolding") from tne teacher, Bo <

answered the hue tion in one turn.

A

One interpretation of tnis difference would be that Bo knew tne answer 1
!
{1.e., "is smarter"). That interpretation places the differences in studzﬁ}
performance within the children. A secend interpretation takes the organitza-

tional features,k of the lesson into account. Because the same question was

asked sequentially of tne two students, it is hossible thét the second student
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-

took advantage of the information available fo him in the Interaction betyeen

teacher and student in the first exchange (Menan, 1974, 1980). .

3

Cnris is asked third; -like Bo, he answers the teacher's question in one
turn. Bret is ask%d tnis question fourth; he responds in one turn. Intqrest-
ingly enough, the quality of ﬁ;et's answer is like the quality of' Shane's
answers; tnat is, ne uses “prjfﬁfms" (big ones like "that," "and like that"),
and cdoes not describe the objects with m;thematical terms like triangles and

~
square. However, the teacher does not cor.ect Bret as she did Shane.

This difference in teacher treatment can have many interpretations. One,
the teacner "knows" Bret "really" knows tne answer, and is not bothering to
correct nim, while she doesn't think Shane dogs “know".the answei/ To, the
teacéer could feel pressed for time and want to get on with.tne lesson, or
figures tnat the names of objects have been discussed enough,'and Bret's non-

naming is ianconsequerntial at tnis pdint. The first interpretation lends sup-

port to'"differential teacner treatment" perhaps based on differential teacher

v

expectations of students. The second interpretation makeqpless of these dif-

fernces and concen trates on the organizational constraints of lessons.

)
{

Unsolicited comments on tne task EX.EEE students. Tne students' unseoli-

cited comments about tne difficulty of the task provide another basis for com- °

parisen in light of the teacner's focus in tne intervieWw upon the referral
§tudents' comments. She saw their commencs as indicative of their difficulty
in working alone‘énd needing éonstant attention.q The folldwing Figure 1lists
the comments madg by each student during the completiun of bo;h tangrams:

o ~-insert Figure 1.2 nere-- A

Tabie 1.1 summarizes these comments:

« v




57a

CHRIS

79 It's hard.

91 This part can't
tet filled.

'205 I got the hardest,

I think.:"

260 I know I got a
hard -one

Figure

1.2

AL ~ ’
STUDENTS' COMMENTS ABOUT WORK TASK DURING TANGRAM LESSON

SHANE

p
75.1

134
144

163

203
209
221

No Way!
Me and my big mouth

It's impossible, Mrs.
Pates, to do one like
this way. To do an E
With one of these
shapes.

These wouldn't fit
anywhere. .

.I
It's impossib]e.
This is the hardest.

It can't (go there).

BRET

178 B0 " got ‘an easier
one

192 This one's gettjng

to. be easier.

i Vs
85 The top part's right but
the bottom isn't

90 Thg bottom part‘is hérd:

94 That bottom part is hard. |
114 Mine's all bendy.

116 They're bending up and stiuff.
214 Th1s is impossible.

239 This is 1mposswb1e

'?

no
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. .
¢ . DISTRIBUTION OF STUDENTS' UNSOLICITED COMMENTS ON TASK | |
+ -. Total t
) Chris 1 3 4 -
Shane 2 3 5 o (
Bret 2. 1 3 T v
Bo 1 y 5 '
I

This table indicates that both referral and non-referral students make
approximately the same numbér and kinds of comments about the.task. Yet, dur-
ing tng interview, tne teacher focused on the commenfs made by Shane and Cn(is.

and not on the com‘ents made by Bret and Bo.

-

- There are a number of interpretations that can be made about this differ—

ence in student behavior and teacher interpretation:

. N
~

(1) tne instanées of behavior we have listéa\*ig‘ Table _1.1. are not
representative of tne kinds of behavior that the teacher refers to when she
sqys’tnat the students are "constaﬁtly néeding attention,n Whiie We cannot
discount’ this interpretation becauSe of our small sample of classroom interac1

- tion, tnefe is some evidence that we do in fact HE#E/ a good sample of
benavior: thé teacher points out the behavior of Shane and Chris a; represen-
s -tatiye of ner referral reason. That is, the teacher's own Self report indi-

cates that tnis is a sample of student behavior to which she is oriented.

. , (2) the teacher has a different way of orienting to the four students,
suen that she does not see the behavior'in the same way when it is generéged
by different students. That is, the students' behavior is part of a gestalt,

an ensemble of behavior (Gurwitscn, 1956), that is different for tne different

Q ' ’ _ '7\3
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boys. This interpretation emphasizes the role of teachers' categories in the
interpretation of behavior. It suggests thét the teacher is not berceiving
classroon behévior directly; instead, it 1is mediated through a systgp' of
categories that vaéres from student to student, ana perhaps. classroom situa-

tion to Situation. . ' ’ )

’

Conclusions. ' While there are some observable differehces in student

-

behavior tne Qifferénces, are not significant'in amount or degree. Student

~

1nitiated activity appeared evenly distributed among students and had tne same

qdalitative features."_Thé teacher treated differently behaviors of referrai
and non-referral students which appearéd‘similar to an outside oevserver. The
differences iﬁ interpretation between the teacherpand the outside observer
suggest an interpretatién tnat emphasizes Qhe rele of teachers'!' categories as

a mediating factor in their interpretation of students' behavior and ulti- .

mately, their decisior to refer stgdents for specidl education.

‘Accounting for tne Variability in Referral Studen£ Behavior

— D

4
N .

There was considerable Gariability in thé benavior of the referral ard

«

\ . L3 .
non-referral chldren within one classroom, and tnere was considerable varia-

o«
bility in the benavior of referral children across many classrooms., That 1is,
»

all the students who were institutionally’ciassified‘as belénging to the same

educational category e. g., "Learning disabled," or "No assessment recom-

)

mended" (see career baths #10 and #2, respectively, on Figure 1), did not give

"evidence of the same classroom benavior, 'as indicated on official scheol

records and by observations of teacner-student cla%§room interaction. We will

now discuss some of the reasons for tnis variability within and between class-

rooms. !

. T ‘ ’
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Elementary school classrooms, like other instituhional systems have a

normative eohponent. There are rules or norms which presumably guide class- ’

roem. behavior, betn academic and soeial. Norms may be explicit (e. g., 10
- r i
wrong on a math test results in a failing grade, and & missed recess). Or,

’

-

|
they may be implicit (e. g., raising one's nand may be necessary for getting i
teacner attention). Furphermore, norms may vary from context to context, (e.

‘g.. raising one's hand mdy be necessary for teacher acknowfedgemenp within a°

math lesson, but not witnin "show and tell time." Or, they may vary across

¢

-

elassrooms'(e.~§i. saying "teacher, teacher" as a means of ~getting teacher.

attention may be within tne rules in‘one classroom, whiie hand raising may be

-

the rule in another). . . ¢

N 3

Associated with norms for classroem behavior is a tolerance range. Cer-

LY

tain types of student behavior " will be tolerated within this range, while

- .

bengvior tnat falls outside tnis range will not be tole}ated. Like classroom -

norms, tnese tolerancé ranges may vary from context to context within:a given

classroom, and .from classroom to classroem. And,.like classroom norms, these
¢ 4

tolerance ranges may be'explieitly-or implicitly communicated to students.

*

Tnhis classroom normative éystém Qith-explicit or impiicit rules operat-
ing within a tolerance range has characte-istics like a "normal"™ or Gaussian '

curve. It is clear from aur reasearch that teachers have categorical

r
.

representations or their students' classroom behavior. They have eategor;es

for acceptable classroom behavior, and tne behavior that is aéeeptable Es dis-

.

tributed within that category. Some behavioral instaﬁces_are more rebresenta— .
tive of the eaQegory of normatively acceptable behavior‘tnad others. - ;Baséed on

{ this distribution, the "mean" can be defined as the most prototypical instance

[ v '

‘ * »
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of the teacher's category of normative behavior (e. g., it 1is the most
& . . . . N
representative of tne, category). Deviations from the mean will be indicative

of béhaviors,that are less profotypical of ﬁhe normative éategory in questton.

'Therefoié. tne "further" that a giveﬁ instance of classroom behavior deyiates'

B

"from the mean, the less prototypical it is within the teacher's category.

~

Carrying th;s' analogy further, a teacher's tolerance range for the deviation
. . . . ’ \
in behavior away from the protetype of a particular category is the "standard

-

deviation" away from tne mean. Insfances of behavior that fall within this

‘eritical deviation range will be ‘tolerated. By contrast, instances of

behavior that fall outside the critical are unacceptable.

»
-~
-~

The normal curve metaphor of prototvpical classroom behavior provides a
nejpful framework for understanding tne variation in referral student behavior

both within and across classrooms. Sﬁecificélly. students who exhibit pro-

N

t&ypical behavior (i. e., behavior that 1ié§ witnin the teacher's tovlerance

range are "normal students." Students who exhibit wprototypical behavier (i.

e., behavior tnat 1lies outside the teacner's tolerance range) become candi-
! ~ .

dates for referral. That is, referral seems te result from teachers' percep-

tion of students' classroom behavior as defined in terms of their prototypes

for normative benavior and corresponding tolerance range.

o |

-

Furthermore, the| parameters of prototypiéal cagegoﬁiéé and ‘tolerance

range are not static; they aré dynamic. They are subject to change from

moment to moment, student to stﬁdent. classroom cituation to classroom situa-

tion for a given classroom teacher. Likewise, teachers in different classroom

situations may not have tne same prototypes or range of tolenance. It is this
context-specific characteristic of teacners' prototypes and tolerance range

-

/

i
|
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1

tnat seems to account for the variation in students' behavior, both within and

. '3

between classrooms. ' . . -

’ - : : ,
. - Once we realize that teachers have different tolerance ranges for class- ‘
reom behavior, and are employing different prototypes for normative behavier, .

by different teachers. Wﬂgi counts as "unruly behavier" for one teacher does

|
|
it is no longer surprising that "similar" behavior will be judged differently l
|
|

not necessarily count as "unruly behavior! for another teacher because teach-

ers have different norms and tolerance ranges. \F

o a given teacher has different protetypes for different students . .

i

teristic seems to account for the variation we have observed within one class-

|

room, /| where we have described instances wnere "the same" behavior when exhi-
1

t
. h

bited by one student is called by tne classroom teacher an instance of referr-

able behavior, but when that same behavior is exhibited by another student, it

y
S
// is not identified in this way, i. e., it 1is seen as nermal, or routine S
behavior. .
s AN . . ‘

- Conclusions

Tpis variability in-behavior of referral and non-referral students in and

between classrooms mitigates against a behavioral basis of teachers' refer-
. . .

rals. That is, the reason for a teacher's referral 1is not to be found

exclusively in the characteristics inherent in students' actions. Likewise,
the eXpectatibns that teachers develop about students prior te interactioﬁ

with them does not account for teachers' referrals. That is, teachers in tnis

study aid not give evidence of forming judgments about students that were com-

-
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- pletely impervious to what students did in subsequént classroom interaction.
$ [ S

~

Instea&. teachers' referrals seem to be influenced by an interaction between

protot&bes that teachers form about . students! and students' classroom 4

»
s

benavior,

-

A »

.

Nevertheless, this phase of the study points out tne impértaneé of teach-

ers' categories. Teachers seem to ihterpret students' behavior as a further

*

instance of existing notions. Furthermore, this pnase of the research seems.

. -

to confirm previous research on category formation. Once eategéries are
fo}med. tney are extreqely redistant to change, even in the face of contradic-

>

tory evidence.

Because tnis pnase of the projeéb points out ‘tne importance of teacherst,

‘ categories in making Judgments about students? suepess or failure in class-

. L)

rooms, we will explore the issle further in the sections that follow. In the
next Section, we examine the influence that’teachers' ideas about students
have wnen tney are communicated to scnool psychologists. We also examine the

basié of testers' judgments about students' performance dqring testing situa-

tions. In Section Y4, we explore tne dynamics bet&een teachers' categories and

A

students' benavior furtner. . '

SECTION 2. PUTTING PSYCHODIAGNOSTICS TO THE TEST
N/

This section of the study .examines the educational ‘testing practices

involved in 1lentifying, assessing and placing students in special education
p}ograms. Tnd nohreers' of two students, one ")earning disabled," the other

, .
"normal ," are traced from tne classroom througnh educational diagnosis. Before

presenting the details of these two cases, the emergence of the notion of

. » ry
! Z;_\
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"career" and the role of testing in educational testing will be }éviqu9)

Identity Construction and Career Patns in Organized Contexﬁs -
L. ) .

4
—
. '

The.concebt of career was originally developed in studies of occupations, -

.

referring to "an individual's sequenc€ of movements from one position to
another in an occupational system. This model was éransformed by sociolegists
for use 1in the study of deviance (Hughes, 1945, 1958; Becker, 1963). Devi-

-

ance, in labelling theor&. has sometimes been viewed as a "career," A "deviant

career" entails the actugl progrgssion of a person through a series of posi-.

[

tions in a sociél.Sthem.\ A. career in this sense implies a~ potential begin-
ning, intervening stages with distipctive features, and an end. Consequently,
tne deviant label $ay or may not become the basis of a lasting or Suﬁqhantiaf

identity. Labelling 1is considered the primary determinant of lasting career

deviance. Rather than being a3 quality of an acf. deviance .is the consequence

.of tne "Mapplication by others of rules and sanctions to an 'offender.'"

(Becker, 1963:9).

Medical Career Patns *
/-
, Tne value of employing tne career concept has been extended to the study
4 \

of health and illness (e.g., biological, oréaniq. and mentalistic) (Parsons, ‘
) ) .

19593 Goffman, 1961; “Scheff, 1966; Lemert, 1967). The identity' that arises
from the perception of otner$ that an individual is "sick" affords the person

* .
with a lsbel and a set of expectations -~ a role grounded in tne expectations

and¥perceptions of pthers. Whether tne "sick" person's identihy is imputed or

ascribed by otners\or s/he views his/her benavior as others do, the identified

person nas at least! for tne moment strayed from one path (nealtn career) to

Y
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another patn (illness career), and will remain there as "long as ‘the 'sick"

\ label is Successfully applied.

Illnéss need not lead an individual to a deviance career. It can be
’ "

"normalized" if the illness is seen as curable by others and unintended on the
part of tne person identified as sick.— However if s/he is seen as responéible

or the 1illness is seen as incurable, tne definitions of others becope espe~
. A

cihlly important since they influence gnd are influenced by the activities ‘of -
* [ . 4

organized * agencies of social control, (e.g., health care facilities. state

. L

mental hospitals, and fehabiiitat;on centers). . f

- . .

demonstrated that in preliterate societies, the' notion

Frake (1661) Qas‘

of a chronic illnéss that can improve does Aét exist. .During‘a remisgsion fo;

exdmple: oné 1is sti}l not sick but rather s/he is well.. Subsequent symﬁtoms
\\~—’///A;e viewed as manifestations of g'g;ﬂ illness or of.the s§$e,illness that jhas f

X ~

een improperly cured. In

thé}' words, he%lth and 1illmess are mutually

exclusive conditions (cdreer paths) -- you are either sick or not sick. A

7

'good cure eliminates symptioms permanently. Recurring sympﬁoms reflect a weak

-~ and poor nealer; they do not reflect upon tne "patient."
« -

g

Special Educatdén Careers .
N !j\ .

Medical careers of illness are not unlkike educational careers for 1learn-

ing disability shudénts. All career paths dre alike in thaf’they are fused
- } .

ultimately with tne_perceptions and judgements of others, a Specialized com-~

-

. munity of  individuals. Tne ‘"professional" person's judgement about
2 .

-

.

7. It nas been suggested tnat disease does not actually exist in preliterate

settings. Signs, symptoms, and disabilities exist and are interpreted and

acted upon in terms of group concepts and beliefs.
J
|
|

. < ' : )
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. "handicaps“ depend upen his or her norms or learned concept1ons (sQared with

' other professionals) Educational 1labels (diagnoses) are rendered when
evaluations (examinations) show- that deQience.ffom normative criteria is mani-
fest. The concept of "handicap" becomes equivalent. socially speaking, with

that of a disease.
\ o
t . -
The equation of "randicap" with “disease" seems prevalent in the field of. .

special education. Learning disabilitles have become defined in terms of
organic and neurological dysfunctions 6f the cerebral process. Coles (1978)

. concludes that specialists in the field of spec&al educatioen have resorted to
biological explanations for inspitutional failures, focusing our attention, .

'concern. and attepmpts at remediation en the child, rather than on the: so¢ial
~ -

context in which tne chiid must perform. T

-

Coles maxes Ehe connection between tne medical version of careers and the

>

educational version of careers explicit. He finds "the medical model" operat-
ing in both contexts: -

Using a medical model and equipped with tneir own black

bag of diagnostic instruments, the learning disabilities
.Specialists, sometimes with other specialists, examine

child patients., If they think there are learning disabil- :
ities, tney write authoritative diagnoses stating that,

based on the results of certain tests, it has been deter- .
mined tnat tne children nave neurological problems tnat

impede learning... Because the children have been given

a set of seemingly scientific and valid tests. tne con-
clusions must be valid. The cnildren, now préclaimed to

be learning disabled, begin with the remedial path toward -
cognitive competence. (Coles, 1978:314)

.
N

In the school context, both the de8ignation of a handicap as "academice"”

“(mental) and the designation of a héndicap as "behavioral" (physical) are tne

result of decisions made by professionals based on a series of observations
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N and inferences, regardless of the sources of their data. Professionals vali-

date and label behaviors and in this way they play an iﬁ%ortant role in creat-
ing handicaps, and by extension, handicepbed scheol careere. ' .
. A . ’ -

-Educatienal Testiﬁg and Special Education Careers

\
r
As we 1ndicated in the Introduction, there are gprmal career 9paths and

speciall career paths threugh scnool. To get en ; special eareer paeh. stu-~
dents are identified as educationally handicapped and removed from their regu-
lar education c¢lassrooms during the school year, and are placed in a yeriet&
oé "special education® programq‘ﬁithin the school district. In the event %hét
.an  appropriate education program is not availeble for the handicapped child
residing in its jurisdietion, they are placed in a special school outside the

public scnool system, Yet, another alternative is to keep tne child at home

witn special tutering (see Figure 2.1 for a model of special education serf
S .

'
- ’
- . . »

vices).

——ifisert Figure 2.1 here>- .

Tnxs section of the study examines educatlonal testing practxces that are

. -

involved in’ moving students from regular classrooms Jn thu,public school to
Q A

special education clgsses in the regular senbol system (Lével I and III in

Figure 2.1).

¢

\\‘ The Role.of Testing in Eucational Degision Making

- T \ - ‘ . . v
Working witn individuals in educational environments naturally’ entails
decision-making. A teacher decides wnether each student is ready for long

division, or more importantly, is ready to move on to the next grade. Deci~

sions, of tnis kind, involve making prediétions about a student's chance for

-

. B 8.




: ' ' MODEL OF SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES
P

Level 1 \\\\ Regular educat.ion classrooms . ////

Regular ciass plus

Level II supplementary instructional
' “services
Level III Payt—thne ’
* special class
Level 1V Full-time
) special class
Level V Special
) schools
Level VI * . \\\

Level VII

structio;\\\

) n hospital/

domiciled
setting

"Noneducaticnal ser- —
. vice (medical agd wel-
\ , - fare care_gnd §upervision)\\
. B ‘ . / * »

. . / .

Fiqure ¢.1
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success o? failure on particular eccasions. Like the classroom teacher, the

school psycnologist also predicts success or failure for certain academic

activities that have practical conseqences. But unlike ‘fhe classroom

teacher, thev’fjpaol psychologist calls wupon a sophisticated téehnologg of

L4

psychological and educational tests'to make decisions.

- Researchers of schools-have long been concerned with. testing and its
appareﬁt role in making decisitas about students' careers. There are a great
variety of tests, covering numerous id;ntifiable chacateristics. Even for 'a
single charac?eristie such as. mepfal activity, there ;re many testslwhich have
differeat uses, If we are to believe that tests are in fact standardized
instruments that objectively measure differences between individuals. or

between tne responses (performance) of tne same’ individual across Qdif‘f‘erent

_oecasions. then we can readily accept the p§ychologist's diagnoses (e.g.,

~

learning-disabled) and tne resulting consequences (e.g., special education

placement). The degree of distinction between diagnosis end prediction is a
minor one. Consider, for example, a test of visual recognition., The psychol-

ogist flashes a row of letters before a‘cnild for a time apa the ehild reports

wnat (s)ne nas seen. Some students may recognize and recall four letiers,

1Y .
while otners grasp seven in the same,brief interval. This disgarity becomes

irportant when tne tester relates it (the stgdent's performance in the testing .

»

situation) to. some other behavior (the potential for performance in the class-

room). The psychologist's diagnosis of a child as having é visual reeogqiéion

-
L]

., ;
disability implies a prediction for now he or sne will de in other situations,

e.g., performance in a particular classroom reading group. *

.
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Instead of acdéphing,the assertion that tests are standa}dized instru-

‘ments' that °render decisions automatically, we are rendering the testing pro-

Y

cess itself broblematic by Qéking a closer look at assessment practices them-

©

selves. . e L
DI
The Roots ®f Controversy . * . N
N We are not the first to'raise questions about tne problematic nature of

psychological ‘and educat icnal testing. Testing has a long history, both 3gs =
practice anc as an object of researcit. The field of standardized testing grew
from the soil nourished By the early equfimental psychologists who were

-developing psychological methods, and by tne efforts of Galton in‘ England, .

Catteil in* America, Kraepelin in Germany, and Binet and Simon in France, to ‘
develop aax objective instrument to measure individual differences in intellec-

tual ébiiity for educatidnal, military, employmént.-and therapeuﬁic purposesf

-

Altnough an historical §Gerview ¢f the origins of Q;ychological and educa-

- ~

tional testing wgyih provide a perspectiVﬁ that weuld aid in the understanding ) 4

of present-day testing practices, . is not Wwithin the scope of this report. =

t ’ !

[

Today, tests are regarded ‘as indispensible and are, for the time being,

. 3

expressed about their validity. Educa-

A

tional and psycholggiéél tests continue to play an'importan? role in ‘decision

nere to stay déspite all the doubts

.

making -about ‘students' success or failure in scndol. In fact, schools are

»

presently among the largest tevt wusers. Students face intelligence tests

’ almgst from the day they erter school. Usually, students first come across °

[ , "

the Stanford-Binet or Wechsler IQ tests, given to nore ‘than 2 mi}lion cﬂildren

.
«  QLaIn vear, : \
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\Even so, the case for testing is hardly proved. There have been count-

less articles written abeout the cultural bias of educational tests. Tests

_ have been primarily standardized on the "non-handicapped" and are inadequate

for individuals diagnosed as having different needs and opportunities for

learning from the méjority and whose individual characteristics create bar- |

riers to test administration and interpretation. 8'critigs claim that often

the tests are misused,to v ack black and other minerity children into inferier
programs. There has been a call for a moratorium on intelligence testing or
the replaceﬁent of IQ teét; Wwith criterion-referenced measures, and even far-

* : -

séking of tests altogether (Bosma, 1973: Bransf€ord, 1974; Hobbs, 1975: Laosa,
. . ¢ *

1973 L;E;y‘,P. v, :Riles, 1972; Réynolﬂsi 1975: Rudman, 1977: Nader. et al, -

H

< e

1980) 2 -, ‘ ‘

Eyen among' the most faithfﬁl proponents of testing, ﬁherq.'is a shared

concernn that individual tests of intelliéence and achievement presenk“us'wihh

difficult: choices cencerning their meaning and validity. The folléwing quote

from Arthur Jensen (1969, p. 183), one of the staunchest supporters of testing

today,. illrstrates thne problemati¢ nature of intelligence tests: °
L4 .
When 1 worked in a psychelegical clinic, T had to give -
individual intelligency tests to a variety of children,
a good many of whem came from an impoverished background. -,
Usually, I felt these children were rgally brighter than
tneir I.Q. would indicate. Th&y often appeared inhibited

: ¢

8. The wbcnsler*Intelligen%F Scale for Children (WISC) was the test analyzed
in, greatest detail for our &;udy. The WISC -was standardiged on 2200 white
boys and girls in the U.S. selected to be representative of the 1040 U.S.
census. However, in hhe.stand%rdization group there Was an overrepreséntation

. of cnildren from the middle and upper sociceconomic levels. Therefore, chil-

dren from ethnic minority groqgs. or from lower ‘Sociceconomic groups, were ‘not
represented adequately in develeping norms.
- . + “

v \ N ’ 0. -
9..Tne 1.8 million empé? National Education Association is campaigning to
abo&ish stqndardized, esting in public schools. ‘ I g

t 8b

{
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in their responsiyeness in thestesting situation on their
first visit to my officefand when this was the case, 1

, usually had them come in two'or four different days for.
half hour sessions with me inm a 'play therapy' room in
which we did nothing more tnan get better acquainted by
playing ball using finger paints, drawing on the black-
_board, making things out of clay, and so forth. As sonn
as the child seemed to be completely at home in this

setting, I would retest him on a parallel form of the - ,

Stanford—Binet.~ Ak boost in I.Q. of 8 or 10 points or so
was the rufe.... I weuld put very litfle confidence
in the single-test scere, especially if it is the child's
first test and more especially if the child is from a °

. poor backgreund and ef.a different race from the experi-
menter. .

LY

Ibls anecdote'pognts out nicely tne'possible signfffcance of ;the examiner-

examinee relationsnip, especially when they don't share ethnic or -cultural
- r L -

. P
backgroundsx as well as the ‘ importance of the ‘relationship between the

environment and the cpild. -

. .

. Constraifts in Controlled Contexts - ‘
3 é . -

The educational tést is built on the assumption tnat the test content is

the st1mu1qs to whicn the student (examinee) is responding. " What has not been

»

seriousiy enough consideregl are the con?éxtuaf/environmental features affect1

ing test performance and the resulting outcome,;i.e.! tne'structural form of

4

the standardized test .situation and its relationship to the interactiona..

features (structurings) embedded in it (Mehan, 1978). The envirormental-

demands of the testing encounter both help to gu1de observed behavior and

' ~
2

establlsn limits to the range of response options available to the student,

;.“ ¢
thereby heIping'to shape. bheﬁ characterizabion of the‘ cnild as learning-~
. : : &
disabled. Traditional learning ‘heory nas bean committed to the stﬂmulus-

response (S-R) formula (Spence. Hu11. and Sklnner). For Estes (1970), nowever.

-
3

the association is not merely theé eonnection of stimulus.W1th response but

.
. ’
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usually 2 matter of 1earnin§ the relation between events. This, then, is more

a stimulus-stimulus (S<S) than a stimulys-response theoryt

L3
A ]

The deuble bind. When a cnild is.cénstrained in a testing session (er in
tne claisroom). ne or she may in fact "act out" and "become" tne very category

(e.g., educatiopally handicapped) for which (s)he was referred. That is, what

- ~ .
at Tirst may be'an\isolated inciden%kof Yreferrable" behavior in the classroom

could then lead the cnild to a testi}g situation which is eften complicated by’
-

a contradictory and obscure system of rules and instructions. Tnis places the

°

cnild in an apparent.“nd‘win“ situation that can become an educational grave

.
- e

for a student wno is referred to testing’. 19 o ‘
& Bt - <
. . ‘

.

Tests of all types-are samples of behavior in particular, limited con-
texts. Testers draw upon previous experience with particular teéts to inform
v 1 AY

-

tnem about the test at hand. They also draw upon exbéfiences with the child,
usually througn teacher information, the written referral form, bfficialh

schoeol records that house previous test” “scores and .infornatien abqut the
; 1 . . . *
cnild's fémily:'and home. It is seldom the case that disnosticians directly

'y

observe or -interact with children ref-rred to testing prio»r to assessment ses-

.
’

sions, but rather rely primaril  on textual data irom otiler sources

1 o g -

Testing encounters often work, unintentionally perhaps, to confir, and
validate- preéestablisnea categories about referred cnildren - ircumstance
i . . ) . : ‘ Q(‘
tnat éoub1e~binds the participarfts. It would be incorrect to imply or assume
’ . . »

.

.

10. At the age-of 6, Daniel Hoffman, a student in the New York City Publie
Schools, was tested/ and then placed in a pregram for the mentally retarded.
Hoffman remained in, special education classes for his entire school career,
when in fact he was a cnild of normal or slightly above normal intelligence.
(The Testing Digest, 1980). : '

. v, . ) , /
. L - 8

- - * ." . .\
L) D [ . N . i
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that if tests were 3imply designed better of "fairer" that the prublems would

be solved. Tests depend a great deal on their very nature and the way they ';‘
~ .

are administered.

|
’ N !
|

Test behavior. The examination .session.is as mucn an interaction between
3>

tions and examines responses. Everything tnat takes nlace from the initial

encounter to the .termination o? ihe cbntaqt.between the tester and the stu-

denp: as well as the child's case history, constitutes data for analysis.

oy ]

Underlying all tests of ability is the assumption that the child (exam~

two individuals (iester and student), as it is an interchange of test qué%~ ]

inee) 1s "doing his best." Consequently, tne gxaminer attempts to céea?e'00n~ 4
) ditions at the' outset to "put the child’;t ease" so that hg will put forth his
.
maximum efforts throughout the tesﬁing session, A number of studies concerned i
witn the inJluence of différent incentives (e.g., 'yerbal encouragement . and

N N 3
additional cues) and disruptive conditions (e.g., loud peises, ridicule, or
discouraging remarks) upon test perfermance, have shewn scores to raise or
;xa’fa ) . - !
lower appreciably with certain groups. L ' \

* )

The state of bbtn the tester and tne student”are critical faetons.affeet—
ing the testing session., Fatigue, ﬁotivétion. and incentive, or problems at
nome can adversely affect a étydent's response, wniie Simultaneéusly influenc-
ing the _tester's impression of the ;eferrgd ehild.'.The student's fear of

faiting or notorious shyness may look like inattentiveness or uncoppefative

behavior. The state of‘ﬁhe.tester can also influence the way instructions are

given., Teo put tne child at ease, tne WISC-R manual'reccmmends tnat the tester

engage 1in "some informal conversation before getting down te tre more serious

business of giving.the test." If the child inquiré?’;;ﬁto why (s)ne 1is being
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tested, the, tester should clarify these concerns "in a truthful and

nonthreaten;ng" manner. In most cases, in our study, the tester explained to

-the cnild: "We're going to do seme fun things ... We'll 49'seme blocks énd

.we'll do some puzzles, and we'll do some things like that ... 'Most of thenm

aren}t academic;.. they are&'t about arﬁ;ﬁmetic and reading and that kind of
stuff." These kinds of false;promises were frquenply made to stuQents; When
queried- about why they had to be tested, testers often told the children that
they were "special" and ihat: "All the otner kids from your class wanted to
come’ but I had to tell them né,’f was Just going to work with you today
be;ause you're'special." We are not dbubting.tné psychologist's sincere mgtiVe
to put the’ ‘enild "at ease, but ‘We must questionkthe employed’ strategies
éncoprage Sy tne institutionalized system of testing when %ac?d\ with such
student responses: as: "Iia nervous,"&tI'm tired," "I can't do this,”" and "I

don't want to be here." Several children yawned ;hrchghogt most of their test-

ing sessions and one went so Jar as te evclaim "I'm bored!" over and over

again. One child was so frustrated he broke down in tears. In this instance, .

‘ * .
_ tne ' psychologist talked witn the chila at length and in a highly sensitive

'1
manner, tnen resch%guled tne tests for another.day.
iy e .

4 "
' Closely related to test-taking motivatiqﬁ is the vissue of test anxiety.
Sarason and nis colleagues (1964) studiéd,the effects of such anxiety with

botn Mchool enildren and cgllege students, gﬁq concluded that fest anxiety

noticeanly interferes with effective learning and test performance. The

)

directior of causal relation; remains unclear, however. 1Is anxiety‘ somethiqé-

already "in tne child," and if so, is it due to previous experience with test

failure? Of; is test énxiety "in the environment," j.e., 18 it inherent to
4 . \ . o

testing 'coqditions? There is ,no' definitive statement -as yét\about this
&

.—\-
-~
®
>
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question of directionality: what comes first~the situation or the behavior?
N . L

The distinction between motivation and test anxiety, whether inherent in an: ‘

individual or sjtuation, or constitutive en the part of the child, tester, and

\ . .
situation, 1is one of degree, rather tnan being a twofold division. It may ' e

well be that on some occasiens the ezaminee's behavior is primarily a reaction

to the examiner's behavier rather ihan a reaction to the test demands. Admin-—"

-
L4

istering, scoring, and interpreting individual pstholbgical (intelligence)

-

s e tests are by no means so siandardizgd tnat any aspect of the individual -

. *  differences among testers and examinees can bevignored.

|
|
* : , _ e
Although'any,unusual frustration or anxiety observed on the part of the ‘

1

studeng was noted in the psychologist's report, it is interesting that unusual

-~

"conditions in the testing envirdnment (e.g., someone else“entering thne ﬁcom.

|
i
~disruptive noises, or observed restlessness on the part of ‘the tester) were |

, . ° : v ’ .
not considered in the test interpretation, nor were tney reperted to tne deci- ‘

” .

sion making committee that dehermingq,bhe child's educational placement.

,

‘ MethodologicalnApproach

Database

The data’?or tnis analysis were collected over a period of one year..

Fro& December 1978 through Dec ember 1979, we videotaped twenty (20) testing

sessions betﬁgen two scnool psychologisis and eight "referred" students. We

P

set up the videotaping equipment inside the testing room and waited outside
'until tne tegbing sessiof was cempleted. A micrephone wWas placed on the test-

ing table between the examiner afd the child, The videotapes of psycﬁoloéical

v
»

- = and educational assessment sessions were viewed by'thé psychologists who‘ nad

.
-
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administered tne tests and informal intervieus were held during the "viewing
sessions." (For a list of all tne tests administered to the students we video-
taped, 'seg Appendix I). The 20 "hours" of testing and subsequéht interview;

. ’
with tne psychologists served as our cerpus of materials for analysis. "

Data treatment ‘

<

fh profect the original data tapes, dgplicate tapes were made. Only
tneSe copies we;e used in our éreatment of the data. ‘The audio portion of
eaoﬁktesting tape was rerecqrdqd separately’on audio cassette ltapes for the
pur;ose of transeriptien. Afger‘vthe audio portion was transcribed, it was

* ¢ *
checked against the videotape for accuracy. At this time the draft transcript

‘was filled in with non-verbal behavior (e.g., when a test required that the

student point to something rather than say a reSpdnseBL spéakers' identit .s,
. s

tﬁe" running time of each nour at 15 second intervals, length of pauses, and

some talk tnat became clear when viewed in its‘context (see Anxachﬁent I for

v

P
an example. of a transcript, and Attachmént II for a reader's guide to tran-

script symbols). : . . - .

. .

Individualized tests of intelligence and the WISC-R

Proponents in the testing controversy (Jensen,s, 1969; Shockley, 1972;
Herrnspein; 1974; Wechsler, 1974) degcﬁibe tests as objective, standardized .

and nopm=neferenced. Ao stanéardized 6esh is one in which procedure,

.

apparatys, ‘and scoring have been fixed so tnat precisely the same test can be

"11. Tne term "hour" is used for’ two reasons: (1) the Sony videorecordér em-

ployed most often could only record for ohe hour before changing” tapes. On a

few occasions we used a recorder (Betamax) that could run for 2 rs, and (2)
the testing sessions averdged about 1 hour in léngth eacn. . r
’ > - ‘Q )

a

‘3
. A
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given across different .qccasions. The emphasis here 1is -standardization of

-

andzgyactical consideration are far from it. For example, in the school dis-

.trict we studied, children were -.either taken out of tne-blassroom or were

tested during vacation periods. Neither of these situations is recommended in

. ’

the testing manual's "directions for administration."'nor are they conducive

to optimal desired tesi-taking procedur'es."2 fne WISC-R manual makes it clear

that "it is best to discontinue the test and arrange for anether appeintment,"
wnen satisfactory conditions are not met. However, due to tight‘ schedu}ing

«

problems and a backlog of cases, this was not often possible.

The assessment and diagnesis of referred stndepbs was ordinarily left to

. ‘ N
the school psychologist who generally administered, in an hou» or so, a

psychometric baqtery. consisiing of individual tests of intelligence, achieve-’

ment, and social and personal adjustment. The WISC-R (WeehsLer Intelligence

Scale .for Children-~Revised) was tne most frequently administered test to tne

referred cnildren in our study. The WISC-nep been designed “and organized as a

test of general intelligence. ?? . .
) A

The WISC-R consists of 12"$uote§€§: 6 on the Verbal Scale and 6 on the

Perfoﬁmance:Scale. (See Appendix II for a descri ption of the WISC—R)

‘VERBAL»" , PERFORMANCE -

12. The testing manual and tests referred to in this section are from the
WISC~R, uw}ess otherwise specificaly noted. .

13. Wechsler pubiished the WISC-in 1949, It was revised and renormed 1in 1974

-as tne WISC-R. Wechsler believes that it is possib.e to measure general in-
telligence objectively. "and tnat, by so.doinhg, one can obtain a meaniyngful
and useful index ¢ a subject's mental capacity."

procedure. Technically. testing kits are unifdrm; however, tne interactional'




" Final Report

-December 23, 1981 : ) . . 78
. ' 9 ‘ )
’ 1. Information 2. Picture Completion
3. Similarities 4, Picture Arrangement =,
5. Arithmetic 6. Block Design
7. Vocabulary , 8. Object Assembly
9. Comprehension - 10. Coding

1. Digip Span 12. Mazes

Administering the WISC-R. Certain practical problems of administration

are common to all tests. First, the physical make-up of the testing room

should be well ventilated, have good lighting, and there should be ample space

*

to work. The WISC-R manual states tnat quldren should be testedfin comfort-
able surroundings. Suitable testing areas were evidently hard to find by the
school psychologist in our study. At one school, tne psychologist admin-

. , . »

’ L
istered tests in the nurse's office. At another school, tests - were admin-

Y

istered ‘in -a room that'doubled as a storage space. These testing areas were
adjacent to teacher lounges whéke'groups of people could be overheard during

testing sessions.

The second point Fe want £o mak: is witn regard to establishing and main-
‘taining rapport. The Q;SC—R testing manuai also says it is hiéhly important
tna; tne examiner'be a familiar person with whom -the c¢hild feels eomfo%t;ble.
The school psychologists barely nad time to complete a "case," much 1ess make
themse1¢es familiar with the stugents referred tc. testing. The ‘testing
1iterat&re informs us that "“testers _are tsained to.think.of themselves as
.unemotional. impartial task-setters. The school psyghologiss's traditions

A

encourage the idea that she, like the physical scientist, is "measuriﬁg an
¥ . .

: 14
object" with a technical tool. In tnis way, intelligence 1is viewed as an,

. . \
“attribute of the individual and can be compared to the domain of temperature.

-~

»

14, The psycnologists wno participated in our study Were female, hence the use

‘of 'she' when referring to testers.
/

; ‘ 94




Fihal Report ) . :
December 23, 1981 79

-\
The thermometer allows for the objective measurement of temperature; ,the

intelligence test allows for the objective measurement of intelligence. The
"object ," however, is a person and involves a complex social ~ relationship

between the child, tne examiner, and the conditions (situational features) of

El

testing. Testing encoumters are practical activitiee; they are social accom-

plishments (constructiens). While presumably maintaining an impartial and

v

scientific attitude, examiners attempt to obtain from each child tested the
best _accomplishment sne or he can produce, and tne examinee:trys to provide
the tester with the response that she has in mind. _Participants. engage in the

social enterprise of 'testing,' actively constituting the ongoing interaction |
and resulting outcomes (e.g., test scores and psychological reports that 1lead

) . ""‘1‘-\ N
to special education placements). N

\

Following is a description of the analytic devices employed in this phase

S

of. the study.

) Analytic Devices

4
. L
Tne first step of data analysis was a segmentation of the testing ses-
N A

" sion. Testing erncounters were generally segmented into (f{ informal openings,

\

\

(2) vario&s:individuelized tests ("on-task" time), and (3)La clo3ing down of

.
~4

the hour by‘th\jchool psychologist (see Figure 2.2).

->insert Figure 2,2-The Segmentation ef a Testing Session-herew-.

Informal transitions\gmd "off task" sequences cropped up regularly as part of

the wnole teéting'scemério. Internal enélyses of the different segments (on-

task and off-task)lare»a\::ht;nuing concern. This segmentétién of a tesQipg
. N \ )

session into.its component parts is important in order to reduce a conception

tof a testing tape to a-visual page repmesentatibn. This data base provides a

[}

1 - ' 9':)
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o THE SEGI‘!ENTAIIO}’!_OF A TESTING SESSION o \ .

o e s S o i e i At . S i

o,

Segment Informal Gpening Formal Testing ’ Closing
Type of Ipitiation Instructional Qu'-st:;;n Initiation ’
Sequence . ° = Interrogative Informative
Sequentiul 1-R-(EC) IN-R q-A-(E) I-R . I-R °
Organization : . »(Int) (Inf)
T-S~(T) . . T~S " T-8
Participants T . -8 T-5-(T) ‘ ST/ S
. > ‘\ N
A
- N ~
¢ Figure 2.2 * )

Key: I=Initiation; R=Respcuse;

Q=Question; A-answer; Int=Interrogative;

- A

(EC) or (E)-Oﬁtional Evaluation; IN=Instructiondl;
Inf=Informative; T=Tester; S=5tudent.,
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basis of comparison across students and across different tests.

The next stepbwas to extract an overall event Structure‘from gach indivi-
dual testing session. The event structures (see Figures 2.3a and 2.3b below)l
ﬁevéaled in a temporal snapshop the length and qumber of off-task times with
respect to on-task time, as yell as external disturbances during either
Eequential‘event. Some sessions were interrupted s*from the out.ide" as many
as fourteen times (e.g., recess bells, intercoms, someone else entering the
_reom). Breaches in on-task time, i.e., formal testing, were freguent for all
sessions and 1n several cases directly linked to the external break-ins. The
informal opening‘sequenees varied from fifteen seconds to six minutes. The
event structure charts were coded to make ipcating certain phénomena easier

(see Figure 2.3b). Coding was merely a heuristic device employed to unveil in
a photoplay representat}oq the interaction tnat flbwed on videotape. In a
glance, particular sequences can be located (e.g., Q-A-E; Q-A-Q:RC-A) as well

N ” .
as any oxternal stimuli occurring simultaneously.

--insert Figures 2.3a and 2.3b here<«-

. .

Questions for Analysis

\
~ >
»

In tnis sggtion.<qe trace tne eareér paths of two students idenpified as

v

special education ecandidates by. their classrcom te€achers qnd subsequently

referred for assessment and diagnosis by the scnool psychologist. In analyz-

L4 4

ing these two cases, one a "learning disabled" student, the other a "normal

v student," we proceed along tnree lines of investigation: (1) an examinatioen of

'tne ' social construction of tests (2) a revigw of the psychologist's diagnesis

v

of students' performance, and (3) tne use %f diagnostic data in formal deci-!

sion making sttuatiens.

C
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¢ _ ,
] ” EVEYT STRUCTURE CHART

4 : - . ‘
0:15:30:4'5:1:'15:30:45:_2:15:30:45:3:15:30:45:4:15:'30:65:5:15:30:45:6:»15:3.0:45:2 A

[

-

‘ . Figure 2.3a3°,.

a
0: 15:30:45:1:15:30:45:2:15:30:45:3:15:30:45:4:15:30:45:5:15:30:45:6: 15:30:45:7

»
[y

QRCQ Q .

ELN Q E+E+ . . Q A A . Q .. (A)QM] (A) Q ()
—

Open .AQQ-. . . . . JE. QM QR RAQ ..'A((A)(A).

L]
.

_.AA Q A AGRQRC. . AINQ () QCaQ (&) Q@ () E+ .m:‘

e

Figure 2 3b .

ce; IN : ion:; A=Answer/verbal;
Xey: Open=0Opening sequence IN=Instructional sequence; Q=Quest 3 ;s
- 7 (§)=A.n§wer/nonverbal;,E+=Eva1uation/positiVe; QR=Question repeated; QRC=Question/
Request for Clarificationy QC==Question/Cue; .=Continuation of sequential act

= Informal off-task time (e.g. Opening and Closing moves)

f .
H -

e« Formal on-task time (e.g. Individualized tests)

————————— = Break in formal testing (off-task)
!/ = External interruptions (e.g., bell ringing; someone else
) entering the testing room) '
To read: top to bottom, e.g. Q
\L . A

E-r Q o . . \
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‘——“TnE“first"question*tvnQETHS“the—séctai—argantzattbn"of—educa;icnai**test=—~——*“_

- t
ing. How are formal tests assembled? In the context of the testipg event,
what contributes to a student's answer (e.g., cognitive, interactional and
situationals features)? How ldoes. the psychologist determine wnether, a

student's behavior counts as a correct answer, or overall performance counts

»

as evidence of an educational handicap. . b - Y

o .

. The second set of questions concerns tne diagnosis of students'' perfor-

mance. How does the .psychologist identify the student's disability? What

“

sources of information inform tnis diagnosis (e. g., teachers' formal reports,
E , *w .

informal discussions, school records, or others?).

-~

. 4 ’ °
The tnird set of questions concerns the use of inférmapion {textual

* N °

records) produced about theé student in different contexts (i. e., classroom

and testing). After a testing sessien is comﬁleted, tne psychologist must

‘ . -

prepare a recommendation about the student wnhe has bééﬂ'tested; and present it

»

to fne committee that decides the educational category placement for the-

cnild. How 1is this information about the cnild from the classroom and the

. -

testing situation made available te decision makers and subsequentjy/jLsed “to

decide special education placements?

~ * . \

Assembling the Formal Test ~

. V-
The "Formal Test Assembly" topic is informed by previou work. on the

1ntéractional 'coqstruction of educational test results. Mehan, 1973, 1978; . |
I . R R

Roth, 1974, 1980; Mackay, 1973,  1974; and Davies, 1978 have shown that treat-
ing teét results as socfal facts obscures the constitutive process py which
testers and students jointly produce answers in individual ‘tests. As a

n

b -

o
£)
J
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o

result, educators and researchers do not have access to students' reasoning, !

; whicﬁ i$ the very thing tééts were‘designed to measure.

In order to address these issues, it 1s necessary to re-assemble the

~ individual tests and check them against testing manuals for the manner of

P

administration and éeoring of responses. This process has gnabled'us'to score

. N

the test responses as the tester did and ascertain tne child's overall perfor-

mance. : i ~

- ~ .

A ) .
"Reassembling' the tests" also means breaking down the| formal on-task o

9 \\ .
sequences into analyzable form (see. Figure 2.4 below). While Sacks et al

g o

(1974) say tnat eveéyday conversation has many two-part sequences, some inves-
tigators of the ‘classroom have found that formal lessons seem to have a

tnree-part structure (Initiatioh-Reply-Evalu tion) (Mehan et al, 1976; Mehan,

. - . : N

N

1979).  Canonically, educational tests are supposed to leave- the influeace of

N

-~

&ne everyday world at tne door. and tnerefore one would erpect a two-part ' N

N

_sequence again. In everyday conversations. turns are negotiated at the end of

a speaﬁéﬁds.turn. i.e., at a turn allocation Juncture; s0 the "two-ness" is an

open possibility. The "two-ness" of a formal test, however, comes from a

- -
N .

built in constraint on the tester not to give information away. Tnis 1is nat
to say that tnreélpart (Q-A-E) ‘and even loﬁger sequences do not exist (See

Figure 2:&), but gene}ally,~formal task sequénces consist of question-ansﬁeﬁ

. » et = e e A 4 ==
pairs. : . .

-

--ingert Figure 2.4 nere-- . o

10"\3 | | \ ‘
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. THE ASSEMBLY OF A FORMAL TEST N
_ L — ) - ‘. ’
\ iest ) WISC-R: Information .Sub-Test )
Type of Test Ty Verbal ’
Sequentfal | ~ Format I Format II Format III ' .
Organization Q-A~(E) Q-A-Q:RC-A-(E) Q-A:RC-QR~A=(E) /
.| pacticipanes | T-5-(1) [.T-s- T —s-(D) | T-5 - T =5=(D - " )
Figure 2.4 : ‘ . 4

Request for.Clarification; A:RC=Ansver:Request for C}arification;

Key: Q~Qué3tion{ A=Answer; (E)=Optional Evaluation; Q:RC=Question: ii
QR=Question Repeated; T=Tester; S=Student. |
. ' |

-

>

LX)
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.

. OpenjggiéﬂfiﬁﬁﬁfrnES‘“* e U ¢ e

Informal opening sequences took place'prior te tne the first formal test-
ing sequence: Tnis was an -attempt by the psychologist to Wget an idea of the
enild's genersal awareness."15 This was done by eliciting information from the

,

séudent about. his family and classroom life and then asking questions of a -
N N . .

more academic nature while still under the informal guise. 16 The following

3

-

two excerpts from different transcripts are typical examples of what occurred
Al /"\. -

during these infornial openings. 17

Sequence # Speaker Transeript-

53:21.0 Tester Heh by the way how's your brother Tracy? e
53:22.0 Student I don't know. He just sits around all’day.
53:23.0 Tester - He sits around. What do you do all day?

53:24.0 Student . Sit -around and watch television, heh. '
53:25.0  Tester  You don'tz . :

53:26.0° Student®~ =and go to the coin shop.’

53:49.0 Tester What's the next most valuable coin that

53:49.1 - . you have? .

53:50.0 ° Student I dén't know. (:01) An Indian head penny-,

53:59.0 - Tester How much is that worth9

(:02)

53:52.0 Student Two dollars.

53:53.0 Tester - Two dollars/

53:54.0 Student it's old. It's like~- it's an eighteen seventy.
, 53:55.0 - - Tester Oh my. That was even before I was born.

53:56.0 ~Student It's an old.

53:57.0 Tester If it' was um [ceugh) if it was made in

53:57.1 eighteen seventy, how old is it?

53:58.0  Student  I.don't know: '

1
»

15. Tnis is an‘actual quote from a school psychologist taken from an interview
about & testing session. .

16. Tne pronoun ‘he' (nis) is used u;en referring to students because 75% of

the children tested in our study were boys. :

17. In the “Sequence #“ column, the numbers appearing before tne colon refer
to the testing session transcript number, the number after the colon 1s the

line rumber.

g

e .
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R - . 53:59.0 - Tester Come on..
. b . 53:60.0 Student I don't know.
53:61.0 s Tester Think. (: 0g) If it was made in elghteen seventy/ .
53:62.0 Student  Then it would be -one hundred years old.
“ 53:63.0 _Tester Just a hundred/
53:64.0 Student ‘Hundred and (:02) seventy.
53:65.0 Tester Let's figure. Go on over here to my magic
53:65.1 . board (points). Take the yellow- I mean
53:65.2 7 take tne red magic marker, take the 1id
53:65.3 | off. Go over tkere and write on it. I want
N 53:65.4 < ‘'you to figure that out. If that penny was
_ 53965.5 made in eighteen seventy nine, how old is
53:65.6 o that nickel? .
53:66.0 Student Penny. .
) . " 53:67.0 Tester - Oh penny, excuse me. , : > BN
. : 32:18.0 Student Iomgrrow's my birthday. ) {
) 32:23.0 Tester How old will you be? o v
) 32:24.0 Student Seven, ' ) ' -
32:25.0 Tester Seven: Oocon. You're getting.to be a big
32:25.1 ' kid. Do you have brothers and sisters?
. 32:26.0 Student Odly one brother. »
32:27.0 Tester ~ One brother. How old is he? )
. 32:28.0 Student Three. -. .
32:29.0 Tester Three. So is he elder or younger ﬁhan you°
5 32:30.0 Student ﬂbungqr
32.31.0 .~ Tester low much younger? (:05) If. he's three
32:31.1 . years old/ =
32:32.0 Student And I'm seven. ‘
. ~ (2090 .
32:33.0 Tester ' If you're- he's tnree years old and you're
) 32:33.1 seven, how much younger is he than you?
32:33.2 Can you figure that one out? '
(:06) .
32:34.0 Student About three years eacn.

From these examples, we can see that tne tester was seeking to guage at .
whRat level tpe student could compute simple math problems. 18 Unlike the for=

mal on-task question-answer sequences discussed below, these informal elicita-

»
18. In the first example, the student answered tne question correctly 14 turns”
later (line 53:81.0). The eéntire sequence, beginning witn line 49.0 took 2
minutes, .

Y

e , 108 - . h ")
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tioqﬁ were extracted from the ehild'é own life’ experiencez. 2g§&ng theée

times when tne-.-student is initiating or directing the talkﬁghe'is more sSpon-

’taneous and talks in longer and morg” complex dtteranegsl For‘exampleﬁ'
Sequence # Speaker _Traﬁseript

53:89.0 Tester, What time did you get up°
2 (;? 53:90¢ 0 ‘Student  Eight fifteen.

53:91:0 Tester Eight fifteen. That*s a good. time.

53:92.0 Student  Well since I'm on vacation I can

53:92.1 Sleep as late as I want.

53:93.0 Tester How late do you like to. sleep?

53:94.0 Student  Sometffes til nine thirty. “
- Lo (: 03)

53:95.0 Tester My goodness. . ’

§3.96.0 -« Student I stay up until one o'clock in the

53:96. 1 morning. . < e

53:97.0 Tester What do you do until one o'clock?

b 53:98.0 Student  Wateh television all day. _ -

— 53:99.0A Tester Don't "you get zonked out?
. 53:100.0 Student  No heh well last night I did. That's
53:100.1 . ~—When I watched just the news.

L4 -
¢7/ . .
s

Evaluating Evaluations

,
~ . ..

Evaluative remarks occur more frequently during formal test sequences
than’ during. infermal openings and nlosings. Evaluations seem to be atterned

-

on two things: (1) tney usually index the first few question-answer pairs of
each new test sequence to let the.gtudent‘knpw that (s)he had understqed the

question as/intended and was providing the éppropriate auswer, For.exémgle:

/ \ .

Sequence Speaker Transcript ) ) . !
5.4 Tester The ‘first thing we're going to do.is I
5.5 . want you to tell me how a wheel and a

- 5.6 ball are alike. How are they alike or
5.7 . how are they the‘game?
6.0

.

Preston They're botn round. -

~.

§ : . ~
‘ N\
. Tester Very good, Preston. [writes] They're both

7.0
7.1 . round. That's e§ee11ent;‘ How are a°
7.2 candle and a lamp alike?. )

- - L.
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8.0 Preston TngxbochEEﬁ»light up..

9.0 ,//Qesfg;’ (writes] You're 'doing a good job.

Andt/LZ)’ﬁﬁey are- also guidéd by the tester's personal impression of the

et

child. If the tester felt the student appeared unusually insecure, she would

offer more posit;ve evaluations throughout the testing session. According td

‘'standardized testing procedures. testers are not permitted to give dogmatic

! 2valuations in reference te particular test items (e.g., "You did that one

“'h

perfectly."). but rather are encouraged to yield' more neutral and generaiized

evaluations (e.g., "You're doing a fine job.").

. Ve

However. the school psvenologist commonly mixed positlve evaluations that

referred to a specif1c task and those of a more general nature._lThe following

excerpt from a transeript illustrates this- point.

Sequence # Speaker Transeript . .
* 37:441,3 Tester Make yours look just like that one. ~
37:441.4 . That is a super. job, Tracy.
37:442,0 Student [draw$] - .
37:443.0 |, Tester Wow, you're doing a fihe job.
. 37:4584.0 Student (draws]
1 . 37:485.0 Tester I'm really proud of you Beautiful!
37:445.1 ° . These are exdellent, Tracy. You

37:445.2 did a good job’en that.

The same rule does not aé;;y to negative evaluations however. In the
case of performance-related tasks (e.g., when using manipulatives), if the

student does not respond corréotly to tne first pair of questions in a new

v

téek sequence, the tester might say, "That's not exactly right. Let's try it

again." For example:

-

+ Sequence Speaker Transeript

625.0 Tester Okay. Now.these pictures are going to tell

625.1 a picture about a fight. [displays
625.2 get] I want you to put tnese in order so

105
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625.3 “they tell a story, .Kitty.: .
626.0 Kitty Okay. [arranges pictures] (:10)
627.0 Tester Kay, you through/

628.0 Kitty Umhmm=

.
-
”»
.

629.0 Tester =Always make sure that I-I know that you're

629. 1 through, so I'1l know to stop.

629.2 [collects. set] That wasn't quite right. .
629.3 Now. [displays set] Here are the pictures
629. 4 - in order again. Now this plcture should
629.5 " ' come first,

’

While with verbal-related tasks she mig*; simply say, "That's a good try" ,and.

“then provide the student with the correct answer.

Questioning Strategies

, According to the normative theory of psychological and educational test-

-

ing) a session should proceed in a metronomic sequence of questions and

answers, questions asked by the tester, answers provided by the examinee (stu~

dent). Figure 2.4 above reflects the oftantimes complicated nature o§ asking

a questioh (Rotn, 1974, 1980). Instructions and qpestibnb on the pantvqf‘ the
4 . ‘

tester often resplt in students asking qkestiens of clarification {see -Format

'4

III in Figure 2.4): v .
Sequence Speaker Transcﬁipt : : + " Code
26:173.1 Tester Well, what's another uh, Something Q
26:173.2 o\ else? |
26:174.1  Studen}, ((Somebhing else)). What are you A:RC
26:174.2 " . . taking about? Thiswyou're mixing -
26:174.3 . me Up. .
26:175.1 Tester Well, what is- the capital of Greece°QR
26:175.2 . > - Well, let me see if I can help you a
.26:175.3 . little mor'e on that [she.looks in .
26:175.4 manual which is on the table] Hold ' .
26:175.5 on (. )-[Tester claps hands to-’
26:175.6 _gether after putting manual back on
26:175.7 table] Do you know?

‘4 26:176.0 Student No. . A
26:177.0 Tester  Okay. [scores] E
. g‘
x - 1U0 oo
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Because of the standardized stimulus presentation assumption of the formal
. : . i : y
test,” the tester has te be careful not te add tq, the ideas -expressed in the
- ~ N »

nstandard" directions. It is imperative, according to the testing mauaual,

- »

tnat tne examiner give directions exactly as provided. While it is sometimes

permi;sible (p} teSters to g;ve cues'and diréctions. tﬁe exact circumstances

ot : . ¢ . -
in which the cues and ‘hints are to be given are not always worked out in
L} ’ : [
detail, This 1is especialiy a problem in individual testing, where questions’

are given orally. On a mental-test item where the child is supposed to

S receive only one trial, hfs answer may show that he didn;t' undérstand the

. ’ ' s "
question. Where the test directions permit quly one trial and the ‘tester ©

repeats the question or cues the student with additional infofmagion‘ Ugince - -:.f

M ,
tne child would .certainly have answered correctly if he had understood“%hat

] was wanted," it is considered a Type-1 Error (E-1). 19 For example:.
. 3 . ) .

Sequence Speaker Transcript e Code 7

) 35: 9.0 . Tester How are”a shirt and a hat alike? Q.- ]
oLl 35:10.0 rStudent  They're both worn. A(1) L

«

. 35:13.0 ,'Tester. Both worn. What do you mean - QIRC
. 36:11.1 .~ _ they're both wern? C .
35:12,.0  Sfudent’ Well they both have some- the hat A:(0) o«
- . 35:12.1 got some a little bit of fluff and
. ’ 35:12.2 the shirt has all the yarn. Ca
25:13.0 Tester What do you do with a shirt and Q:RC
35:13.1 & nat?
. o . 35:114,0 . Student You put em on. A

@

This te;t item is worth one point and the student scores that point with his

first response, "Tney're both worn." Tne tester deviates from standard prac-. I

. .

tice when she asks the student for clarification of ~hia—AanSWer—*and"Ebnse—

. quently he obtain% a score of zero with his second attempt. A direct cue 18
¥ .

~ 0

. 19. Tnis is an actual quote from.the school psychologist who administered this .

‘test. ~
- .' ‘A
» o
v . .
.- \ * x '.-'" -
.

\)“ - ey, ) ’ . . . ' .
ERIC o | NIV LT
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. embedded in the tester's second request for clarification,

v 89
*>
’ P ! .
"What do you do

with Aa shirt and a ha&?“, to which the student responds eorrectly.’regyfg;ing

his original scere of oune point.

In the above exanple, the studént simply retrieved his .rightful point
- »

instead of gaining an

cued a student instead

of proceeding to

-

-]

L d

the next question. Erelimlnary

-

extra point,.which frequently occurred Wher a tester

¥

analysis shows thip overall scores were 1nereaséd on the average 25% as a. .,

®
.result of tnese mod1fieat1ons of standard procedure.

ple, for instance, ’ the

incongrucus cue,

-

éedhence &
a ' - - ¢
' 42:198.0 Tester
. 42:198.1 g
J42:198.2° ,
42%199.0 » Student
42:199.1 -
. 42: 200'\0 Tester-
. 42: 201 0 Sbudent

Speaker -

20

studenp's score~is boosted an e;tra pe\nt due to ran”

.
A 2

;“ .. o j‘ ’ !.
Transcr1pt .

What[p the thing to do if a boy - Q A
much smaller thagn.yourself stapts = .
to fight with you?

I"would say please don't’® f)gm'. — A(~1~)
with me. : e

(:02) . f/'//// 4 )
“Would you-fight? -~ Q:RC'
No,xi’ﬁgﬁld Ju t/ﬁalk away. ‘A(2)

1

Tne student offer's a one-p01nt‘answer (“I/ﬁguld say please dontt, fight with

me . ") as his firsb‘response.

The sbudent‘s answer is a corﬁg:gxone- it gained

In tne fOIIOW1ng exam-

. /

~

ham a point and did not call for//ny clar1ﬁicat1on on the part of the psychol-

..\’

—

ogist. Even

.aIIQWed to say' “E<plain, what you mean" or "Tell me more about it."

L3

. sne ella/pS' from the

witn a*~ seeond point ./

~ . -

D c

20 Preston's pverall verbal seore on tne WISC-R® was

nesult of - 1ncongruous cues.

»

nad a cue»been permitted the psychologist would have only been

{nstead.

-

.student 8 very spee1fie response .augmenting his score

/‘:"/

-

4
» ’

o, o

increased 33.2% as a

108
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Altnough oceurring less eften; occés@onally a student lost a peint as a

result ef an intervening cue.

r .
~ iequence it Speaker Transcript ’ Code
36:289.0 Tester Tell me”what thes alphabet is. Q
35:290.0 SHudent Say it ’ A(0)
35:291.0 Tester Remember now, I just popped in Q:RC
: 35:291.1 . from outer space and I don't “know
- 35:291.2 . | what an alphabet is. You got to
35:291.3 tell me. '
- 35:292.0 Student . You can make a name out of it. A(2)
! 35:293.0 Teste: Okay, you can make a name out it. Q:RC
35:293.1 . Okay, tell ne more about the al-
35:293.2 phabet. What do you mean you can
35:293.3 mdke a name out of it?  «
35:294.0 Student Like you can make anybody's name. A(2)
35:294.1 YU gan make anything.
35:295.0 Tester . Could I make a table out of it? ' Q:RC
35:296.0 + Student No, you can make a werd of table. A(2)
35:297.0 _ Tester I.can make a word? s Q:RC
. 35:298.0_ Sgpdent Yeah. . A&C2)
'35:299.0 - “—Tester I can,make tne word table? Q:RC
35:300.0 Studént-.___ Yes. A(2)
35:301.0 Tester Okay.,. PreSton. I can make a word Q:RC
35:301.1 . out oNl me a‘little more
35:301.§ . about tne alph be\: See I'm still *
35:301.3 not sure. I know I"tan make a
. 35:301.4 word out o. the alphabet but I
35:301.5 don't know what it is.
~35:302.0 © Student It's number: ,A(OL
‘ 35:303.0 Tester It's numbers/ 3 QRC ™
35:304.0 Student Yes. . ‘ A(0)
T 35:305.0° Tester You mean like one, two, three, = Q:iRC
n 35:305. 1 four, five, six, seven, eight,
35:305.2 . nine, ten?

‘ 35:306.0 Studen; No. It's like a, b, ¢, d, e, f, g&. A(1)

This transcript extrac; is long enough (though not as long as some oth-
ers) to show the oftentimes surprising amount ef interaction and “soc1al work"
that-goes on betweed the initial asking of a question and the child"s final
answer (Roth, 1974). In tnis case, tne étudent acnieves two poidts with his
answer, "You can make a name out of it" (line 35:29?.0). He manages to keep

nis two points tnroughout all .the psycnoiogist's inappﬁopriate queries, up

, 1()‘:.) J',’,_ o e 1

3
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until he reports }hatﬂthe alphabef is'"numbers.:sngretrieves one of his two
¢q . \ - . &

po1n€§ wheén he lists some of the letters in the alphabet in his final response

v \ / . %
» . (line 35:306.0). .
[ : o
' Standard testing procedures acknowledge the need for rsquests for clarif-

M~

1cation of student responses. The WISC-R manual instructs testers as follows: ~

If a child's rdsponse to a Verbal item is ambiguous or incomplete,
the examiner should ask him te ckpr;fy his answer. The only probes
permitted are the statements "Tell me more about it," "Explain-
what you meqn," or sigilar neutral remarks. {(WISC-R manual, p. 6)’

Many of the sample respouses given in this manual include the.

notation (Q). When this notatioh appears, it indicates that the
\ response preceding it - or a similar response - should be gueried.
‘ (WISC~R manual, p. 6)

=

Just as we have found that testers improvise on testing procedures by provid-
. , R -

e ramee £ DT R

e

1ng hints and cues when they are not required, we have also* found that exa-

miners modify testing procedures by not gi)ixg cuea when one is expected. An

example of a "Type-2«Error® (E-2) follows: .
Sequence % Speaker Transe}ipt .

. 36:215.0 Tester All right. Wny is it important for
. © 36:215.1 ‘cars to havé license plates? I
36:216.0 Student Because if they didn't have one I ‘
36:216.1 they wouldn't know what state they're
36:216.2 from. . PR
! 36:217.0 Tester {scores response] (:20) What i= a
L 36:217.1 criminal? .

The assemlly of this task sequence (Q-A) is especially interesting Because the ;
? . .

et

student's \overall 3core dould potentiélly cnange - for thé‘%orse. According

to the manual, the student provided an answer that should have been cued by

tne tester since it isn!t possible to know who the student was reférring to

when he said "they wouldn't .know what state they're from." It's probably safe

to assume tnat in "tney're from," tne "tngy" refers to the people who have tne

- cars witn license plates. However, in "they wouldn't know," it is as: likely

—gly‘ | L(; | A . <
"ERIC . ‘ liv - 2

e
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the s}udent meant the policé or tne Dega?%ment of Motor Veyicleé, as it is
R S -

likely nerwas referring to the same pegpie with the cars. If the student ‘waq

in fact referring to the police or the DMV, then he would have received a

point, Although the student provided an ambiguous answer, the psychelogist

did net ask for clarification. ,and tne student 16st his chance to answer

correctly. d ¢
v .
Summary Remarks 4 'f
& | . _
QNNK The above examples and discussion have been“provided in order to familar-

ize the reader with the basic test assembly procedure for standardized tests.

In tne following pages, we present two case studies--Preston and Kitty——ih '

"\~ “more detail: ] e

N

1

The Diagnosis of Students' Performance _ !

. ' |

i » - L :/ \ |

The following two cases are reviewed to illustrate the process by which !
students' identities (as educationally handicapped" or as "normal student")

are forped, starting in the classreom, and are sharpened - by 'diégnosticians. }

v i

and finally confirmed by placement committee members.. Tnis égnfirmation pro- |

1

\

|

|

|

1

cess has two componentsf (1) locating tne disability and (é) searching for

hidden disabil}ties.

Locating the Disability

Preston, a séyen year old boy in first grade, was referred in September,

|

|

1978 for three reasons: (1) behavioral problem$ and poor peer relations, (2). %
» ' N ! [ 4 |

reading at tne pre-primer level, and (3) visual-motor dysfunction. The school - l
|

-

psychologist administered an extensive battery of tests fo .reston on February

» -

o , 114 - -
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. +

"8, 15, 22, and 27, 1979.Figure2.5 reveals that the tests administered to Pres-

ton were consisteat with the teachers' referral reasons:

~y

Referral Reasons Classification of Tests

Ny
>?i (1) Behavior . Personality Inventory
(2) Reading . . Academic .

- (3) Visual-Motor Visual Metor, Visual Perception

Figure 2.5: Teacher Referral Reasons and Tesy Classification '

we

A .

This consistency'getweén\referral reason and type of test a&ministered

B was apparent for all the children tested in our study (see ?abie 2.1), Thus,’
‘we can ssy tnat psychological and educational testing was not the autematic
adminispréb{?n of a preépecified battery of tests. The process of educational

- testing began with a judicious choice of instruments, suited to the referral

h1story of the student. ) ' N

. e ——
.

~-~insegt Table 2.1 here--— . . n -

P 4

Tnis tailoring of {est administration to tne perceived educational‘ prob-
¢ H

lems of the referred students resulted in a "tést until find" approach to
, eductional testing, however. That is, school lsychologists administered edu-
cational tests until they located tne disabilities that teachers had indicated

a

by tneir original referral. When the school psyenologi#b "found" verification

of the K referral reasoné. they stopped testing. They did not continue tor

. . z
administer educational tests in order to find discepancies in the original

formulation of the student. . ’ . B

One of the school psychologists provided a rationale for this test until
find" practice in a viewihg sessien: ~
Wnen a child is referred to ‘me, its hard to look at the whole

picture hecause:I'm constantly looking at why this cnild was
referred to me, what's goeing on. Why is tnis teacher saying that .

3:".‘

: 113

'd
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ROBARD(9)

STUDENT (AGE) SHANE (9) | RODGER (9) | PRESTON(7) | TRACY(7) | ZANE (8) | KITTY (7)
REFERRAL REASONS . SELFCON |V~P DYS |BEHAV® EMO READ- |READ EMO -
V~M DYS | EMO READ  |SELFCON |BEHAV LANG READ

- . READ READ | v-M DYS READ ATAD COORD

/ TEST - . ] -
WRITE NAME 6 7 [A 17 |1 18 -
WRAT:Spelling X 7 8 5 2 2. 19,
WRAT:Math x 8 9 VARE 3 20"

‘ WRAT :Reading x 9 - 10 » 7 ¢ 4 4 < 21
WISC:Information 2 ) 11 5 7 5
":Picture Completion 3 12 .6 ‘8 6
“:Similarities A 13 7 1.9 7/13 -
":Picture Arrangement 5 14 i 8 10 -8
"i.Arithmetic” 6 15° 9 11 . 9
**:Block Design 16/20 i} 10 12 . 10 -
Y:Vocabulary . 18 11 13 14
Y:0bject Assembly ‘ 21 12 14 15
:Comprehension 23 7 “13 16 16
"':Coding 22 6 14 15.° .
":Digit Span . 10 25 16 6/17 12/17
":Mazes . 24 15
BENDER-GESTALT X . 6/19 » 17 5 11
MOTOR-FREE VISUAL ] 4‘ 1 3" 4

" PERCEPTION TEST ) ~ >
MOTOR INTEGRATION O 5 2 - Z 1
DRAW A PERSON "1 3/5 S 18 -2 -
DRAV YOUR FAMILY 7 2° x 19 3
3 WISHES 1 -3 A
CAT T ° 8 ! o
BERKELEY 9 : —
NAME WORDS 1 — . j
VISUAL-AURAL DEVELOPMENT X - 17 3 S
INDIANA/BASIC SKILLS ° X ” -
BEERY- R 5 ="
_TOTAL #f OF TESTS 15 9 26 9, 17 '] 19 21 %
CLASSIFICATION OF TESTS EMO EMO V-M ACAD |~ “ACAD ACAD V-
IN ORDER ADMINISTERED INT V-P EMO V-P INT INT EMO {
) - EMO v-M ACAD ACAD | M-M_ | V-M v
ACAD ACAD INT V-M EMO INT INT |
- PERS PERS V-P EMO EMO | ACAD
- - v-M PERS PERS PERS PERS .

~

KEY/REFERRAL REASONS: SELFCON=SELF-
V-P DYS=VISUAL PERCEPTION DYSFUNCTION;EMO=EMOTIO
LANGUAGE ARTS; COORD=COORDINATION,DIFFICULTIES

KEY/CLASSIFICATION OF TESTS: EMO=EMOTIONAL;INT=INTELL
INVENTORY ; V-M=VISUAL MOTOR;V-P=VISUAL PERCEPTION

KEY/TEST: x~test administered though not certain in w

%

IGENCE ;ACAD=ACADEMIC; PERS=PERSONALITY

this test was administered twice,i.e., it was the 3rd and the Sth test

TABLE 2.1

'1;3

CONCEPT;V-M DYS=VISUAL-MOTOR DYSFUNCT ION; READ=READING;
NAL PROBLEMS;BEHAV=§EHAVIORAL;LANC=

-t

hich sequénce;B/S(numberfnumbef)=
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the child is.not workfng. or this child is ;Lt doing this, or not
doing that. So, I'm always looking for what it .is that's going
wrong, or.what is this cnild doing that not's right, rather than
wnat's this cnild doing that's right. -

(EDM Tester Interview #32, page 18)

-

¢!

Search for Hidden Disabilities

- . ' v

«
)

If the initial set of tests d1d not uncover the disability suggested by

the classroom teacher. then the school psychologists initiated a search pro-

cedure to find tnis "hidden" disabilityt This was the case with "Kitty," the
; ’_secona illustrative case we are reviewing here. Kitty, a seven year old girl %

in second grade, was referred by her classroom teacheq b&cause she was per-

forming below grade level primarify in reading and language arts. At the time

— 4—;--o?Athe~ne£erral—the~e}assroomwheaeher<was~considering four- —plaeement- -optiens

e

. ' for Kigty: (1) retain her in 2nd grade foi the following school year, (2)

place her in a learning disability group (LDG), a part-time pull-out speeial

education program, (3) have her work with the school'soreading specialist on a
P4

part-time basis, snd (U4) place her in the multiply handicapped (MH) special

education classroom.

C -

The classroom teacher felt the reason for Kitty's reading'prqblem was a
result of a visual dysfunction - a "lazy eye'" which required her to wear an

eye patch for lengthy period§ of pime impairing her sight. During a- viewing

-

sessiom of the classroom videotape, the teacher repcrte&;

Basically, in first grade she couldn't see very well and- ’ _/N\b
therefore she didn't learn to read. I always thought that « :
. she had the. capability " read but wasn't doing it, you *
. know. And I thought maybe there was some sort of organic
: problem involved, somé sort of maybe neurological problem.
She seems to be a-prétty nice girl who has you know
definite strengths in math -and yet when it came to reading
. ' she just couldn't do it.

(EDM TeacheQ.Interview 154, page u40)

114
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While vieﬁing the videotape of the classroom segment, the teacﬁer asked us to
stop the tape at a point hhen Kitty. was holding -her book very close-to her k

face, "as if trying to see it better" (EDM#54, p.42). The teacher 1nterpreted

-

Kitty s action to mean the following: ' N

Maybe that was just her way of really trying hard. ?or =
all I know she could see it well from back here but um
the way I interpreted hér bringing the beok closer .or her :
bending over the table was that see how hard I'm trying, P
. . I'm really trying to do a good job. -Unconscigusly she )
’ was trying to display her trying; to impress me. .
(EDM Teacher Interview #54, p. 42) \ ]
, T ‘ - |
Even though the teacher believed Kitty's "lazy eye" impaired her sight, l
|

making\ it difficult “to read at ximes, he felt there wag."something:eLsed~j

respons1ble for her 1low reaéing performénce in the classroom and hénce ’ %
' |
referred her for educat1ona1 and psychological tsting with tne hopestthat she |

would qua11fy for specia1~education. _ ) .

y -,

|
|
\
The school psychologist administered a complete battery of tests to Kitty‘
B '(totalling 19). During the first testing. session Kitty did net wear her |
glasses, The psychblogist readmini;tered several of the saﬂezzests during‘the . ‘ |
second and \third testing sessions since at these tiJes Kitty had her ﬁew . i
| glasses, After exhausting the academic (Wiee\Range Aceievement ‘Teets:WRAT),
. . |
motor-visual (Bender-Gestalt), and intelligence (WISC-R) tests, the tester did

. .
. \ 1
not find any evidence of a learning disability. That is, Kitty performed at
grade 1e§e1 or better in all of the standardized tests adninistered to her.

|

' Therefore.'lhe psychologist prodeeded with é"personality inventory in order to ‘ .

uncover any es&dence of the teacher's referral reasons.
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’ *

However, after 19 tests were administe;ed the peséér could not locate N""
Kitty's 1learning disability. Only then did the psychologist recommend that

.

Kitty remain in her regular education classroem and net be plabg& in a special

~ 4 ~

edu?ation program. It seems thaﬂ only after the~entirefinventory of tests is

exhausted does the diagnestician give up the search™for the biaden disabili%y. .
.- ¥ M )/ . t
. R . . !
This practice had tne {perhaps unintended) censequence of both confirming

) , .
the teacher's original perception of referred students, and substituting

institutionally réfined Hesignations ("learning disabled") for teachers' often
vague descriptions ("she needs help™).’ . - . .
. ‘ :

v

The Eticlogy of Diagnoses ~ A Forensic Analysis
)

A-third line of~investigatiod that we pursued was an examination of the
role that assessment practices play in the diagnosis apd identifiqatiyn of

students as handicapped and the placement of referred students 1iate various

educational categories, ghether special or regular. We looked at the textual "

&

records (e.g., teacher referral reports, test scores, and® psychologists!'
reports) produced about the -child in different contexts to. see how such a

record 'stands in relationship te the interaction between the teacher and stu-

*
d v

dent in the classroom and the tester and student in the testing session.

In order to determine hdw\diagnosticians come to conclusions about sStu-
dents' performances and ﬁnen make recommendations for educatiomal p}acements}
we have done a "forensic analysis" of the diagnostic process. This is not

fierely an argumentative exercise, .aq the " 'term might perfunctorily imply.

Instead, it is an, examination of the Telationship between "e¢linical facts,”

.

those re@orted iﬁ tnhe psycholegist's written accounts, which are entered in




"
~
pe-]
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the studentlé records and prgsented to decision making groups, and observable

behavior in .controlled testing sactivities and tne more matural classroom

A}

situatioen. Al
\

Just as the Qoroner is presented with a corpus, a body of facts, and must

work * retrospectivély in order to construct the cause of the eéent, we have

a * . »

available to us a body of facts, a corpus of information about. the

psychologist's iqferpretation .of the student's behavior in the form‘of the -

psychologist's,“write—hps“ of pSychoiogical settings. We' have also worked

A}

reﬁiospectively. tracing back from the textual record of assessment situations

LS

tnrough the .line of reésoning that led fto the diagnostic conclusiéns

pnpsentéd.

>

The Psychologist's Report and Its Diagnostic Implications ‘

©

As résearchers of schools, we are all familiar with the caricature of the

itinerant psychologist, WISC kit in hand, who categorizes a child as LD er EH-_

or MR after a 50-minute tesE, and.recommeﬁds special placement. ﬁe also know
. tnis tésiing process 1isn't so¥*simplistic. The psychologist is fgced with a
practiéal, albeit complex.‘task in the course of her “eas?“ work. She has
spent countless‘ hours in one-to=-one tgséing situations, in discdgsions with
classroom teachers, sometimes observing in classrooms, and talking with other
people. including parents, knowledgeable ab&ht the child, in question. lShe
m;st reduce the myriad details from this mound of infbrmation to "a brief,
conerent report. It is somewhat paradoxical that the school psycholéglst. who

sees tne referral child the least in the ongoing situations of the refeérral

process: is likely to have the mosp influence on placement decisions in spe-

ciél education programs. The psychologist's report represents a process of
e : ’

.

-
.
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analysis, synthésis; and integration of thé material‘gaéhered by the ‘examiner.
-The IQ obtained by the child.igs computed by the tester, is thggianchor poinéx
for the'developmeni of the report and the basis fgg the psydhologist's recom-
mendation to the decision making éomm;ttge. The osc;res ghemselvqs. ratﬁer
than the diagqostic brofiie interp?etati%ns e;pla}ning‘the ;cores,lformed the
basis for making recommendations for which educational placement would be best
for the referred child. The psychelogist's repart‘served as a médium through
which findings were deseribed and 1m85bssion5 conveyed, ¥n adgi%ion to- the
formal written Eeport. the psychologist ﬁade her report to the decision making

-

- N\ . .
committee (E&P) verbally, and usually te the child's parénts.

.
2

The quéstion that concerns us in tnis phase of the projeect is simﬁly; How
does tne tester present her report? The psychologist is constrained by'tﬁe
limits of numan information processing capacity and organiza?ional constraints
on tiﬁg and space. Tnerefore, what kinds of ihfonmétiSn does the %éster
include in her report, and by inference, what does she leave out? And, wnat
is the basis for decisions to include and exclude ip}ormation? Does the
information tnat is reported to the-decision making committee come from the
tester's encouﬁters with the - student during "official," 1i.e., 6forma1,“
aspects of the testing situation? Or, does it come frem $he informal warm-up

t

phase and informal off-task time, or from previous discussions with peachers?i

" Formalizing Informal Tests

-

Tne. school ‘psychologists often seek validation of the referral behavior

. from some indirect and circuitous sources. Thé school psychologistﬂadmin—

istered tne Bender-Gestalt test to Preston under the heading of a visual-motor

test (see Figure 2.6). Hoﬁever. the psychologist alse used aspects of thise

115
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test as an "emotional indicator." The Bender-Gestalt is a well-known ‘ figure-

copying test, consisting of nine designs. The child is asked to copy each
figure so as to make it as much like the model as possible. The instructions
giver to tne child are uéually: PI'vé got some desigas here that I want you

“to copy. I want you to make .your designs look -just 1like the ones on. the
Qo ' : '
card." Below are fbe nine figures used in tne Bender-Gestalt test:

—insert Figure 2.6 hert--
On one gsurface) 1evgi.’this test is designed to measure visual perception and
visuai—motor expression skills. The schobl psychologist used this same test

as part of herc<personality inventory. She explalned the rationale for using

this test in this way as follows:

If a child uses all of his shéets of paper. that's
considered expansion, and that's an emotional indicator .

. .of acting out and poor control. In Preston's case, *
he finished very quickly and that's ap indicater of
impulsivity. And tnere was. a lot of real heavy and dark
lines which in Preston's case may be asseciated with some
aggression.

(FDM Tester Interview #32, p.22)

(%Y

.

v _ " The psychologist also administeréd an "informal" test =-- ."The  [Three

-

Wisnes" -- to Pre;ton as part of her Persenality Inventory. Preston was asked

to tell the tester what he would wish for if he had three wishes. Preston

_sald he "wished ne "could fly," that "no one would ever bother me," and he

-

"could stay under water so (he) could see all the fish and stuff 1like that."
Altnough tne tester administered tnis "informal" test "Jjust to see if he was
fantasizing," (EDM#32, p.14) she interpreted and intggraéed Presten's responjﬁ .

inte her formal written evaluation in the following way:

.

What I see is Preston having difficulty with iﬁterpersonal
relationships, and he hasn't found a way to deal with those
* effectively. All he can think of is to get away and to<9

- escape., (EDM Testewy Interview #32, p. 14)

~r
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That 1aL'Prestoh was, asséssed byS;he psychelogist as being V"anxious."'

P .
ati:::." We hS?e reviewed videotapes of

/. "fidgety," :Z}d -having "poor.peer r
! all of, Preston's testing sessions “and trans ipts of viewing sessious with the

tester to determine what infqrmation led the psychologist to reach that con-

clusion. It seems that this conclhsion was reached based on tne s§udent¢s !

-’

". per;formance during informal, off-task ‘times. and informal tests like "The

~ < s \

Three Wishes," which comprised only about 10% of the sessions and not from the

' ]
formal (standardized) tests administered to the student during testing, les-

. ? L. A -
. sions, ) . r 0
Y a
3 . ’ Al

-

‘ : . 2
We discovered that £hd school psychologist's diagnostic contribution was

LAl ’

limited, too often providing mere confirmaton of , rather than insight into,

the problem for -wnich the child was referred. Duringfa viewingwsessiod'of tge

. videotazes filmed during the testing sessiens with Preston. the psychologist» ~.
- disclaesed: | N - R : PSR U

- .

. { . to. . - - R RN
Yeah, but even looking at Prestdn‘now, hé's yowknow, . a0
I see him differently than I remember him in my mind.~ Y
One of tne things I remember is him being a lot more active., 2o
And I think'I'm remembering through what the classroom . ' .4
teacher was reporting, In terms of nis classroom behavier ~ ’ 4
and playground ‘behavior; she-teported that as being/ga o

aggressive and him having alreal short attention span and - ,§-~ t
being real active in the classroom. It could>be that. S
my reflection of, my perceptien of Preston was more a -
. reflection, 'a projection of what the teacher reperted. g%i
Tne teacher really descfibed him as a real problem. I . on
y mean she really descaibed-him as a rotten kid. N
' < AY
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Students are perceived as special education candidates when they are

*,
. Conclusions

»

’

.

enter the testing room witn an empty slater Their’referraf identity (status)

has already begun to be formed since by this time tbey have been identified as

»
obserwably "different" on sqme. occasion(s). The available interview and

~

videotape data Suggests that ‘the ‘diagnestician reinforces the referring

tons" of such handicapped behawior in earlier classroom behavior reported by
tne teacher. The aftermatn of sucn rereading of an individual is basic to tne

way in which the diggndstic process "creates! handicapped students and hence,

~ oA

-~

hand icapped( %tude.nt careers,

4

Eqbeddediin tne referral process then, is a systematic confirmation pro-
ﬁess. ene in whié¢h gtudehts!‘identities are patterned and shaped as students
-move from regular cldssrooms t9/testing rdoms. and finally to meeting' rooms.

The initial "referral affords the student with a gircumstantiate handicapped

rd

status, tnerehy placing. the burdeun of proof on the student.

’
T

It is-in the diagnostic pnase of‘the referral process that referred stu-
dents are.literally put to the test. To reiterate what.a school psych;iogist
said: "wny has this child been referred to’testing?“ Our ,analySie has snown

_ that psychologists pattern the administration of tests'to tﬁe initial referral
reasons, and centinue to ~test until they "find" :the qhild!g' disability.

_ Aﬁtﬁdﬁgh "Wight" answerS provided by tne referral’ student are appropriately

L 422 ;

first referred by classroom teachers: Although tnere are ny_prior direct °

interactions between referred students and the psychelogist.;sthdents do not

. . . 4 -
agent's 1initial suppositions about tg; child by recognizing apparent “indica-

stored and noted in the psychologist's written report, they go ummentioned in
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the psycholegist's oral presentation .to the‘decision making committe%.

Diagnosticians';%epbrts'nave an undeniable quality about them; they

reflect & construction of social realities, providing statistical generalities

-

(e. g., "He scored 5.2 on the Bender Gestalt gnd 5.7 on' the Berry"), rather
than elaborzte descripgions of the testing p}ocess. Al though psychelagical

- v

and educational testing is a method of discovery, tests are nét so 1infallible

that they are meecnanical devices that can render decisions automatically.

) ¢

 Howé . it is the numbers (scorés) rather than'thé psychologist's discovery

. ' o
process that anchor!'s the psychologist's repert. And; it 1is the
psychologist's repo}t that we;ghs heaviest on Ehe decision to label a student

neducationally handicapped,"and then place him in a spedial education program.

Wnen a child in'public scnool is officially labeled "educationally handi-
C%Péed" or "learning disabled," the label is treated as a "social fact" about
the cnild. - The label becomes an object with a fixéed meaning for the institu-

ugh a social product of its own practices. In this state the label

can co lapserinto,a signification, a category, or a metaphor. The deliverers

igmatizing labels do not acknowledge that these paradigmatic models st age

w .

a distorted "reality" for its participants and can cast its members to be per- .

formers of misimpressioned activities.

~ * ’

SECTION 3.- DECISION MAKING IN PLACEMENT MEETINGS

The meeting of thé Eligibility and Placement Commitgge ("E&P" or simply

"placement" committee) 1is the culmination of the decisioen Mékigg\process

d%&@ctiﬁg students' careers. It i3.in this committee meeting that the “final

.decision to place a student in a special education program or return that stu-
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dent to a regular classroom is made (for the full range of these possibili-

-

ties, see Figure 0.1).

Tﬁé "Eligibility and Placement" (E&P)lcommitéee gs ; group cdnvened at
. tne district level. Its members include the school_administratorii%Fcharge of

speeial education, the scnool nurse, the districg psychologist, the ref‘erri*ng~
' teacher, and a special education teacher. The parents of the etudent referred

-

. are also required by law (PL 94-142) to participate in committee meetings.

The principle purpose of F&P'Commitﬁee meetingssis to determine fhe most

' appropriate éducatiunal placemeant for the student referred- to the committeée.

Thls .committee had a number of placement opt1ons it coﬁld recommend that the

student be retained in the regular classroom be placed in a number of special

education programs, receive counseling, or be glacedain a program outside the

schoel district at district expense. Special education pregrams within the

‘district can be grouped into "whole day" or: "self coptained" programs and

"pullout™ -programs. Self contained programs (see #9. 11, and 12 in Figure 1)

. are considered more severe placements, because the student is removed from the
regular - classreom on a permanent basis. In pullout programs, such as the one !

R v for “learning‘disabled" students, thd student spends part of the school day in

‘ tne regular clasgroom. and part of the day in a special classroom.

. . <
- 0

We are fortunate to have videotape of and access-to dbcuments used in and .

. produced during the placement meetlngs for analysis. These materials and the

"«lnﬁgrmationmwewhave«about'tné,placement process gained by observation in the -
v Al ] .

district afford us an'unusuglepportunity to examine educational decision mak-

ing in situ. Our analysis of decision making in placement meetinés is aimed

at describing what decisions are reached by these committees. Ard, we want to

P ] - .
«
- L

. , \ ." , |

Q K
"ERIC - . e 12

Yo




decision is reacheg.

“decisioﬂ making, both the individual and group variety. . . :
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détermine how such decisions are reached. This latter point may require some

clarification. We nave no doubt that there is a decision reached in these com=

z - (
mittee meetings in the sense that there is an "outcome,® i. e., a placement of

-

a student in some educational program.. While the preduct of!the precess is
clear, what i3 not so clear is a way to describe .the process by which the

a
.

~

With these considerations ia ﬁiqd.‘we want to determine the releyancé‘
that existing notions of decision making have to the activities we observe in

placement committee meetings, We want to see whether - prevailing theoretical
constructs provide a useful framework within which decision making in commit-
tee me2tings can be analyzea. We want to see in what ways deciéfon making in

placement: meetings is similar to or differs from decision making that has been

observed in other contexts, both naturally occurring and experimental.

Consideration of these topies has leéd us tow review the literature' on

? \

e Y B

" The Rational Model of Decision Making

. .
A prevailing view in the social sciences literature, and witnin the text

of the federal law that governs the edycatioen of all handicapped students (PL

9ur[92), is that .social organizations .such .as school ‘systémg, and actors

~

witnin them behave according to rational rules or criteria in reaéhing Qeci-
sions. Tne origins of this "rational model" (Allisen, 1971; Benson, 79775 are.
in tﬁe Hobbsean conception of actors: utilitarisn and value maglmizing. It
nas been restated by wéber (1947: 115-118: 1949: 52-53), Scielling (1950),

Simon (1949), Schutz (1943: 142-143), and Garfinkel (1967), among others.

~

4 <
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Parsons' (1932) delineation of the theorv of action in terms of the means-end

.schema particularly influenced tne development of this modei. .

-

The primary elements of models of rational actien are (1) goél§ and

objectives, (2) alternatives, (3) consequences, and (4) choice (Allisor, 1971:
~ .

29-31). The goals and obje;tives are che "payoffs" or ends that the aétof
wishes to reach. “The actor must choose among a set of alternatives displayed"
beforé\nim in a particular situatioen. To eacnh alternative is attached a set
of consequences, or outcomgs of choice that will insu;e if that particulér
goal or objective is chosen. "Choice" consisté. ~simply, of seleéting that
alternative whese consequences rank highest in the decision waker's payoff

function. C

- <

5
\;As stated, this characterization is little more than an elaboratibn of

the pefvasive everyday assumétion that pecople's-actions are goal directed, or

" intentional. To conceive of action as "rational ," is to do more tnan treat

—

choices as merely calculated, purpos;ye."3?‘Btrategig¢\ What ratienality .adds
R —

%o the concept of purpese is éonsistegcy:_consistencx among\goals\‘and‘ ob jec~ '
tives and Their ;élatfbn to a particular actor; consisteﬁeg in the épplication
of\principlés to select optimal behavtc; (Allison, 1971: 28-29). The element

qf eoﬁsistency; w%ich gives aotion its decidedly rational character, is han-
dled in oné of two ways in prevailing tp;ories: as "compreherisive" rationality-

/ -

or as Mbounded" rationality.

Comprehensive Rationalitx

.

8,
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According to Allison (1971), Most theories of individual and organiza-
.tional choicg employ‘a’concept of "comprehensive rationality:" indf@fduals and
organizations choese the best alternative, taking %ﬁcount of consequences.

their probabilities, and utilities. Such choices reqdiﬁ%' "(1), the generation
of all possible alternatlves, (2) assessment of the probabil@ties of each, (3)

and evaluation *each set of consequences for all relevant.goals" (Allison,

1971 71). In this formulation, “the alternatives“ mean all alternatives' the

- consequences mean‘ all the consequences that will result from the chcic\e of any

.\‘

one alternative. As,Watkins (1970: 206) says, such<"a decision scheme “should

’~

‘consist of a complete specification of tne possible outcomes, a complete
preference map, or a complete allocation of payofjkvalues to the outcomes, and ﬁy

(where appropriate) a comprehensive analysis for dealing with risks and uncer=- l. 4

tainties." ch. Schutz, 1943: 142-143; janis and Mann, 1978: 11).

There is an ‘"optimizing" (Simon, 1949; March and Olsen, 1976) principle
inherent 1in the rational medel. It has the goal of making the best decisiens
by maximizing the positive consequences and' minimizing the' negative conse~ ,;'

e
e

method for making)systematic use of available information before rendéring a

practical Judgment is‘a prime example cf this optimi;ing principle. Franklin.
apparantly would list_all t%e factors\~supporting or mnilitating against a -
course of action, sum all the values making situations, just what the vari-
‘ables are that~need to be weighed, or whether people employ such an algebra in,

|
quences. JThe ' desecription by Slstein et al (1978: 25) of Benjamin‘Franklin's -
|
\

actual practice.
\ . “
4

Ratiénal Action and Formal Qperational Thinking. There is a remarkable .

*

. o
similarity between descriptions of comprehensive rationality action within . I
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ecohomics and sociolegy and descriptions of formal operational thinking within

A

. developmentai psychology.. Both treat the actor .as "scientific reasoners."

~ .t

Piaget depicts the development qf thinking aSzprogressing through a fixed
» } -~ * ' \ " . .-
sequence of stages, from sensori-motor, - threugh prefoperational,.concrete.‘
operational, to formal eperational thinking (Inhelder and Piaget, 1958).

v - Y N
According to Pilaget, formal operaticnal tpinking is the pinnacle of the

developmental sequence. While the concrete operatiénal child reasens from one

element \to,another. with no qverall structure for representing relapionshibs.

Y Ll

formal operational thinkers are able to coordinate the fhndtiohing of parts
into an 1integrated structure.- The coordination involves the ability to con-

) S ) - . . .
. struct the combinatorial of all possibilities, to manipulate one variable at a '
- ) s 1T - .

time wnile holding everything else constant, and to deal with possibilities

’

that are not actually observed. That 1is, formal 6perationa1' thinking }s

assumed to entail a cognitive structurq that is fully deseribable in terms of

; - X the logic of the propesitional calculus (Wason, 1977). . .
N R ' \ Vo )

R ] .
In short, the reasoning of the actor in the rational model of formal

a

- . . organizations and thegreasoning of the péoblem solver in the Piaéetian model
~ N . [ ¥ .'
bof‘ cognitive development have analagous charagteristicé. Both the rational

-~ &

bureaucrat in social organizatiens and the formal operatienal thinker‘test‘
'Hypétheses by gathering all the relevant information, consider all possibili-
SEER _

'tieSv,in}pheir entirety, and vary one factor at a time while holding all other

e

variables constant. That is, they employ "scientifically ratienal" forms of

‘reasoning. %blv;ng problers 'in accordance with the cahéns of formal preposi-
) Ty, :
}4 .
tional logice., . .

-

N T
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Comprehensive Rationglity as a Normative Ideal. Some‘analysts employ the

_comprenensive model essentially as a norm. Actual events are eXplained (and

criticized) as approximations to the choices by the comprehensive model. The

L N T

use of the comprehensive model as a normative ideal invites invididus distinc#,n;

-

tion between the decision making that transpires in naturally—occurring situa-

tions and so-called %rational" models‘of decision making (Parsons, 1932) or

~

"formal operatdonal tninking" (Inhelder and Piaget, 1958) .such that everyday

decision makers are said to employ “imperfect rationality" (Watkins, 1970).

. or, are characterized as "reluctaat decision makers" (Janis and Mann, 1978).

-

Bounded Rationality

Wnile comprehensive ratiomality with its optimizing principle seems to -

. epitomize fair Jjudgment, it is often not clear whether the conditiens neces-
’ . ) ’\/-‘ ', ) ¢
sary for making comprehensive decisions can be met in everyday and institu~

tional decision making‘situations. A number of theorists (eng.. Simon, 1949.
Watkins, 1970) have restricted their claims concerning optimal choice by
focusing on the limits of human information processing capacity in comparison

-~

with the complexities of problems tnat decision makers face. People do not |

» " make decisioris by ‘maximizing‘ the positive conseqdénces and minimizing the

negative consequences because:

2

-determining all tne potentially favorable and unfavorable aspects of
e all feasible courses of action would require the decision maker to
process so much information that impossible demands would be placed
on his resources and mental capacities (Janis and Mann, 1978: 22).
While attempting to acquire the degree of knowledge needed to anticipate
alternative outcomes, the decision maker “4s likely to ‘be overwhelmed with

N information.
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So many relevant variables may have teo be taken into account that
they can not all be kept in mind at the same time. The number of'
~erucially 'relevant categories needed for rational decision making
usually exceeds the capacity for processing in immediate memory. .

, Handicapped by the shortcemings of the human mind, the decision
maker 's attention, asserts Simen, shifts from oae’value to .another

with consequent shifts in preference (Janis and Mann, 1978. 22).

Shweder (1977) pushes thi; point even further. People's (performance on
'formai operational tasks, leads Shweder to conclude that the reggoning‘of well
educated Western adults is no different tnan that used by Zande oracle readers
and other so -called primitive thinkers., Beth ignore eorrelation-relevant
‘information. This "magical thinking" is an expression of a universal cogni-

tive processing limitation of the human mind, accerding teo Shweder.

4
1

In sum, tne social, ecological, and~psyehological limits of man's capa-
eit& as alternative éenerator. information processor, anu problem solver'can
strain the decision making process such that eonformance.w}th the cemprehen-v
sive or scientifie ideal is difficult. it net impessible. The gap.between the
‘ideal model anu actual practice i; a matter of 'cognitive 1limitaticn, a
‘ failure, really, of the individual de%ision maker. Deeision makers make mis-
' takes and errors because they can not Keep enough information in tneir heads,

or because they are inundated~with too much information. Beeause of these

bounds, intendedly rational action requires simplified_models that extract.the

main features of a problem without capturing all its eemplexity.

Tne Root Metaphor of Rational Action

__— " As is the case with other concepts that structure our everyday activi-
.ties. there is an underlying or "root" metaphor (Pepper, 194Y4; of. 'Lakoff and

Jonnson, 1980) in rational models of decision making in both comprehensive “and

AY
"
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bounded forms. The metaphor is composed of a set of terms, and the terms gain
their meaning from their participation in a conceptuai web:
(1) the rational model implies that events have .causes;

(2) "decisions" presuppose a "decider® and a-choice among alternatives
with reference to some. goal;

(3) actions are taken by purposeful agents;
. 1
(4) what is to- be explained is.the action. i.e., behavior that
reflects purpose,or intention;

(5) an action is explained by reference to the aims of a unitary
- actor and his:goals and objectives (Allisen, 1971).

-

Wnile the individual actor ‘in a Situatien of choice such ‘as chess or

i
[}

prisoner's dilemma is usually the unit of analysis, the rational model of
Aaetlon metaphor has been recapitulated at the organizational 1eve1. In such

) studies. the organization is equated with a person. As in everyday life, per-

sons take actions which have causes; seo, too, must organizations. An attempt

s

1S made to explain organizetional events recounting the aims and calculatiens

of organizations. Researchers'studying organizational behavier see actions;

s

they look for motives behind them. )

r

'All;eon (1971) examined a number of analyses of orgaﬁizationa1' and

-

governmental actions, .e.g., the Cuban missile erisis, the erigins of World War

I, Pearl Harbor, He found tnat .each analysis aseumes that fwhat must -be
¢xplained 1is an action, 1.e.. a behavieor that reflects purpose or intention.
"the acter fega national government. The” action chosen is a ealculated selu-
tion to a strategic préblen. Each explanation cqnsista of showing what goal
tne organizaﬁig% wailpursping when it acted, and ﬁow the action was a reason-

Y

able choice, given the nation's objectives" (Allison, 1971: 13).
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The concept of rationality is impqﬁtant in organizationial studies,

- Ibecause it ‘enables~ the theorist to ‘stHUetﬁre probiems‘of choice. If the
'theorist gnowh tne ends, of some depision maker, then he can- predict what
. actions will be taken to aehievegthem.',He does éo'by~calculating the most
reaSonabie way for the deeieion maker to achieve nis geals and assumes that
thiS:‘will..actually be - taken, "because the decision maker »is rational® B
( .

(Allison 1971: 50). The concept of rationality is alSo’dmpbrtant because if

a person aets rationally. his behavior can be fuily explained "hy reference to

a unitary actor" (Allison, 1971: 36) and in terms of the goals he 1is try1ng

to achieve" (Allisen, 1971: 30).

' ’
_ Comprehensive Rationality inm Special Educatien Lew

-

Y

. Tne federal law tnat governs special education (PL 94-142) is 'based'_on

tne "comprehepsive" version of the ratienal model of decision making. The
T B )

major purpose of this law is "to assure that all handicabped children have

available to them a free appropriate public education which emphasizes special

education and related services designated te meet those needs" (Sec. 601c).

b

The handicapped students' needs are+to be met by*developing an_“indiv?du-‘
\NT:) alized educational plan" (IEP). The IEP is developed by: ’ >
(1) documenting the student!s current level of performance;

(2 5 tating the goals to be obtained by the end of the school year;

(3) stating the short term. intermediate steps leading to the annual
goalsy .

(4) documenting the partibular special edlication and related services
which will be provided to the student (PL 94-142),

-
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That is, the needs of the student are to be matched to eharacteéistics of

-

a special education pregram. The student's needs are the first, foremost, and

3

primary basis upon which'educatipnai_decision.making concerniﬁg placement 1is /

to be made. - "

.4
-

; Descrlbihg the Decision Making Process - -

" )
.r - . .

The purpose of this analysis~is to describe the decision making process
employed by E&P Committees. This effort is“motivated by the belief that in '

order to understand decision making, the process as it unfolds in naturally

\
occurring situations must be described.

™ -

. Lon < .
The analysis wnich fellows. proceeds in four steps. First, the prodﬁct;

a

or outcomes of the committee meeting are preseq}ed;- Second, the circumstances

.that impinge upon the commitpeé members in their delibe}ations are discussedy X f
- B AY
. . ! : w . e,
Third, the organizational , practices that lead up to committee meetings are . :
desceribed. Finally, the organizational pracPices that occur rgut;nely within
‘ B " .
meetings are described. g N ce, [
' - . ~
- ¥ B . .
The Committee's Decisions _— ' . .
) < ‘?
E4P committees considered 53 cases during the year of this study. The
great majority of the students (7U4%). were plagea into "pullout" prokrams *

.

.-

(career paths #10 and 13), while,23f were placed into + self contained class-

rooms (career paths # 9,11,12) by these commitfees. No students 1§re placed
- ' . " Bl

in special education programs*out;ide'uﬁe district (career path #14). .

N \
. s .
. .q, *
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The committee meetings that we observed in the district durfng the year

of our- study followed a regular-pattern. The meeting was convened by either

the district representative, or bi’the school, psycbologist in charge of the

case.~ Then, eaeq of the committee medbers who had 1nforma£ioh about the btu;:

dent being considered for placement made a repo%ﬁ. Immédiately after these

&

reports, ‘the student's placement was determined. The following exchanges are

X

representative of this phase of the committee meetings:

>

#33 : !
Psy. does the uh, committee agree that the, uh learving

disability placement is one that might benefit him?

EDM
92

Prin., I think we agree. .

93
94 Psy. We're not considering then a special day class at
S all for him? !

N . - .

8 S.E.T. I wouldn't at this point//?

96

g ~

NO. . . I

Many .w

~
.t

S.E.T.=Special  Education Prin.=PFincipal;’

Psy:Psycholoéist; Teacher;

%> DR=District Representative; Par=zParents

.

.

EDM#4T : , / :
28 Psy. ' Okay, in light of all fhe data that we have, I'think
that the program we want to recommend is gpe learning
disability group pulleout preogram. o

<

é9. Mother Pullout=I don't understand that//'

- 30 Psy. For Tracy. You know, that's the program’'we sort of
. talked- about that day; where he would be puﬁ}ed-out
of the classroom for specific work on the aveas that
he neéds, that, you know, are.identified jyday.
- N .
C e
v EDM#57 ¢ >
35 Psy. Okay. Now, okay, now then, let's, why don't we take .

a vote. Um, for the.Learning Disabilities Group pull-
out ‘program. Um, is there anyone, anyone who ‘does
not agre@? (3) Okay. I think that was unanimous.
“(soft laughter) All right.. .Then what we’ have to do

i 134
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.' ‘

- now is sién. But, um, befere we 'sign I'd like to )
| . - " have uh, Suzanna um; talk about the rights to private ‘
| ) scheoling and talk:.about your rights as parents.,

36 DR I think you probably have these two forms but they talk
about your rights as pdrents. I'm geing te give you a
. copy anyway. so. um, you are: aware, .

. é
37 Psy I think you received it in the mail before.

38 DR Yeah. You probably did. I also like to inform you
of your rights as parents te private schoeling fer
! . Ricarde if the District sheuld net have an
- appropriate program: for the ciiild. Uh, this is the law.
However. under the same law, we feel that.we de

|
i\
L ‘ % have a program for yeur child that would meet his -needs. -
K . Okay? So I'm geing to ask you to sign this ferm and you'll
. . keep a copy and. I'll sign the form too. ~And Jfhis is
Just enly to inferm you of your rights. Okay? . ] R
+ . N . .
A L 39 Parent(inaudible) (signing)’ (8-9 sec.) )
» «
_— : This interacticnal activity finished tne work of educational placement . -
We seek to,’ understand this manner of reaching educatienal decisiens, This
point may Fequire some clarif‘ication. There is no'doub® that there are out=
cotnes in the form of placements of studpnts in seme educational program. Wh;$§;7
' tne product of the process is clear, what is not so clear is a way to describe
. ] ' 18 - -
" the process by'hhich the products are produced. _
. ¢ 5 . —
‘ \ , f °
- One thing is certain. These exchanges do not have the features routiaely .

.

5

associated with "rational" decision making,and "formal" reasening presented

above. The combinatorial of all pessible placements was,nbt dichSSed at the
A ) ) e
time ~ these - decisions were reached. The entire range of goals and means to

achieve tnem was not discussed. One variable was not considered at a time.
.. . n , '

Rather, the possibility of placement in one or two closely related programs

was considered, e. g., an_Educationally Handicapped classroom, or - a Learning

Disability program. And these possibilities were'not debated as alternatives

| . - -




being weighed eqhglly in the balance. .One was presented as the preferred

_ tions, _ R
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option, and the ether was presented as a secondary considerat%on:

-

. ' - o
Tnese cbservations.point to a gap betwéen the rational model as conceived

in tne ideal. and the real decisions obsérved in actual prag}ice. While we

may .agree that these committee members are not reasoning like the %Ecientific

.

ideal, or even like Ben Franklin, there }s considerably less agreement, abqpt'

why this is’so’ "We seek to avoid disparaging everyday decision making PY gbmii.

paring it to rational models and formal logic. Instead, swe seek a debcr;pt;pn

P

of institutional decision making‘ in its own terms, one that is consi&tenﬁ;‘ .

with participants' practices. That is, this inquiry is.recolleﬂtive. It aims
4 -

to relcollect what is known by participants in their. practical' activity.’.

albeit tacitly kncwn by them (Mehan. 1979: 173 176; Heap. 1980).§ We especially

de not want to impose schemas derived from experimental situations cn eVeryday
Bl |

life situations, because the principles that organize experimental settings .

.
»

"
a ¢

e,

vary in important ways from the principles tnat organ;ze evec@da?’ﬁife' situa— $

A

. - . . .
L3

There i3 a danger . . . in applying the language developed ) ..
for the psychology of the 1ngividual to deseribe the function~- |
ing of the social system. Wnen we speak of organizdgdcnal; ¥
goalss organizationil chbicd\ organizatignal language. and ~
decisiop making, we ‘must restrict our refereﬁce to ‘certain st
. leaders and subgroups\and not regard the organization as a

person. If we do not we will oversimplify organizatienal

* - ‘benavior. . . . (Katz and Kahn, 1978' 480,u81).

. * . o o & v R ) . ; .
This interest tu;'né o\.;r attention to the circumstances .ﬁaf decision mak-
“ £
ing, Dboth the organization of the immediate problem solving situatibn and the
Q .

organizational features of the school system as a social institution, When we

+

do so, we find (borrowing a phrase from Garfinkel) gaod. organizational rea-

~

sons" for decision making in placement meetings to be structured in \the way.

. . \
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that it is. .

The Practical Circumstances of Institutional Decision Making. |
. w - N

As we examine the decisien making work of these educators, we must be

- aware of tne organizational circumstances confronting' them. There are a .
number of economic, legal,.and practicali considerations that censtrain place-

.

ment decisions and the precesses by which decisions are reached. The public
law governing special educatien (PL 94-142) indicates that 12% of the school
aged population will be served by special education pregrams. The compulsary

thrust of this law provides an incentive to searcn for, identify, and place

students into special educatien programs in order te meet mandated quotas.

-

~The legal incentive to search for special education students 1is rein=-

state and federal sources for each student in rigular school classrooms, and”a
greater amount of money for students in special education classrooms. They

receive more money for students in "pﬁllout" special education programs, and
still more for students in "whole day" and more severe placement programs on a
sliding scale. This additional source of revenue alse serves as an 1incentive

to search for students te place in special education.

" ’ Just as there are incentives te locate and place studenté in special edu-
cation programs in order to receive tne maximum state and federal support, so,

‘ t4o, there are disincentives to find too many %pecial students. Funds for

special programs are Aot unlimited. A funding qfiling is reached wnen 12 stu-

dents are placed in one EH classroom, 25 with bn LD teacher, etc. No addi-

|
forced by financial incentives. Senool districts are provided funds from
o tional money 18 provided if more students tnan tne quota are a;signed to par-

»
-

3 -
. [ &4 . -

‘ .. ‘ . 13 Ll.
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‘ticular classrooms.

{ .
Organizational Arrangements Prior to Committee Meetings

These financial, fiscal, and practical circumstances censtrain the educa-

tional decision making process tnroughout the referral syéé;m in general, and .
influence tne placement degisions in onmittee 'meetings in particulart A
number of institutional practices have é;Veloped in this district in response
to these circumstances. §Bme of these =, actices (those which 9rg_the QQpic of
this section of the final report), operate prior to final placeéent meetings.
These practices include: pre-placement planning, reducing the range of alteé-
natives, and making placements in terms of éVaiiable pr&grams. ~Another set of

practices operate within the meeting itself. They are the topic of the fol-

lowing section.

.

PFe—placément Plgnning. He found that.considerable pre-placemént plan-
ning preceeded the fa}mal placement me'eting.~ The "re-appraisal meétings“
identified in Figure 1 often Serveq tnis purpese. They were occasiens to
prepare the paperwérk needed in the placement meeting. Tne pre-planning saved
considerable time dufing placement meetings ﬁhich were attended by several
nighly paid professienals with busy scheduies. The re-appraisal meetings were
alse viewed .as an opportunity for ehe staff to reach a consensus before meet-
ing with parents. The cousensus. could either be a gentle way of informing thé.
'parent of the child's problem, or it could be a defensive ;trategy for dealing

with a parent aggressively seeking expensive service outside the district.

Reducing the Number of Alternatives. The potential range of placement

options available to the placement committee‘is manifold (see Figure 1). Yet
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the committee does not give evidence of considering’ this' entire range of

alternatives in their meeting. A much smaller range of cibsely related‘placei

A number of organizatienal' practices

|

o Final Report +
ment possibilities 1is considered.

I

operate to reduce the number of alternatives considered by the commibteekin’ "

its findl placement meeting.. Like Goffman's (1961) and Garfinkel's (1967)~
"management practices," many of these practices operate bef;re a formal meet-

ing is convened. v

[}

Certain placemént options, while logically possible, are; for /fall practi;-
cal purposes not-available to the decision makers durfng.gommittee meetings.
The option teo plaée students in programs*®outside éne distriect at district
expense 1is one such option which 1is simply ﬁot available to the committee.
That placeﬁent possibilit; was eliminated froq;consideration by administrafivé

fiat long before placement committees met because of the inordinate expense

involved in out of district\ placements.
retarded students was another placemeni
as a consequence of prior administrative

establisih separate classrooms for these

A

buted to other programs, sucn as '"3evere

Given these institutional arrangements,

A separate program for mentally
option not available to the committee
The district did

decisions. not

students. Instead, they were distri-
Langﬁage Handicapped (#11, Figure.l).

it is net surprising to find that the
74

MR and tne out of district placement options were not considered by the com-

mittee during the year of this study.

Y

-

The number of studeats already assigned to . special

education programs

eliminates other options from consideration prior to an eligibility and place;

ment committee meeting. Programs tnat are "full,"” i. e., have reached the

funding ceiling, are eliminated from coysideration, while programs that have

k . . ¥
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. not reached the legally mandated quota remain subject to considerétion.

Vagaries in the scnool calendar also. influenced tne consideration of
. placement options. The district operated on a "year round sqhedule.“‘Instead
of conducting classes from Jeptember to June, and designating the summer

months as vacation, a staggered schedule of classes and vacations was main-

tained. Because of this staggered schedule, regular and special education

teachers who were te cooperate in the' education of zertain students often
w -

found tnemselves on incompatible track schedules. This incempatibility of

scnedules eliminated certain placement options from consideration by the com-

mittee.

v

A consequence of tneSe legal, financial, and ﬁractical constraints 1is

other - features of the social organization of the schoel, as it is a function

of some inherent characteristics of the student.

+

© Placement by Available Category. Once the 1list of logically possible
. \a

——

placement ‘fhoices has been réauced te a‘smailer number of actually possiBle

choices by the host of practical dircdmstances‘constraining decision making,
tne committee decides on a placement for tne student?" The'actions of the E&E‘
committee Aembers sqggest.xhat ihe final placement decisions are made in perm§
of a number of factors, including the educationél programs that are available,
the funds that are available, teécher's schedules, and légal requirements, and
not solely in terms of the student's "disaBility." More specifically, the com~
mittee first determined which placement categories Qeré available, and then

+ 5 -
chose a placement for the student. The committee did not first assess the

S

R . | S
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student, design a program, and: then‘ Search for an educational plan that

matched tnat assessment .in each and every deﬁhil.
. . R ) P

This practice of making-placehents By'available category contrasts .shar-
ply v h the gﬁgggg of decision making inherent in special edﬁcgticﬁ law and
rational mecdels of aétion. The construction of an indiyidualized education
plén (IEP) for students with special.needﬁ is envisioned iq the&ry by some
special educators. advpcaﬁes (such as the Councii for Except;onal Chfldren)

b4 \

aand pareﬁts as a sequential process in which the goals and ebjectives for the

cnild's education are agreed upen, the services to be provided to the child’ -

are spelled out, educational criperiE'are specified, and a written plad is

prepared, which is then signed by the parent. Thus, the 15@ implies a certain

temporal order for the conduct of the placement ﬁeetings:

1.\§gg\phild's present 1level of performance would be determined by

members of tne cemmittee who have information about thne child;

v &
»

2. goals and objecti&es would be written based on the disérepancy between

the cnild's actual and expected levels of performance;
* r

3. the parents' rights to educatignal services, and the range eof amail- ‘

3 \
1 3

[ .

4. tne committée would reach a decision about the appropridte placement

for the cnild based on those geals and objectives. ) }

This sequehce of events was not followed in, practice. The E&P meetiugs

that we observed did not have that temporal order. The actual order of events

. I T

é

s A s

¥ e

gt RSP 1

s
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.1. the presentation of infermation by committee membéis, (same as {#1

above); =,
2. the placement decision (#d)'abome;
3. the explanation of parents' rights ({#3) above; o,

4, the writing of goals and objectives. (#2) above.

The variation between the expected and the' actual ‘order of events “in

placement meetings demonstrates that the goals. and objectives for the indivi-

dual cnild were not Qritten first, and thea the services suggested to meet

tnese goals. Instead, placement was selected in the context of available ser=

vices. :
. - A

Tie occurrence of the explanation of parents' rights after ‘the placement

f o

decision, but before the goals and objectives were written was particulariyi
. . .
. telling in this regard. The fellowing was typical of the statements reéad to

parents during placement meetings:-

District Rep: . - .
Wrs. Ladd, if we, um after evaluating Shane ,
find that, um, we don't have the preoper
placement, the classroom available,
appropriate placement for Shane, that you

- can request-or you have rights te private
school and you can request that.
We've made the décision that we do have a
class available for Shane to go into. -
(E&P #33.97.1-5)

e

% -

This statement indicates tnat tne availability df an ‘educational program

had been determined before the goals.and obJectives for the student has been

determined. This practice effeetively forecloses discussion of educational

[
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- alteﬁhatives. it

3
‘.

~

N e

\ . .

Organizational Arrangements Within Committee Meétings

L - The orgaqization of E&P méetings compli&ents the organizatienal practices
occurrihg earl&er in the .refe}ril ﬁrocess.. élacement ougcomes were not so
much dgcisions debated in the méetings as they weré qgtians presented _to' tﬁe
committee memiers~(incl§ding‘the_paréhts who were 5}e$eht). As'é consequence,
thé éammittees s;emed to conf;rh prgy§ous gptions rather thaﬁ activily 'méke

~ < . N ~

. - decisions.

PR

This seetion of the finél report attempts te uncover. the orkanizationél
) arranééments that provide for this presentatiodal man;er of making plécembﬁﬁsl )
In order to reveal the machineiy that provides (or this mo&e of rgacping‘decir
sions, 1€‘£s necessary to go beyond the text; of the deéisigﬁ(makihg phase of
the meéting. into the events that lead up to it. One -transeript of the-infor-

nation pre?entation ‘phéses ef a committee meeting in which a student, Shane,

was p;aced in an LDG program, will be used to illustrate thislpoini.

There are a number of striking éatterns in ‘the }anguége of the four
reports hade to .the co&mittee during tne initial "info;mation.presgntation"
phase of thé meeting; These form-functién relationships lead to a distinction

e betuween "lay“ and "professional" reports, This d{sﬁinctioﬁ indexes an impor-
ténp part of the role tnat language plays in autherity relations within the

institutionalized order of .the school, which, in turn, reveals some of the

. grounds upon which decisions are made.

CERIC. ey 143
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The discussion éf form-function relationshihs begins with a consiQeration

of spéaker-fSrmat relations, 20 '

_ ‘Speaker~Format Relations. The information that the committee obtained

from the classroem teacher.and the mother épbeared in a different form than

-

. . I I
the information made available by the school psychologist and the nurse. The

informapioh that the nurse and the psychelogist had about the student was ”

presented to the committee in a single uninterrupteéd report.

The meeting was stffﬁa by the schoollpsychologist. She introduced the.

purpose of the meeting as follows:

‘1 Psy Un. What we're going to do is, <'m going to have a
brief, an overview of the testing because the rest
of, of the, tne committee has not, uh, has not an,

. uh, been aware of that yet. And uh, then each of
us will share whatever, whatever we feel we need to
share.’ ’

2 Prin Right. .

. 3 Psy - And then we will make a decision on what we feel :
is a good, oh (3) placement (2) fer an, Shane.

The sthool psychologist immediately provided tne committee members with

N

the information she had about the student: .
3 Psy Shane is ah nine years old, and he's in fourth
. grade, Un, he, uh, was referred because of low- - A
academic performance and he has difficulty apply-
ing himself to his daily class work. Um, Shane
attended the Montisorri: School im kindergarten
and first grade, and then he entered Carlsberg-bad
in, um, September of 1976 and, uh, entered our
- district in, uh, '78. He seems teo have very good

peer relationships but, uh, the teachers, uh, con-
tinually say that he has difficulty with handwrit-

ments about the importance of form—function relationships for an understanding

20. See Hymes (1974) and Ervin~Tripp (1973) for the original seminal state- _J
of ltpguage in society. 1
4
|
|
|
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ing. 'kay. He énjoys music and-Sports. I gave

5 ’ him a complate battery and, 'um, 'I found that, uh,
he had a -verbal I.Q, of 115, performance of 111,
and a full scale of 115, so*he's a bright child. s
- Un, he ‘had very high scores in, uh, information

which is his long-term memory. Ah, vobaculary,

was, ah, also, ah, considerably over aqvpage. good

detail awareness and his. um, picture arrangement

scores, he had a seventeen which is very-high

4 S.E.T. . ' © 7 Momn

"5 Psy - zvery superior rating, so he, his visual sequencing’
* seems to be good and alse he has a good grasp of ]
anticipation and awareness of social situatioens. e
Um, he (5) (she is scanning her notes) scored in
reading at 4.1, spelling 3.5, and arithmetic 3.0,

. which gave him a standard scere of 100 in, uh, read-

ing, 95 in spelling. and 90 in-arithmetic. 'When

.. compared with' his overall score, it dees put him

- somewhat ah below his. you know, his capabilities.
I gave him the~Bender Gestalt (clears throat) -and he
had six errors. And his test age was 7-0 te 7-5 and
his actual age is nine, so-it, uh, he was .considera«
bly beneath his, uh, hisuh, age level. (2) His, I gave
-+ nim the, uh VADS and his, um (5 or 6) (looking through
netes) Both the oral-aural and the visual-written’
modes of cemmunication were high but the visual oral
and the oral written are low::, so he, uh, cannot
switch channéls. His expressive-vocabulary wWas in the
superior range (6). Uh, visual perception falls above
age level, so he's fine in that area (6). And fine
) motor skills appear te slightly lower than, uh,
\ average, (voice trails . ff slightly), I saw them,

" (3) He read words very quickly when he was doing the
academics but I-didnit see any reversals in his written
work. Uh, I gave him several prejective tests and, um,
the things that I picked up there is that, um he does
possibly have ‘seme fears and anxieties, un, (5). So So 1
had felt ah, that perhaps he might, uh, uh, benefit, um,
(3) from spe¢ial help. He also was tested, um, -in 1976
and at tnat time he was.given the WISC-R and his I.Q.
was slightly lower, full scale of a 93 (3 or 4). His,
um, summary of that evaluation, uh, was, uh, he was given
the ITPA and he had high auditory reception. auditory
association, auditery memory. (2) So his auditery skills
are good. (3) He was.given another psychol- psychological
evaluation in 1977. He was given the Leiter and he had
an I.Q. of 96 (6). And, um (3 or 4) they concluded that
he had a poor mediate recall (2) but they felt that was
due to an emotional overlay and they felt that some eno-

o tional conflicts were, uh, interferring with his ability

.

-
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to concentrste,

. ' Wnile it is true iha& theé psychelogist is presenting informa%iod ab;ut
the stﬁdent (his age, the schools he has attended, his scores on educatlggg&
tgsts), ;he ix doing much more with -her talk than merely presenting 'inforpa-

' tfon: . She 1is co;sfructing an account about him: a bioqraphy. Her account
indicates that he is ;bt just any student, but ne is a ' special stldent. As

such, he is a candidate for special‘educatién. Furthermere, she is,makihg the

case that he is a "learning disabled" student. Wnilevhe is "a bright child,"

>

(3.9), some of his skills are superggr, or at least above average, while nis

N L]
o - performance is poor in certain, selected areas.

At the end of bhi; presentat{pn, the psychologis; asked the student's
teécher to provide informaﬁion:.‘ : . -
5 Psy Kate, would you lik;'tp sAare with uis?
"6 CLT What, the problems I see ( ) Unm...
7 Psy Yes. .

8 CLT 4Um. Probably basically'tne fine motor types of things
are difficult for nhim: He's got a.very creative miiind
and' expresses himself well (. ) orally and verbally and . -
he's pret{y alert to what's going on. (2) Maybe a little
bit toe much, watching EVERYTthing that's (hh) go-
ing Thn) on, and finds it hard to stick.to one task.

And mostlz I've been noticing tnat it's just his

writing and things that’ he has a, a block with. And. he
can rea‘tad and comprenend some things wnen I talk to him,
but doing independent type work is hard for him.

9 Prin. mhmmm, putting it down en papeé...

' Y
10 CLT. Yeah:?, and sticking to a task//
11 Princ. . ) mrahmmm
. 12 CLT =and getting it done, without being// distracted by

(nehhehheh)...




.

Final Report

December 23, 1981 . S ' AN - 126

13 SET.  How does he relate with what the other Kids do?

14 CLT Un, very well (slight stress). He's got a let of .
" frie:ends, -and, uh, especially, even out on the
playground he's, um (3), wants to get in on ‘the
" games, get on things and is well accepted. Sott,
I don't see too many problems there.
CLT=Classroom Teacher ) ' -

i

»

In tnis sequence, we have tne classroem teacher beginning to present some ef
the characteristics of the student (8), and beiné interrupted by the principal

(9), before the special education teacher took the fleor (13). Freg that
( -

.point‘ on, the special educatien teacher asked the classreem teacher a series

of questiens about the child'e peer relations (13), reaging level (15%), per-
formance in spelling (21), and math (27). The schogl nurse also participated
in the questioning of the teacher. 'She asked the teacher how "she handledvthe
reading problem" (29). After the School psychologist moved the discussion

away from these academic concerns to a more personal one: how the §tudent han-

dles f{ailure (uo).'the questiening shifted to the mether. The special .educa-

tion teacher asked tne mother ‘about his fine moter contro] at home: -

ue SET' How- db you find nim at home in terms of
using his fingers and rine motor kiads of things?
Does ne do//

47 Mother =He will, 5; a small child, he didn't at all.
He was never interested in it, he wasn't inter-
. ested in sitting in my lap and having a Jbook read
to him, any things 1ike that//

48 SET . mhmmm .
49 Mother. ‘=which I think is

part of it yeu know. His, his older brother was

Just the opposite, and learned to write real early. ,

Now Shane, at- night, lots of times he comes

home and he'll write or draw. He's really doing a

1°tp Y . . N .‘.
50 SET « D

51 Mother =zhe sits down and is writing love Rotes te his

147
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t girl friend (hehhen). He went in our bedroom .last ° L

v night and turned on the TV and gat out some colored

2 ) . pencils and started writing. So he, really likes to, -

and of course he brings it all into ‘us$ to see// :

@

. sa'sar"" . ‘ =mhmmm

53 Motﬁer and comment on, so I think, you know, he's not
NEGAtive about// :

< .
¥ .

54  SET - =no

55 Mother \‘ ’ =that anymore . Sy ///;/K/’//T
) . . -~
56 SET =uh, huh e

[y

57 Mother He was before, but I think his attitudeis - A

changed a lot. \ '

3
- o

These branseript inserts are representative of the manner in which infor-

mation about the student was made available to the members of the committee by
- Y ‘e

tne psycnologist, the teacher and_tne mother.  They show that the information

that the nurse and the psycholog1st nad about the student was presented to the

committee 1n a s1ngle uninterrupted report, while the mother's informatioh

’ -, .

wWas elicited from them by other members of the committee. ‘Im fact the elass-

. \ .
room teacher's presentation aud the mother's presentation took the form of an

.
i

interrogation. Information from the mothe; and the teacher became available

to the committee in the form of answers teo questions pésed by the committee

members. ¢

.

The format of the classruem teacher's report and the mother's reporf is

different from the psychelegist's and the nurse's in another respect. The

psychologist provided a summary of the results of a givén test or subtest in a

14

standard ° format. She named the subtest, reported the -student's scere, and
R . v - 1

., ’ - <G
. . . .
. .
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Sot 3.9 I gave him & tompléte battery, and I found that, ukh,
* he had a.yerbal I.Q. of 115, performance of 111, and
. a full sdale of 115, so he's a bright-child
3,11 He haq_ggny«higﬁ/;:;res in, uh,'informatibn.'which is 3 :
e his,ldﬁg term memory, .
'3.14 His, um, pigtuqe arranggmenﬁ scores, he had a seven- !
* ., teen, which is very high, very superior rating.
- ’ .ot
Thus, the educational test results provided the groénds of the
" £ . - - v . M . \ * -
e . ° psychojogist's assertions about the student. 21 ‘
.l * . .

Perhaps‘because the mother and the-teacher were being interrogéted, their

ihformation "was not p;esented to the committee in a standard fermat. For

-

example, the teacher provided general statements "he's got a very creative
mind and expresses himself well" (8), as well. as some more specific asser-

s tions: "he can read and comprehend some things when I talk.to him, -but deing

\

independent type work is hard for him" -(8). The fermat of the mother's

preéentaﬁion'is different from both of tpese; Her turqs'at talk were lengthy
answers to immediate1§ precepding quest@ons)and were embedded in commentary on

© M LR ) .

previous discussions.

L

Source-mode relations. The Swurces of information fgr the claSsroom

teacher!s report and the mother's report are alse different from that of the

¢

psycholog%;t and the .nurse. Whereas the nurse and p;}chologist reported

information about the student based on educational tegis. the classroom '/f
teacher éng mother based their reports on %};st hand observations. While tne
classroon teécher's observations ‘were confined to ; relatively short'temporai

unit (a schnool Yyear) and a circumseribed sggtial and social arrangement (thL

- .

L y ld

3 o ..
21. Turn #5 contains many other tokens of tnis presentational format. -
t, native forms are td‘be found. in turn #3.

- *

Alter-
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classroom), the mother s observations con‘yrn the child's actions in a wide
“variety of Situations, and span a lifetime. Thus, the information gnthered by
systematic albeit “indirect obserVations (i.e., that gathered from specialized_

tests) was presented to the committee, while infonmation that was gathered by ' v

direct albeit unguided or unstructured observation (which included information
.:: ‘ Qe
about cla;sroop experiences and nhome life) was elicited from participants.

.
-
. ~
- ] L N
'
}

1

N, ,
~ Mode-speaker relatienships. The mode in which information was presented

AN
AN

to the~qommittee varied acoording to the status and official expertise of‘the
participaotsiin.the meeting.‘ In terms of the official table of erganization
in the district, the psychologist and the nurse are ranked higher than the

» ~ .
classroom teacher (and the mother is not an official part of the edugetional o -]

system). The nurse and ~the psychologist work for, the district office: the R
. . * ’ ‘ ‘
teacher works for one particular school. Te&Pnical expertise is coupled with

this st8fus rarking. The nurse and psychologist have advanced deg1ees. and L,
represent technical specialities.

iy

.
¥

~ «

Furtnermorg, the school psychologist has an institutionaiiy designated
role responsibility. Part of the role of school psychologist- 1nvo1ves accumu-
lating all the information available about the child being Sonsidered by the .
committee. To do so, the, psycpoloéist had discussed the child with the
teacher and his mother, and observed him in the clessroom. As "case carrier,"
then . : she” had more knowledge about the c¢hild than any siugle iddividuai
attending'the meeting. While the mother knows the child aﬁ home, and tde

teacher knows him in the cfessroom, only the psychologist has this information

-

compiled‘in a single place.—

»
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Not only does.the psychoiogist have "mere" information, calibrated inm
terms of quantity or amoqpt. the scnoql psychologist has "official® i: ;..
qualitatively different, information about the child. She has admiaistered -
official and professicnal tests tolthe child. This official informatiou is

'coupled Wwitn the information gathered from many other sou?éﬁé te compose the

"ease."

Tnis combination of tecnnical expertise and organizational rank is mani-
fest in the stratification of talking arrangements present in the meeting.
The most hignly technical infermation (that from tests) was made available by

the most nighly trained peBp&e_Ln attendance at the meeting, while the per-

v

sonal observations were made available by tne participants with fhe least

PRSI

tecnaical expertise. Speakersr of officially higher rank and who spoke with
‘tnetr authority grounded in technical expertise, presented their information,
wnile speakers of lower rank, who spoke with authority based on first hand ,

observations, nad information elicited from tnem.

Topic-Speaker Relationsnips. There is another interesting form-function

relationship in evideace in this pnase of tne meeting, a correlation between

s

topic of discussion and speaker (see Figure 3.1,

. . =winsert Figure 3.1 nere--

Academic information (including educational test results, academic per-

formance 1n class) 1s\6ne domain of educators. It is discussed by teacher,

nurse, and psychologist. Emotions and feelings (including attitudes toward .
senool and a new educational program), are tne province of motners and teach-

.y ers. In fact, with one exception, the only tup.ic that the mother is calied on

ERIC S S W e




‘TOPICS OF DISCUSSION

1. results of ed.
testing
-~

2. academic performance
in class
3. Student's reaction to
failure- -*
4. Student's feelings
- in class
5. Student's reaction
’ to Special Ed.
6. Fine motor problems

at home

7. Student's sensitivity
at home-

8. Student's attitudes
toward school

9. Student's feelings.

10.Reason for problem

TOPIC-SPEAKER RELATIONSHIPS IN INFORMATION PRESENTATION

TRANSCRIPT  SOURCE OF MODE OF 130a
LINE INFORMATION PRESENTATION
(SPEAKER)
a)3.2-5.30 School Psychol. feading report; in-
oo formative speech act
b) 91 Nurse reading report; in-~
formative speech act
8-34 Classroom elicitation; respon-
Teacher sive speech acts
40-45 Classroom elicitatict; respon—~
- Teacher - sive speecu acts
58-61 Classroom elicitation! respon-
82-89 Teacher sive speech acts
a)73-74 Classroom T. elicitation; responsive
b)71-72 Mother elicitation; responsive
46~-57 Mother elicitation; responsive
62 .Mother informative speech act
63-68 Mother elicitation; xespon—
sive speech act
71-81 Mother elicitatiop! respon-"
,sive speech act
a)8-12 Teacher elicitation; respon-
} sive speech act
b)37 Learning Dis- informative speech acts
ability T. '
Figure 3.1

PORTION OF E & P MEETING

)

‘ llvéj « )
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to comment on is the emotional aspects of the case before the committee. The
one exception was the topic of tne student's small motor control activities at
nome. And, tnis issue was raised after, the committee had established the fact
tnat this was tne source of the student's difficulty, so the mother's contri-

-

bution was not a crucial piece of infermation,

Tne Distinction Between Lay and Professional Reports

In sum, the mother's and the teacher's reports ‘have the following

features in common:

1. Tneir mode of,presentaton was élicitatian;

e

-

'2. They were made available by people who occupy either low status er
temporary positions®® (both in terms of institutional stratification and dis-

tribution of technical knowledge);
3. Their c&gims to truth were based oﬂ common sense Knowledge;

4. Their reports were based on direct albeit unguided or unstructured

observations. i

By contrast, tne psycnelogist's and tne nurse's reports had tne following

features in common:

1. Tney were presented, not elicited;

-

22. OQur tnanks to Gail MacColl who pointed out to us tnat parenhs. unlike =~ll
otner participants in ¢ommittee meetings, are temporary members.

13 ~
LA
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' 4
2. They were presented by people who occupy high status positiens;

? S .

3. Their claims were based on technical knowledge and expertise;

'u. They were based on indirect albeit guided or structured observatiens.

N

We call the first "lay reports" and the second "professional reports.”

- .

Tne distinction between lay and prafessional reports contributes te an under-
standing of the process-of reacning decisions in tnese committee meetings. It
gives us a way ~to understand the "presentational" way e¢f making decisions

observed in tnase meetings. The authority of tne professionals recommenda-
- ( °

tions are grounded in the differences in the structure of these two kinds of
reports. The role tnat language plays in grounding the authority of accounts
. - ] 1

is explored further in the following section.

’
LY

The Mystification of Language and the Language of Mystification
™

There is a significant difference in the way in which professional

reports ' (i. e., tnose offered by ehe psychologist aad the nurse) on the one
hand and the lay reports (i. e., pﬁoée offeréd‘by the c¢lassroom teacher and
tne mother) on the other hand are treated by other members of the committee.
The reports by the psychologist and éhe nurse are accepted witheut question or
‘cnallenge. while tnose of the motner and tne téacher are interrupted continu-

ously by questions. No Jne asked the psychologist or the nurse to clarify the

tecnnical ‘terms during tneir reports, while the classroom teacher and mother

%

Were often asked to provide further information or to clarify previous state-
ments. We have already characterized tne classroom teacher's report as an
interrogation: tne classroom, teacher presented information, and either the

special education teacher, the principal, tne psycnoiogist. or the nurse asked

=
lu‘ﬁ
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- /
her fdr further informqéion (see transcript line # 8). Neither the-\3her nor

any of the educators present askeq?the psychoelogist for more detalls. further

+
information, or to clarify technical terms.

.
N

In fact, the mether made only one request for clarification during the

-~

course of the entire meeting-~and tnat was at its conclusien, just as the fér-

3

mal business was being finished. Her questien was about "PE":

422 SET check over ( (( )) ) (5+58) I don't think
- I addressed P.E.

423 Psy I don't think we uh, oh, ok, we do not
‘need that, okay, he does not need physical edu//

u?ﬂ Mot. ((I want to ask someth1ng -about that while you
mentioned' P.E. You mean physical education/))

b
a

425 ? mmhmmm

426 Mot., Does tne. school have a Soccer program/ or is
-that just totally separate from um, yeu Know,
part of the boys' club or::- '

427 Prin =Right. It's a parent organized, um, association-
428 Mot. Is tnere sofiething at the scnool that would
' have infeormation on it if it comes up in the
season, because Shane really has expressed -

an interest in that
Mot=Mother

3

' .

One way to account for the differential treatment of the preﬁzssionals
and lay person's report, especially tne differences in requests for clarifica-
tieon oféecnnical terms and tne grounds of conclusions is in terms of "member-
shig.& Wnile the psycholegist's and nurse's statements about educatioyal test
results and tnei; interpretations may be obscure to non-educaters (i.e.,
researcners), they are ih fact, comprehensible to the partieipants themselves.
Wnat seems to be a problem for outsiders, is not a préblem for(members of this

particular community.

155
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However, that account does not explain the mother's-reduest ne;r the end
of . tne meeting about the mfaning of the expression M"PE," If'the‘teeﬁnieal
té}ms used in q@is meeting were to be ranked %n order from the most teeﬂnieal
to the most ordinary, then "PE" would appear closSer to the every&ay usage end
of the continuum than terms like "VADS," "Bénder Gestalt ," "aural oral éhannei
of communication." Yet, the mqther requested information about PE and not
tnese other terms. The "membership" account also does not account for the

poinfs of clarification directed at the classroom teacher.

] s

£
As a result of the weaknéss inherent in the membership account, we are

inclined to consider another possibiliby: the autherity gf the professional

report resides in the very modé of its presentation. The parents and other

»

educators de¢ ¢t challenge the ambiguigy of tne psyeholoéist's report because

1

they do not have the grounds to do so. ' . & . .

3

3

Meaning is negotiated in everyday discourse. Speakers and hearers both
take responsibility for the construction of understanding. According to
LQbservers from\a Wwide variety of perspeet1§e§. a first maxim of conversation
is that speakers will speak clearly; they in;énd.tb make seﬁse and be under-
stood (Grice, 19 ;Merleau-Ponty, i196u; Sacks, Schegloff,Jeffers;n. 1974).
He;;ers contribute to mean;ng in“ discoﬁrse by making inférisees from tpe
conversational string of utterances. Tney dispiay their understanding
actively, through "back channel work" (Duncan, 1972), which includes eye con-
tact, head neds, and vocalics such as uh huhs, and even lexical items -1ike "I
see," "I understand." When the hea;er does not understand "a requebt for cla-

rification," tne manifest purpose of which is to obtain more information, is

in order. The request for clarification is generated by the hearers when they

!

- 13
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do not think that the speaker is speaking clearly.

The grounds for thié kind of negotiatieon éf meaning are removed from thg
committe by the institutienalized trappings of the ﬁeetidg. As indicated
above, the psychologist had been qpsignated "case carrier." As case carrier,

the psychologist assembled the "file" on the student. The file représents the

)

official, school sanctioned version of the student being considered by the

»

committee. The psychblogist Ereséntéd her regqrtf In deoing so, she is .

'

‘presenting the school's case:cShcerning the student. The case is the culmina-

tion of institutionalized york. She is speaking for the institutioen in’ her
presentation. The schoeol psychologist's presentation of tne ;asé to the com-
mittee .is ;ugmeﬁted by officially sanctioned props.~ These.include the cése
filé itself (a bulky maﬁila folder on display in front of “tile psycﬁologist);

test results, carefully prepared noﬁes, and her designation as leader pf the

" meeting. Wnen she presents the case, ghe_reads from notes. By contrast, the

mother and the teacher have no such props. Théy speak from memory, not from

notes., They call upon reméhbered knqwledge of first hand ébservations, not

compilations of remembered informatien.;

9

The grounds for negotiation of meaning are removed further by the way in
which tﬁé psychologist presents infs}mation to the committee. ?he psycholo-
gist, through her report, is claiming privileéed knowledge about the child.
and is making a recommendation about the next step in his‘eduéaéional career.

Tne privileged status of tne psychologist's , expertise 1is displayed inr the

technical language of her report. There is a certain mystique in the use of

technical vocabulary, as evidenced by tnz sp2cidl status ,that the technical

ianguage of doctors, lawyers, and businessmen is given in our society (Shuy,
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* 1973, Philips, 1977; Shuy and Larkin, 1978). Technical language is m&stifying
» . ) o' . . )
. (Marcuse, 1964; Laiqg, 1967; Hdbermas, 1972); its use indicates a superior

status and a special knowledge based on long training and specialized qualifi-

cations. Wnen the school psychologist speaks, then, it is from.an institu-

L Y

tionglly designated positioh "of authority. The authsrity of the
\psychplogisgfs claims ‘are grounded in her official capacitg-as case carrier.
To interrup@. to question, to reques£ a clariffcation of tne psychologist,
then, 1is to challenge the agthori§y.of the official position of the district‘

and its representative cencerning this child.

Wnen technical language is used, and embedded in the institutional trap-

pings of ‘the 'formal proceedings of a meeting, the grounds for negotiating
. . .. .
meaning are removed fraom under the conversation. Because the speaker and
. N [§ -
) hearers de not share membership in a common language community, the hearer

*

does.nop have tne expertise to issue a challenge. The hearer is placed in the

position of assuming ‘tHe speaker is speaking knowledgeably, and the hearer'
dees not have the combetence to understani. When technicai lénguage {s used,
even' though the possibility for active negotiation of meaning seems to he

removed, tne guise of understandiné\remains. Yet the unqerstanding is a pas-

sively acnieved one, not ihe active one associated'with everyday discourse.

o

Instead of signalling a lack of understanding via such tacit devices as back
cnannel work and manifest ones like requests for clarificétion. the committee

members (including the mother) remain silent, tnereby tacitly contributing to

.

ey,

¢ .
* tne guise that understanding has beettachieved.

e
N
S
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Summar ' s s

L
" Tne differences in tne manner in which the professiénal and lay people in

the committee reported informatien highlights the way in which the language

5§

" tndt people use structures role relationships. And, the structure of role

reiationships found embedded in the languageéyseg by the committee members, in
turn, provides the grounds of the authority of the claims;and recommendations

made. Deépite the fact that” they were compesed of a highly'technical yocabu-

,lafy. the profeésional reports were aécepted without challange or Qquestion,

¢

wnile the lay reports were continually interrupted with requests for clarifi-

This differential treatmeént cgﬁ.be understood in terms of the autherity
/

laiguage shrouds professionzis in a "cleak of competence." The authority of
N '

the professional report comeé from its very incomprehensibility and its obscu-~

riiy\ The psychologist and the nurse gain their authority from the mastery’

and use of a techn{cai language tnat others do not understand and,do not ﬁues-
tion, The profESSionai report gains its status and autho}ity by virtue of thé
fact tnat ié {s obscvre, difficult to understand, and is embeddgd in the
institutional trappings of the formal pruceedingéxof the committee meeting.

And, it is tnis autneority that centributes teo tne -assembly of tne presenta«

tional manner of reaching decisions observed in the committee meetings, suen

tnat decisions are "“jresented," not "discussed," "argued," or "negotiated."

tha% reports gain by their very mede ef presentaticn.‘ ?he ambiguity ef pre-’

fessional reports is net challanged because Ule obscurity of_'professional




1

Final Report : i -
Deceer 23, 1981 = 138

.

‘Here we have jét another instance of tﬁq "politics of experience" (Laing,
1967; Pollner, 1975; Mehan and WOO&,‘197531215 -218). The various members of
tne committee experience tnis student differently. More specifically, the
Classréom Teacher and the Mother provide accounts about the studént's_perfor—
Aance that compete with the Professioral's version of the student'é academic
difficulties; | Yet, by meeting's end, oﬁe version‘of the student, that pro-
vided by tne Psychologist and tne Nurse, prevailed.

.

.
.

In concert with others, people work te establigh some unequivocallfounéa-
tion beneath such "endless equivocalities" (Pollner, 1975: 411). Often, con-
sensual resolutiens are achieved when ene or another pfotagonists -relinguish
tnéir experience of the world as the preferred version. In this case, the
resolution was not negotiated. Instead, the Aembers of the eommitpee resolved
the disjgneture 1between lgy and professional ;ersions by eredential};ng'the

Professional version as the Sffieial version of this student.

Tnus, by tne time tne'Committee votes, a case has been made for a'partic-
ular placement. The committee's "vote," then, is not so much a decision as it

en preseated. In deciding casés in
= .

tnis way, the committde members are treating eacn other as "informed citizens™
g

(Scnutz, 1964: 120-34). They acknowledge tnat tne qu&ority of the others'

18 an confirmation of the case as it has be

actions resides™®ith the information they have as a consequence of the Social

organization of the scnbol,.and tne knowledge gained from their professional

expertise.

o




»performing a public ritual to parade decisions made behind the Scenes (Goff-

. . v .

‘,f . - . " 4

Final Report

' December 23, 1981 ' . 139

Conclusions.

Some of_the institutienal practices that cohtribute to the assembly o?' 1

educational placement decisions have been described in this paper. The status
v

of these practices now needs to be underscored. ki

K

v

Ratification of Actions Taken Earlier. . . .

A

This investigation of the organizational practices of decision making
shows that placement outcomes were net so much decisions reachéd in the meet-
1ngs as they were ratifications of actions that»took place at previods stages

of ' the decision making process. This is not to say that‘EEE\E&P is simply

~

applying a rubber stamp to decisions made surreptiﬁiously (Becker, 19§3) or .

man, 1961). The diStinction between conspiracy and ratification is similar to

v

|

. < |
the organizational differences between the problems pesed to subjects in |
‘ A

experiments and tnose organized’by participants in naturally occurring situa-
|

tions.

[y

In an experimental situatiow, a finite number of variables is presented’
to the subject. The subject's job is to sort ameng this sméll :umber of vari-
ables. Tnus, the problem is under tne control of a single'person or can be
managed by tnat person. The information available to the comﬁittee is noet of
tne same sort. The number of variables tnat tne committee nas to consider is
{ipge. muen larger than that which is presented to the subjeéts of an experi-
ment. The scope and complexity of tne variableS is so great, in fact, that

eacn single member of the committee doesn't know them all, or even what they

1

\

|

: |

are. In fact, part of the project of tne committee is te first find out “what _1
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the relevant variables are, and then sort tnem out, By centrast, the subjects

in experiments have‘only the serting.operation to pe}form. Qecause the vari-

ables have been isolated and preéénted to them. I '

-
v
.

.
’
. .-

The~problem solving situation fer the placement committee is , like .othér

naturally occurring situations and unlike experimentai situations by virtue of

the presence of others who serve as social resources (Lave, 1979;' Cole and
Traupmann, 1980; Levin and Kareev,1980). The commigtee members are knowledge-

able, not only in the general sense of being highly trained and experienced

educators, but each committee member has a repository of information about the
partieﬁlar-student being discussed. Each person comes to the ' meeting a$ an

. "informed citizen" (Scnutz, [96“:120-13&) about the student. They have a
» *

memory of similar eomm}ttee meetings held in the past as part of ~their stock
ot knowledge. . The,information upon which decisions are being reached is not
any one -individual person's memery; it is in the collective memory of the

-group. *

-

Tnerefore, it is more productive to think of the E4P committee meeting as T

a culminationi a' formalization of a lengthy process that originates in the
classroom. The eoﬁE??thion of an educationally ﬁandieapped étudent's career
or edpcational biography starts when the teacher makes the {nitial referral.
Often, tne teaeAer only has a general notien that a student "is in trouble,"
or '"needs help." This init;al. rather general aéﬁribution establishes'thé
presumption of a handicap. This at}ributi;n beéomes:rifinqdla§ mone aad. more ’

institutional machinery (e. g,, tests, committee meetings, home visits) is

applied to tne case, until, finally, by tne placement meeting, only a parent'S

refusal to sign the documents during the placement meeting would be likely to

- 182 .
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change_the assumbd placement. _The fact that all but one of thé& cases brought

before E&P committees resulted in special education placement is further evi-

A -

dence that early actions were being ratified at this stage'in'the process,
N . . \
Thnis ratification of actions reached at earlier stages or events 1in the
referral process 1is similar to the process by which a peréon becomes

transformed from a "normal person" to a "mentally ill patient® (Goffnan,:1961;

Scheff, 1966; Rosenhan,1973). The process of the construction of mental ill-

-

¢« ness starts when a person is presented to a public health official. The

entrance of a specialist intoa§~sifﬁaticn that has been defined as "something

indiv1dual. This presumption is reaffirmed as the person. now a patient. goes

¥ ‘ \ *
tnrough successive Stages of the psychiatric intake process, until, finally,

the, staff and patient alike accept the definition.

e 3y
This ratification of decision§ Detween suécessive events or stages in a

diagnostic process is similar to what Elstein et al (1978) found Within one

3 particular diagnostic eventi They report that doctors tend to generate a par«

ticular hypothesis about the causeoof a disease eatly in the diagnosis of a
»f.y~ »

patient, well before most: of ‘the datu has been obtained. Instead of weighing

L

. ! P + %
. ) evidence to eliminate a number of pessibly competing hypotheses, doctors take
E

steps which tend to confirm the hypotheses generated early in the diagnosis,

thus ratifying presumptions devéloped earlier.

X

\]

Practical Constraints s&h Institutional Decisions

. .

-

b
4

.  wWrong with someone here" establishes the presumption of a defect within the
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. .
This invesﬁ;ga ion of the organizational practices of decision making

also shows there is no need to disparage everyday decisien making by‘ compar-
ing it with rational models, formal reasoning or scientific tuinking. Wason
(1977:112) quotes a letter frem Sir Cyril Burt about a conxgrsation he Ghad

witn Bertrand Russell about the use of the predi?aQe calculus (which is at the

6

heart of scientific reasoning) as a ﬁodel for everyday reasoning:

Logic...used as a methed of analysis would be both -
inappropriate and illuminating but used as a spandard
for crltical evaluation it would not only be-inappro-
priate but highly misleading. Plaget seems to nave
fédllen in to the trap thus indicated. "After:a series o .
of lngenious experiments and valuable psychological
observations, he suddeuly assumes the Cambridge

' logician's academic gown, and judges the children's

_ performance in terms of the continental version of the
Russell-Whitehead symbolism. I am thinking of the
ideal adolescent who, is supposed to perform a combina- 2
torial analysis yielding 16 alternatives and to test ]
them systematically. He forgets that tnis legic is
modelled on the mathematician's ideal: it is not the

.logic of everyday life.

When describing tne way in which everyday decisioans are reached in insti-
&utxonal settingsf it seems unnecessary to posit a gap between some ideal
model and act.al practice. Instead, it seems more appropriate to call 1into

4
question the efficacy of scientific reasoning as. a model of everyagy reason-~

ing, because there are good organizationai reasons why in§£itutional’ agsislon
making occurs in ‘+the way that it does. The decision making g}rcﬁqgﬁances
assumed to exist by the rational me?el are not available to problem solvers in
formal organizations ‘like schools, hosﬁitals. and businesses$ (cf. Bensen,
1977+ Maren and Olsén. 1976; inck. 1976). Decisiék maKers simply do not have
the unlimited access to unlimited resources presupp;sed by ratienal deciéibn

%
making models.

-
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Furtnermore, the rational model assumes tnat ;11 the faétors béing con-
sidered in the decision making calculus nave an equal weight. Egt. in the
complexity of institutienal settingsf‘not all.facteors necessarily do have 3n
equal weignt. A certain fastitiousness is required when considering all the
alternatives, which can blind the decision maker te an appreciation fgr the
most important factors that need to be taken into account. As Watkins
(1970:206) says:

"A well known obstacle to computerizing chess is the lack

of any knowm way, to program a cemputer to concentrate on

interesting developments: like the ideal decision .

maker of normative theory, the computer surveys

the entire board and take every possibility into account."

"In the case of our school district, fiscal, legal, and practical circumstances
constrain ﬁtgg process by wnich decisions are reached. For example, when con-
sideélng the placement of a student into a special education p;ogram. the stu-
dents' age, gender, IQ scores and space available in a program may all be faQr
tors to consider. But, as we have Seen, the space available in the program
may be tne overwnelminély important factor, outweighing all others in tneir
consequences for decision mékers. That is, *‘n dealing with comparable’ prop—
lems, prior Aexperienee may tell aecision makers tnat it,is bgst to be hiénly
selective, and to pay attention po a few salient alternatives which they know
well i anance.iinstead of painstakingly computing tne combinatorial of all

possibilities. These organizatienal cuﬁgf;;ints and this prior knowledge lead

educational decision makers to reduce tne range of alternatives, make educa-

-

tional placements by available category, and ratify actions taken earlier.

4
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" Institutional Practices and Problem Solving Heuristies

Cognitive psychologists nave described a number of neuristics tnat ihdi—
vidual problem solvers use £o cope witn information overlead, iimitatiens of
shert tern memory, and other information processing 1limitations. Some of
these heuriséics include the ‘"salience neuristic" (used to select informa-
tion), tne "availability heuristice" {(to recall information), tne '"representa-
tiveness ’heuristic" {to classify) and the "anchoring neuristic" (to retrieve
tnitial judgments) (Tversky and Kahneman  1974; Norman and Bobrow, 1975).
Some of the 1institutional practices tnat groups of people working in social
organizations have devised to copg with the practical, legal, and fiscal con-
stralats on decision making Have been described in tnis paper. These prac-

tices are part and parcel of an 1nstitutiona11y arranged system fo. making

'frequently recurring decisions (ef. Quinn, 1976).

Problem solving heuristies and institutional practices are similar
processég. althougn tneir locus of operation seems different. Problem solving
neuristic¢s are thougnt of as operating ‘'between tne ears" oé individuals;
institutional practices operate "between the people" in an erganization.
Thus, we nave similar cognitive procesées recapitulated at different levels of
social structure. While the psychological and social operations are similar,
one does not reduce to tne qther. Decision making at tne institutional 1level
will not be described simply b& adding a few more factors to a psychologicall
model (as Simon, 1976; 253-67 has suggested) nor vice versa. A comﬁlete ‘cog—
nitive tneory will need to include a description of be*n psycholegical and
soci1al cognitive operations, and a deseription of tneir articulation together

(Laocoratory of Comparative Human Cognition, 1981; Cicourel, 1980a, D'Andrade,

ERIC | | 6o
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(j

1981), in erder to account for how both sets of processes are made manifest in

1nteraction between people. * !

.

- . 1

\
Socially Distributed Decision Making

- . ; -

A number of important psycnological tneories, including thoselbf Piaget,
Witkin & Berry and Simon nave been characterized as.incorporating a "central
processing" feature (Laboratory of Comparative Human Cognition, .1981). éen-
tral processing in tnis context implies a universal set of cognitive opera-
tions, internal to tne iadividual which operate in a centralized fashion to

control how the world is interpreted and acted upeon.

antral processing is alsgc a feature of the rational model of decision
making, inqﬁbth its "comprehensive" and its "bounded" forms. Central process-
ing in the psyéhological centext .nplieé tne operation ,of a unitary actor. .
Individual problem solvers or large scale organizations make choices by con-
sidering payoff functions, generating po§sib1e alternatives, asssFSing conse~
quences' of probabilities, and tne rest; and they do so in centralized, con-

trolled ways on particular occasions.

The decision making we nave observed in tnis institutional context does
not have the features associated with central processing. Instead, decision
making seems to be "socially distributed." Tne decision making is distrib.ted

in two senses of the term: across participants and througn time.

Decision making is distributed across participants in that information

about the case 1s not.ifhder the contrcl of any one committee member. Various
members of tiie committee have information about certain aspects of tne case

(tne teacher knows about the student's c¢lassroom 'activities, and the

164
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psychologist knows about the student'i test performance, and the nurse has »
made. a nome visit). Decision making is distributed tnréugh time i¥“that bits .
and pieces of tne final decision are made at various séageé in -the referral ’
procéss depicted 1n Figure 1. The process stafts\in the classroom! informa-
tion is added at appraisal, asgessment, and reappréisal phases. Meg}ings with

parents provide still more information to some, but-net all, of the committee'

members.

£

Thus, informatiov 1s gathered at different points in time and 1is scat--
tered across various committee members. The first time that the committee
nears all tne particulars of a 6;se is in the E&P meeting. It is at this time
tnat the 'co$p1ete picture of the student emerges from the ‘particulars p}evi—

ously distributed across the temporal pnases of tne referral process and ﬁhe

sepafate cqmmittee membe: s.

Tne dec1 on making situation in which the var{ables or information are s
not under tne control of any oene person 1is an exémple of what Schutz
(1964: 120-134) has called tne "social distribution of knowledge," aﬁd wnat
cognitive psychologists _have called "distributed proces. " (Laboratofy of
Co&parati@e Huﬁan Cognition, 1§81; Levin,.1981). 1In socially Aist;ibuted pro-

e .

cessing, the information upen which decisiens are made is in tne collective
’ ¥ . '
memory of tne group, not in any one individual's memory.

.
e
-

Tnis dist{nction betweern central and 'socially distributed processing

enables the logical status of the committee's actions to be reconsidered.

-

Looked at from tne point of view of a group of people deciding an educational

placement based on a student's needs, tne committee seems illogical, irra- %

~

tional, because it is not considering the full range of possible placements,

o 183 . | S
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not considering one variable at a time, not reviewing the complete means-ends

-

matrix. But, tnis interpretation dissolves when a socially distributed view

of decision making is taken into account. The actions of the committee look
{

more ratienal when one realizes tnat many factors, including money available,

space available, teachers' schedules and compatibility, and legal censtraints,

as well as tne students' needs were ertered into the equation. So, too, w%ilg

tné combinat¢—ial of all p0581b1é“31acemert categories was not con31dered in’

-

any one committee meeting, &tne full range can be seen distributed across
referral, appraisal, and evaluation phases of the referral process (see Figuré
1). Watkins (1970: 206) captures tnis aspect of everyday decision making

praétices exactly:

agemi's mind in its entirety, a cempleted whole in which the
severgal components :simultaneously play their dual role. An
actual decision scheme is usually built up bit by bit, se that
tne arrival of an iselated bit of situational information

may have'd disproportinate influence.’ And -even when all the
evidence is in, tne practical significance of\d;fferent parts’
of it may wax and wane as the decision maker attends now to

. tnis factor, now ‘to tnat.

Ah\é%:al decision scheme is pictured as ‘being present to tne

. Organizational Cnoice and Orgafiizational Routipe.

Tne rational medel of decision méking implies tﬁéf/ events have causes,
and that bureaucracies perform large actions for large reasons. For some. pur-
poses, organizational behavior can pg ugefully summarized as :etiqn chosen by
a rational decision maker, centrally. controlled, completely informed, and
value maximizing. . However, tne present work and otner work (#Allison, 1971;

March and Olsen, 1976), sSuggests tnat such a view must be balanced by the

appreciation tnat iarge organizations are highly differentiated decision mak-

"ing structures. By this "organizational process! view, large acts emerge from
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many smalle: actions, socially distributed across many levels of an organiza-
tion. These small acts are tne consequence of regular procedures. Standard
operating,proqedures constitﬁté routines for dealing with standard situatiens.
Routines allow large numbers of erdinary 'people' to deal witn nuﬁerous
instances day &after day.:‘In this distriect we see sucn routines as directives
written to enact the provisions of special educatien federal 1aQ. directives
written about MR students and off-campus ﬁlacements.»the organization of the
sequence of decision ﬁaking. and tne %emporal order in tpe conduct of business

in a.given E&P meeting. Such organizational routines and institutional prae-~

tices deseribed above structure decision making situatiens and narrew the pes-~

sibilities in terms of wnich decision makers can make decizions about stu-
. <

dents' placemert.

1
*

Furtnermore, the projept before tne committee is preeminantly alpractical
one, The decision making task is a part of the e@ucatoré' job, a routine
evenh in the course of their dailil institutional lives. ?his practical c¢on-~
cern makes the committee serMitive te the nature ;f the particular case before
tnem ;nd its particular outcome. The committee is faced witn a specific

problem that “demands‘an immediate and concrete solution, and demands it noy.

> s

Tney are concerned with this student, this placement, at tnis time. They are

not concerned with generating the range of all possible actions that exist in

)

the abstract for the sake of doing so. Thus, tne members of the committee
have a pragmatic .net a theoretic motive for their actions (Scnutz, 1964;
Seribner, 1977). Their preoject is to get .tnis work done, to settle tnis case,

so that they can get back to other practical projects that are piling up on

tneir desks or that await tnem in tneir classrooms.

%

1y

-
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In that respect, the actions of the committee are similar to tne actious
of grocery shoppers. _Lave (1979) reports that grocery shopbers do not often
make complex mathematical calculatiens overtly. Numerical calculations -are

submerged in.the practical project of getting groceries. In a similar manner,

tne committee's "decision making" is submerged . in the practical activities

~ v

' coqfronting the committee members'during the course of their daily, ini}ﬁfi-

tional lives. In botn cases, what appears to be thé manifest projebt (from
the point of view of ratienal action i. e., making calculatioﬁs.‘making deci-

3ions) turns~out to be a component -part of more inclusive practical prejeects.

The manifest cognitive task is embedded in an ongoing project éf action,

\ .

What we have here is a shift in perspective--a :shift in metaphor,
Yeally-ffor viewing organizatienal behavior. Wnhen organizational behavior i;
exanined frem tne peﬁspective of the rational model, "acts" and fcheices" are
seen, and“nregsons" and "métives“ are searcned feor. ”Whea organizatidnal
benavior is examined from the perspective of the organizational process per-
spective, one sees end results, and looks for the routine praqtice§ that con-~
statute tnenm. ’As'a cohsequencg of this shift in perspectivé. erganizational
benavior can be understeod less as deliberate choice, and mqif as end results,

or consequences of organizatio&s functioning according to’ standard operating

procedures. For this case study. thié‘ghift in metaphor means that the place-

_ment of a student is more a fuhction of urganizational,procedure tnan organi-

;ational che’ -2, The placement of a student in a special education program is
not so muen a decision made as it is an enactment of routines.

3
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SECTION . EDUCATORS' ACCOUNTS OF STUDENTS' BEHAVIOR

The overarching concern of this study is the description of the in;titu-

_ tional ‘pradticeé that compese decisions made about students. The decision

. making processﬁinvolving'thé referral of students sta;ts in the classroém for
. \the most part. As we described 1in 'Par£ I of this Repert, the classroom,

teacher most often takes the actiontthat activates éhe referral systeq. An

* 2

imbortqnt compoqgnt of decision making about referral students is the per-~

lceived cause of the students' behavier that led to the rgferral. We are

. 1interested in the bases or grounds upon which teachers and other‘school offi-~
- cials mige decisions about referral studentsyat each 4f the key Jjunctures in

tne decision making process. We are particularly intgrested in uncovering the

causes or reasons ‘for teachers' referral decisions. . ’ ’

3

“ - Mediating Cognitive Processes

Our investigation-of educators' views about the causes of students'

scnool diffieulties is informed by work on cogni.ive processes in several dis-

ciplines. A denominator_ common to these studies\is the recognition of the
” \\

importance of subjective meaning as a}mediating influence in social life.

/
7/

Observations about the importance of subjective meaning have been made at
least since tne turn}of tne century. Mead (1934) considered individuals to be
creators of their enJironments iny the process of social life. This reflects

|

R ] \ ; . . .
Tnomas' tneorem that situations Jdefined as real are real in their conse-

quences.

Not only concrete acts are dependent on tne definition of tne 1
situation, but gradually-a whole life policy and the personality 1
of tne irdivid-zl himself follow from a series of such i
definitions. (Thomas, 1931:41-50) . . |
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For Mead (1934:8) this was the'emergenee of mind:

The eveolutienary appearance of mind or intelligence takes place
wnen the whole social process of experience and behavier 1is
brought within the experience of any ‘ane of tne separate
individuals implicated therein, and when the individual's

ad justment to the process is modified and refined by the
awareness or consciousness whicn he thus has of it.

For Weber it w~as an empnhasis on "meaningful action":
*..We -are concerned with human behavier if and insofar as

the agent or agents asseciate a subjeetlve sense (Sinn) with
it. (Weber, 1947 88)

The topic of subjective meaning has stimulated considerable interest in°

socio}'gy and social psychology, contributing in part to the development Qf
entir# scnools of thougnt, including tnose portions of "symbolic interaction-
ism" J(Blumer. 1969; Becker, 1963; Manis and Meltzer, 1967) concerned with €he
development ?f self, labélling theory, and those portions of social

pnenomenelogy and ethnometnodology concerned witn the social construction of
LY ' J

reality\(e.g:(/Berger and Luckman,| 1967; Garfinkel, 1967; Cicourel, 1964,

1973; Menan and Wood, 1975) and ae¢ounting'praetiees (Garfinkel, 1967).
Y o 2 .
Information “Processing and Teachers'-Judgments

A .

|
1

)

Another line of research that takes into account the goals, iatentions,
A K
judgments, decisions and knowledge of teacners and students has been influ-
enced by tne study of human information processing (see Lindsay and Norman,

1972; Rumelhart, 1980). A general finding from sucn studies is that people's
¢

ab:lity to process all the information in tneir enviromment is limited. More

specifically, people tend to process information sequentially (steb by step)

ra&ggr than simultaneously (Newell and Simon, 1972). Tnis active prdeéssing
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g \.goes on in a very limifed short term memory (Ne elf 4nd Simon, 1972). To make

the environment predictable, information is chun Fd inte more abstract units,

-

Hence, the amount of information processed in short term memory can be

increased (Miller, 1956).

\ . - >
.

As a consequence of these jinformatien

-
~3

selectively perceive and interpret .portions of”‘th% available informatien
' (Bruner, 1958), and construct a simplified moéel of replity (&ewal and Simen,
1972). People make judgments and decisions and carrythem cut on the basis of
tnéir constructed moﬁe; of reality. They use heuristics 1like the s;iienee
heuristic to select informatfbn, the availabilityoheugistie te recall iaferma-
tion, the representativeness heuristic to classify. and the anchoring heuris-

tic to revise initial Jjudgments (Tversky and Kénneman, 1974; MNorman and,

Bobrew, 1975; Shavelson, 1980), . -

A wide and growing literature exists in the general area of planning ana
decision making by teachers which takes this information processing appreoach
to the anal&sis Qf teacher judgments into account (see Shavelson, 1980 for a
review). Shavelson (1980) has presented a medel for teachers in which infor-
mation processing héuristies combine information about ‘students with teachers’

beliefs and conceptions to produ&e judgments about both students and instruc-

y tion. Another applicable infeormation-precessing concept 1is that of the

"seript" (Shank and Abelson, 1977) whieh‘has been used to describe teachers'
foutines for interactive teaching (Shavelson, 1980, Morine-Dershimer, 1978-

79). L

, 17

processing limitations, people‘

P

-

/
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This reseafen shows that teachers must process large quantiﬁies of infer-

mation from such varied sources as their own ebservatiens, scheel recerds, and

-~

test sceres to form judgments about students. Stebbins (1977) has didentified

six dimensions along which teachers evaluate students (knowledge, intelli-
gence, neatness, oral expressien, writing ability and shyness), but provides

little spgcif*c informa%ion about how these judgments are formed.

Because other studies have shewn that teachers! initigl evaluatiens of

«

students affects insﬁfuctional decisions even when this inittalfevaluation is
net valid (Dunsk, 1975), it is neéessaryéﬁhat we try and understand the actual

H

evaluation and judgment precess of teachers as systematically as passible.

\ . . «

Attribution Tﬁeoqz ) .

-~

Attribution theoriéﬁs have investigated the processes by which individu-

als make sense out of their envirenments threugh social perceptions and con-

efpt construction. Attribution theeory (Heider, 1958; Kelley, 1967; Junes and

oy

B b - ,
Davis,  1965; Weiner et al, 1971; Dweck et al, 1975; Bar Tal, J978) is the name

given to investigations of how individuals in everyday l{fe perceive events

3

L

and'hpersans‘ and figure out what causes behavier. It is concerned with the
antecedents and consequences of social perception and: the processes through

- \.

which( ws assign causes and attributes to ourselves and others' behavior:
Attribution tneories co?sider_the bases on which-these attributions are m;gg.
Taking the point of view of the lay ob§erver. they consider the degree and
mode of categorizing, interpreting, selecting and use of incoming and existent

information in the social-perceptual field.
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These processes are of utmost importance teo an.qnélysis of accounts given
by schoél ‘pérsonnel concerning special education referral childreh. While
there has been much research on attributien, mest has been dene under experi-
mental conditiens. _Subjects are often presented with hypothetical vignettes
deseribing a persen in a situatien and\asked te respond to particular dimen-
siens of causality or trait terms chosen by the researcher. Subjeéts are
agked to make an attribution about the hypothetical infermation éiven to
nim/her. Th; categories or dimensions are p;ovided for the respendent by the

researcher. -

\

Tne experimental study of hypotpetical infarmatien using rese%;chers'
categories is not necessarily ‘'related te the procés§ by which individua}s
actually go about making attributions in naturally occu}ring 'sitﬁatiens. By
focusirlg on the interpretive aqcounts given by séhool personnel in interviews
and degision making meetings concerngng'ghe children they‘refer, the_cogniiive

aspect of the decision making process will be made more evident.

Weiner and his associates (1971; Weine%, 1972a, .1972b, 197&5 havé
extended attribution theory into the educational domain. Weiner utilizes
Heider's elements specifically as//perZeivea ‘;etermihants ér échievement
behavior in schools. Weiner and his asseciates maintain that?individuals use

the four elements as outlined by Heider--ability, effort, task difficulty and

luck in their attributions regarding achieéement related event®, -

Individuals have been shown to view the causes of Success and failure as
princigally being due to ability, effort, the‘difficulty of the.t§§k. and geod

or bad luck. Weirner, following Heider, claSsifies'these'capsal elements aloeng-

-

two dimensions. Ong dimensien differentfates causal elements in terms of
. ] v A

>

176
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, ‘their lqQcus of contro}e-internality or exterﬁgiity. - Thus, ability and effeort
, would be considengg internal because they origipaﬁe'within the per;on. whereas
task diffiéulty and luck eriginate 6utside the persen,-and therefeore are con-
sidered as external causes. i second dimensien different;ates causal elements
in, terms of their stability over time. Thus, ability and task difficuléy are
considered stablé because they d; néﬁ vary if the same task 1s re-aétempted..

but effert and luck are considered 'highly unstable because they fluctuate over

Y

time.

~
kY

v The following table displays the four elements aleng the two. dimensioens

‘(Weiner et al, 1971:96)

[ * N
»
) »

hY %

-
TABLE 4.1: ATTRIBUTION MATRIX

STABILITY, OVER TIME LOCUS OF CONTROL
INTERNAL EXTERNAL
Stable. Ability Task -
Unstable Effort Luck
N .

The following are examples of attributions made about children in
achievement situations aleng these dimensions., 1If a cnild is viewed as "lack-
. 1 4 *

ing ability," his/her educational problems are viewed as ~interna11y caused.

-

If a cnild is viewed as "ynable to perferm the task at a certain time of day,."

y -

nis/her educatienal problem is viewed as externally caused. ‘ If the c¢hild's

1)
A

failure -in schoel is attributed to eithér of these two.factors. then Weiner;s .

typology would predict educaters would believe that there is not mucn hope for

change, because both of thesé facters are considered relatively stable.

17,
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-~ , o
Likewise, if a cnild's failure at a task is attributed to "lack of effert,"

' hi’s/her educational problem 1is viewed as .internal. . But since effort is an
unstable factpr. it is possible for .that failure to -be reversed. If the
failure’ 1s attributed te “iuck.“ there would ‘be less chance of a predictién

for change, because éven though luck.is an unstable conditien, it \13 outside

the control of the individual. o

-~ .
v

Accounts and Semantic Relations |

Related work which has a bearing en our present investigation concerns
the critique of prevalent trait inference théeries. D'Andrade (1965. 1974)

and Shweder (1977) propese that inferences made on the basis of trait terms
may be due te the semantic similanxties in the meaning of terms.’
“ L ’

D'AndRade (1965) asserts that an individyal's memory of an eveat is. more

. . T,

closely related to the cultural expectatiens of 'what goes with what'_tban\

wnat takes place 1n an actual\EVent. He compared oﬁservations of small group

interactions. ratings made immediately afterward by participants of eath
other's behavier, and ratings made by the observer after the session, ,nith
independent judgments vof similarity of meaning for -each pair‘of soeiai- .
behavior categories used in the observation and rating scale. The partici-
pants? ratings and the observers' ratings were similar: to each other. and te
the cultural expectations as measured by the sidilarities of <+the sociel—
behavioral categories. Neither of the participants ner the observer's ratinés

nor tne semantic similarity judgments were similar to the record of the event

as observed.

o

Q . ’ ]f?ib
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Shweder, expanﬁihg on tnis theme (1977), questions the validity of an
individual difference theery of pgcsonality. maintaining that all this theory
amounts to are statements abéut how subjetts and researcher% classify items -of
f1ke meaning. He views the tendency for trait inferences to reflect semantic
similarity.groupings as a type of "magigal thinking." Magical thinking is an

LY

expression pf a universal disinclination te "draw corrslational lessens frem

expertence,"” and a universal inclinatien to seek symbelic and meaningful 'coni
nections among events. This "magical thinking," as_an expression ef a cogni-
tive processing limitatien ef the human mind is neot enly characteristic of )

primitive soclety, but industrialiied society as.well.

This and related werk (Mischel, }968: Canter and Mischel, 1979) is impdr--
tant because it augme .ts ,questions raised in attribution theeory concerning‘thé
relations?ip between the behavior beneath the attribution and the attributien
itself. An  assumption un&erlying trait theory and prevalent persenality .
‘theories 1is th  attributiens index underlying conditions. D'Andrade,
Mischel, and Shweder are challenging this tenet. For them, the dispositi;nal
consisPencly lies not so much in the persbn or.xhe environment, rather, it lies -«
in tne 1labels used to describe these persons or tneir ?nvironment?. These

tneorists take consigtency out of the gersonality of the individual, and élace
it in the semantics-of the language used te describe people.
Summar . ’
N 7

Witnin tne framewerk of the tneories outlined above, we will consider tne
motivational, perceptua%. and conceptual éomponents of educ;tor's*judgments .
about tne causes of gtudents' benavior, especially that behavier ,whiech lead§>

educatory to refer students, identify them as educationally hardicapped, and

-

17
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place them into special pregrams for remediation. Upen completion of our
analysis of our interviews and viewing sessions, aspects of yhe Jjudgmental
work employed by scheel persennel in the referral, identificatien, and place-

ment of students will be mere fully understoed.

»

Interview Analysis

In order to determine educators vi%ys about the causes of students!
schoal difficulties, ~ertions of the interviews with educaters ("viewing ses-

sions") nave been analyzed for statements chiraracterizing students acd tneir

academic difficulties.

The materials.

We nave interviews with 27 teachers who have referred 55 children. 6
interviews with psycholegists about the educational testing situatien, and the
process by which they diagnose 'a student's’ behavier, three transcripts of

decision making committee meéhings. and three interviews with members of those

decision making groups.

Intervie:i’with tne edbcators are lengtny, far ranging, and complex.
They generate é. wealth of materials. we aimed for an analysis that is
cemprehensive and which cgﬁtures the educator;' perspective on the educational
and referral p?ocess. Although interview material was summarized, the inter-
view transcripts have been retained and indexed so that infTermation from the

original source can be retreived.

) 1&u
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The questiens used in the interview are presgntéd in ‘eur first end of

‘year report (Mehan et al, 1979) and in Combs and Hertweck (1979). Each inter-

view was taperecerded and transcribed. Each educater in. the study is identi-

fied'by a number. That number is used to.mark each interview with tnat educa-~

’

tor. tnereby preserving anonymity. Each line of the transcript is numbered.
=

Each transcript 1is summarized. The summary cross-references the transcfipt

[N

line numbers so that the materials upen which a sSummary is made can be

B

retreived. ; '

o

i With féw'exceptions the interviews were comprised of twe major pa;ts.
One part covered a wide range of topies, i.e., optimal scheel and class organ-
izatien, curriculum, tne special education referral pro;ess. children who are
referred and attitudes toward the.project research methédelogy. We refer to
the an-~lygis of the first part as a “coghext ané%ysis." The secon&f part - cen-
tored around _the educaters' viewing and commentary of the videotape in which
6ney were invelved. Wnile the first part of the intervigﬁ was dene in typical
open eunded question-answer fermat, the second part was un}aue in its us; of

.

tne videotape as a cCocument of ¢ behavior of the referred and nonnreferrqg
enildren in the classroom :es:on‘ videotapéd. We were zble to obtain the
teacher's reports of yhe lesson events'in which the children were eﬁgaged asf
Egll as their . ig?icatioqs of occurrences o% referral beh#avior. We refer to

thr analysis cenducted on this second part of the interviev as the analysis of

educaters' accounts. >

Context analysis. .
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In order to provide a context fer the extracted ih—depth analyses whien
focus oﬁ the attribution3l narratives to be outliped below, each interview was
summarized according e various topies, i.e., classroom characteristies, stu-
dent <capabilities, referral criteria, referrél process, ete. The topics
address.d in these context .analyses varied depending en whether the source was
the teacher, the psycnologist, er éhe E. & P. Committee member. S&ﬁe of the

-

special topies incluge:

(1) The Special Education Referral Précéss. Educaters were asked te give

tneir views on the referrai system and te describe the process”in detail.

Tney weng asked to state their eriteria for ~eferral and their past 4nd

-~

present experiences with the referral system. Mere specifically they were

- <.

referrals, expectatiens of the referral process and anecdetal information oﬁ

the referral precess. This material was:3ummarized for each educater. Com-~

~ ’

parisens have been made -across educaters. The above material has been con-
L] ‘.

densed and summarized te provide a context for an in-depth analysis of the

.

attribution process. o .
' .

. (2) Referral Reasons. Of particular interest te our study were the rea-

séns the* teacher gave in the interview situdtion for referring the ecnildren.

. lw I
Analysis of this topic allowed us te make comparisons of the reasecas given on

3

A

o of the official reasons tne teacher referred a child.

¢

o ) Knowledge of ihe Referral Process. ‘We have been concerned ‘with

exploring the teachet§' familiarity with tne referral process, the steps

thBlved and the ramificatioas of referring a enild.

s
v

asked to discuss tneir-knowledée of the referral procesé, Eesults of prier

the official school district referral forms, plus to get an expanded version




]
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(4) Teacher's Referrallﬂistory. The teacher’s past interactisn with the

system snould have some bearing en his/her present interaction with the sys-

tem. Given:successful reselutions of referrals in the past a taacher weuld

.

tend to refer mere freely in the present.

(§) Expectations of Referral Praceés. This concerns , what the teacher

“expects of the System. Is it placement, help in the classroem, ete?

¥
o
'

(6) Attitude Toward Referral System. This tepic concerns the teacher's

overall impreSsioﬂ of the referral system, his/her feelings about the‘effiqacy

of tne proéeés. the consequences for the children and tne teachers, and. the

- tl“ N
services of the personnel ianvelved.

~

(7) Ccnceptions of Education.Educaths wese asked to discuss their c¢on-

ceptiens of education, classrooms} and students. They wer'e ‘given an oeppertun-

ity to discuss wéys in whieh they would 1like to see classrooms~ organized.

Théy were asked to make comparisens between ideal classroems and existent

-

<

classrooms-, between idealy students and poor students. \

’

Analysis of Teachers', Accounts. ’ .

. Prior to actudl viewing of tne videotape. teachers vwere given an eppor-
\,
tunity .to express nuelr feelings about the videotaping éf the event and to

bnief the inte ‘viewer on the event te be viewed. Next, Rhe eacher identxfied
N ' ¢

the children on the tape for [ 'rposes of discuséio&.and transcripticn of

I

. - . : &
voices. Then, they were given tne following instructi¢ons for asking the

interviewer to stop the tépe,
?

a. When yog see -'omething occnrring about which ypu would
like to camment.

s

150’ . F : ¥
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b.- When the cnhild who ‘was referred is deing someih}ng about
' which you would.like te comment. 2

. Cs+ Nhen ybu'or the children other than the referred are deing
- ¥ something abeut which you weuld like to comment.

d.' When you see a comparisen between behavier and/er ability
of tne child referred and eother members of the greup. g

e. ‘When you see some, of the behavier on-the tape which.caused
you te refer the child. { - . =

(]

: - )
f.,’In general, tell me abeut Phe tape.

[y

This second part of the interview, the a2ctual "viewing sessien," forms

! the backbone of the analysis of teachers® accounts of students' academic dif-
. - l/ .

. k‘ v N . N
ficulties. This part of tne ahalysis fecuses en the educaters' descriptions

of the referred c¢hild® and cited referral behavier. It alse fceuses on

behévioral/ability comparisens of the referred cnild and other lesson partici-
. . ) *

.

pants as discussed and referenced by educaters ddfing his/her ce en%ary on

the videotape in questien. ) i .

- .

Once the transeript was summarized and indexed, it served as a basis for

the analysis of teachers' theories about success and failure. The transecripts

were searched for all statements tnat‘educaters made ‘about students' school
. : - .
perf&rmance. These statements were iselated, extracted frem the transeripts,

- !

and a line number attached. -These statements then became the materials upen

which the énélysis was éonducted.

. i , . N

’ At first, coding schemes used in previous attribution studies (Frieze,

1976; Cooper and Burger, 1980; Medway, 1979; 3Jar Tal and Darem, 1979; Bar Tal
et al, 1978) were applied to these materials. However, it quickly became

clear .that the small number and limitéd Scope of coding categeries would be

N

-

R 184
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insuffioient‘for these materials. Tﬁese cedes came from studies in.which edu-

cators were asked to comment on hypethetical ducational situatiens using

«

‘categories pfovided by researcliers. We found svuch cedes te be insufficient

because the - educateors in our study pravide& descriptions that were much more

varied and numerous than previous studies previded for.

. By moving back and ferth vatween the materials and an emerging analytiz

scheme, a more_comprehensive set of eoding categories was develaped. A set of

20 facters was located that encempassed tne full range of teachers' accounts

about success and failure.

«

‘

--insert Figure 4.1 here--~
-

. * Some Features of Teachers' Theeries About Failure

’ . .

An assumption underlying trait éheory and prevalent persenality theories
is that .déscriptions index underlying traits of people. That 1is, theré is a
stable et of invariant cenditions beneath trait terms. The warrant for ,such
claims fncludes the personalitf research that shows coﬁsiderable consensus eaﬁ

be acnieved by observers assigning persenality characteristics to the  same

acter (Allpert, 1961). /

This perspective razseq the feollowing question for our study: are teach-
ers ccnsisten; in the ways’ in which they écgount’for studenp success aﬂd
failure? ‘Or, do they show diversity in their aeeéunté? If teachers show
3iversity, this &ay indicate that teachers have particularistic er individual-
istic theories of referral, which begr littlehrelaFion to one _another. If

teachers unifermly account fer student success and failure, thig ma& indicate

tnat those in the teaching professien have a common theory of referral.




FIGURE 4.1 , | ‘L
CODING CATEGORIES FOR TEACHER ACCOUNTS ' .

Internal Factors . -

Ability , _' _
. Effort o .
v Cognitive Focus : '
Physiéal State
Psychological State
Trait - ° ‘ ‘ - .
Behavior .
Intrinsic Motivafion
Task Disposition

Migce11aneous Internal

External Factors
Extrinsic‘Motivation-

-

Others Assistance

Others Negative Action

Qthers Traits

Lack of Exteriial Factors
! Impe:-sonal éxterna]

' " Task Difficulty- . .
T Miscellaneous External ‘ ' \\\\\;‘r

Internal/Exterfial Factors . '

Ability-Task
Miscellaneous Internal/External

4
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Teachers' Reasons fer Referral
3

¥e addressed tnis issue in a number of ways which are described below.

-

\ .
First, tne fifteen teachers descriptiens of 31 students referred for special °

education were analyzed. 23 The acceunts they gave for students success and

failure were coded ﬁsing the 20 cétegories shewn in Figure 4.1. Then, the 20<

categories were ranked in the eorder of their frequency ‘of occurrence. The

Kendall coefficient of cencordande W (Siegel, 1956: 229) was used tov determine

whether there was agreement between tne teachers on the rank order of the fre-

quency of attributioens.

Tqis analysis.snows tnat teachers account feor §tudeht success and faiiure
*in similar ways. The . factof that ene teacher cites as the mest impercant
.determinant of scnool success and failure is also the factor that 18 cited as

oﬁe of the mest -impertant by the .other teachers. This is net to say ;hap\
teachers were in pe}fect agreement.im.the rank order of.thei} statements about

tne causes of success ang failure, an@ a~few varied widely in the number.‘
type, and resultant rank ordering of the reasots for éucqess and failure.

However, the agreement of tgachers' ;ttributions was statistically signifi-

cant.

_ --insert-Table 4.2 here—-

/[ ,~

L4 k]

¢

23. These cases were Selected from 55 referrals made by 27 teachers. See’

. Mehan et al 81979) for the rationale for the selection of this sub-set of

teachers for this portion of the study.

- -

.

Pt
o«

Yy -




TABLE 4. 2

RANK ORDER FREQUENCY OF ATTRIéUTIONS BY CATEGORY

Category

Ability

Behavior -

Psychological State

Trait

Cognitive Focus

Task Disposition

Physical State -
 Effort '
’ Misce11aneou§ Internal

Extrinsic Motivation

Miscellaneous External

Others

Intrinsic Motivation

Miscellaneous Internal/
External

Ability/Task.
Impersonal External
Lack of External
" ‘Others Negative Actions
Others Traits
Task Difficulty

Percentage

23.6
14.7
1.5
7.8
5.5
5.3
8.2
3.8
3.8
3.3
3.]
2.4
2.2
2.2
§
2.0
1.9
1.6
7
.6
y

};
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Table 4.1 1ists the .frequency with which teachers make certain types of

statements about the causes of students' classroom difficulties. Students'

hd 14

ability is the most impertant facter that teachers' consider when judging stu-
v dents' reasons for )having difficulties in the classreom, .and as a basis for

referring students to special educatien. This concern fer ability takes the

~ ‘

form of cemments about a child, e, é.. being "two years behind in reading," or

having an "articulation broblem,“ o "the-ability level was there." The secend

-

most frequently cited- reason for students! dif?iculties was students'
‘behavier. Teachers' cited the followiﬁ}'as instances ef the behavieral basis
of students' classroem difficulties: "He's usually out of his seat," "He will

.‘argue with you," "He secked somebody."'The third mest frequently cited reasen

for students' d{fficulties was students' psychological states, Teachers made

stacements like: "He's always in a bad.meed,™ "He's feeling persecuted," or

"he withdraws" as instances of students' psychological states.’
JIt is also importént te fote that the lecus of these i2asons fer refer-

U ‘ring students 1is internal to the stddedt;. External facteors (e. g., condi-

‘ tiens at home, motivational a§§istance from parents) were cited very infre-

<

qQuently. So, ﬁbo, more complex causal statements; e. g., some combination of
facters to be found at home, and factdrs found to be within the student, - were

very seldom cited.. Teacher: were much more negative in their descriptions of

students than they were positi&e} '

The feregoing data cencerning teacheré' accounts gives some evidence of

e

generality in the views that teachers have abeut the rause of students' diffi-

cplties:in school’s.

! - *
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4

Teachers! Atfributien and Student Placements

We also the influence that teachers'. attributions have en students!

placeqspts. Here, weée considered the possibility that the way in which teach-

.ers account fer failure will.be linked te eventual placement 1in the special

educatién program. For example\“if teachers see the cause of studen?s'
academic difficulty te be the result of their inability.or effort, will those
students be placed differently in the sygtem than students whese teaghers‘see
their difficulty te be the result of facters external to the students (e. B

home or situational facters)?

q.

The impetus for tnis line of thinking came frem Carroll and Payne (1977)
whd = analyzed judgments about crime and the eniminaI. by using the
internality/externality diménsiqﬁ of att}iﬁution. They found thatﬁ a persen
will be perceived as respensible for a crime to the extent ;hét a criminal act
is attributed te the internal qualities of the pergen. Tney alse found the
corrollary to be true: a pe;san will be perceived as less responsi?le for a
crime te the extent that the criminal act is attributed te situatienal fac-
ters. Actual pun;shments were sh9wn to.be distributed along these same dimen-
sions,  More severe punishments were meted out when criminals were seen as
respensiole for Lhe crimes, and less severe punishments followed crimes when

the'criminal was censidered less responsible.
4

Although placement in a special educatien program can net be equated  to

<
"pdni;hdgﬁt," we wanted to Qee.whether parallels can be drawn teo the impor-
tance of the inﬁernélity—externality attribution. If schoel persennel attri-

bute problems to internal facters eof the chiid, will thé’predictioq about

‘placement and the actual placement be mere "severe" than if the attribution is

Siso o

. .
M M hd PU—.S
R R T e
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made te external facters? That is, will external attributiens be linked to |

in-class treatments or pulleut proérams. while internal -attributions be linked

-~

to all-day self-contained special educatien treatments?

We did not find support for a relationship between teacher .! attributions

~

and final students' placements. Since there were gender differénces in refer /

L

|
|
|
rals, only boys were used in this assessment. Iun terms of ‘the severity of )
placement (where severity was ‘defined in terms of the amount ef remedial
' |
|

help)} the least severe Was "no: assessment recemmended," the nert was Ytested

and returned to the classroom," the next was "returned with. remedial help,”

B
-

and the most severe was "LDG."

%
We did not find any differences in the way that teachers talked about

studadts! difficulties, regardless of whether students were placed in, all-day
educatienal programs, part-time pulleut programs, or whether they stayéd in
classrooms with some sert of‘remgdial help. Regardless ef ﬁyentual student

placement outcome, teachers talked about students' ability, behavier and

psychological st&tes as ameng the most important‘reasons for students' diffi-
\ .

culties. Indeed, tne seven mest frequently cited reasons fer students'

academic difficulties were closely aligned.

£

“wm~insert Table 4.3%here-- . N
~ \

Thi? means tﬁéh\;tudents whe are institutienally defined as LD or EH .are not ™
concéptualized Jifferently by bteachers than students who are institutienally
defined as normal., Téaghers talk abo&t students wne have been institutionally
defined as normal |in thq same iay as studenis @ho hav; beep institutionally

defined as having learning disabilities.

L J
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TABLE 4.3,
TEACHERS' REFERRAL REASONS AND SPECIAL EDUCATION PLACEMENT
H
B 4
LDG TRR \ TR NAR
Behavior Behavior Ability Behavior
Ability Ps. State Ps. State Ability
Ps. State Ability’ .Cog. Foc. Ps. State
Task Disp. Task Disp. External - " Misc. Int.
External External’ Task Disp. Externa1(
Trait Trait Ph. State Trait
Ph. State _ Ph. State Trait Int/Ext
Int/Ext Cog.wFoc. " Behavior Ph. State
Cog. Foc. Misc. Int. Effort Task Disp.
. L3
Misc. Int. Int/Ext Misc. Int. Effort
Effort Effort Int/Ext Cog. foc.
Int. Mot. Int. Mot. Int. Mot. -+ Int. Mot.
. t
-~ ' - ¥
———— . <
.
' N
KEY ™ . .
LDG: Learning ‘disability group s .
TRR? Tested, returned to classroom with remedial help
TR:  Tested, returned to classroom
NAR: No assessment recommended .
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. School Perfermance and Gender
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We also investigéted whether 'teachers account fer the schoel performance
- ‘ of boeys and girls differently. A number of experimental studies have shown
' . that sex stereotypes‘s;pear to operate in scheoling sicuatiens in theaattribu-

o tion of success and failure (Feldman-Summers and. Keisler 1974; Etaugh and

-~

f

Brown, 1975; Dweck et al; 197?). ypicelly female success is ‘at?ributed _;o
metjvational facters, effort, ii}k, and easier tasks, while male Success is

s , attributed to ability faetors. éemale success is tnereby disparaged, because
when efailure is aegounted for &é terms of low metivatien, fa}lureithen does

. ; not. reflect on ability. The imﬁiieetion is‘that given a simflar task, greater

'ﬂ }, "motivation would b?}ng success., However.When failure is attributed 'to thes

«difficulty of the task er to "bad luck," control of achievement on the task is

out of the hands of the performing persen.. - (

1ﬂate that educatgtz\seem to

think about boys and girls .diffe ently. Howevgr. extensive comparison of

These studies are important, bega

these experimentallstudies and tAe prese;t study can not be made becauee they.

» * employed p?éarrangedv categorical scﬁemes.. and pregesied supjects with
.hypothetical situations o% sugcess and faiIUﬁe. while we evokeé faﬁ-ranging
narratives aﬁZ&t act&al educational situatioens. l

-

1 ‘ E]

There were marked differences in the ways teachers in our study, -talked

"“about reasens gor boeys and girls' success and failure, Teachers made more

ettributions about boys than girls. They cast boys in 'mone negative terms,.
and girls in mere positive terms. Teachers talked about the causes of girls' .

. |
i .
failure in terms of their ability, or rather their nabilitx i, e., their |

1nability to do math, their inability to read while the teachers talked about

ERIC - o S L5




T Féom conduct. Teachers alsé cited boys ‘negative psychological states i. e.,
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. L4 N .
the causes of boys' failure in terms of their behavier, i. e., unruly class-

v .

SR

. \
‘. being in depressed moeds, being frustrated) as a main reason for their .

acédemib difficulty. d
 ~=Insert Table 4.4 hére-- "
3 The findings concerning ability as the primary causé_ of girls Schoel
" failure agree with findings‘}rom experimental studies. However, our éinding
that‘téacherg account fer Soys' school difficulties in terms of their unru}y
beﬁavf&r is net te be found in previsus studies. These differences ma{)pe dﬁe
~to the methodélogical differences Qetween expérimental and this:ﬁore natural-
istic study. We may bé getting\more ecolegically valid interpretations when
, Ly
teachers are desecribing ﬁhgir actuai studeﬁts. in actual situations, in their

' own terms, instead of reactihg to hypothetical students in contrived situa-

tiens in'experimenters terms.

Teachers' Accounts and Students' Grade Level

Teachers Hho taught at different grade levels talkqd about the reasdns‘
for students academic difficulties 1in similar terms. Kindergarden, first,
second, tnird, and fourth grade students who had been referred were discussed

in similar. terms by teachers.

7
Teachers at all four grade levels talked about students in similir ways.
) ¢

- -

The rank o}dering of their aftributiens was very similar.

.




TABLE 4.4 |
" DISTRIBUTION OF ATTRIBUFIONS FOR aoﬁs AND GIRLS -
N .

1
4

o L B o - . - { -

< °

f
i

. Negative"‘ - Positive
Category - . )

) . | Boyss ‘ G'T(M S Boys o Girls

Ability . 66 T 817 26.4 3.0

Effort 3.1 1.3 - 45 7.9

\ Cognitive Focus 6.1 - 9.6 . 3.0 3.7

. Physical State 5.0 AR 3.7
Psychological State REERTI nr 74 5.0
Trait - 57 67 2.8 7.9

- Behavior . 20,2 16;4 8.9 7.9

Intrinsic Motivation .5, 49 5.8
Misceﬂaneo'us Internal 5.3 X 2.9 2.1 2.1

) Task Disposition , 6.7 7.5 . 3.2 1.7
External 11.6 8.8 215 10.7

* _Internal/External - 4.1 2.5 4.3 5.8 °
~ : _ . :
TOTAL , 1100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
. . } &
l )
- ‘ ’ :
- v:
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Across Context and Within~Context‘cbhparisons

-t
¥ ad

.

Because we follpwed students'’ referral cases from the ;classré%m through
. . . L 2
the decision making system, we were able tg make several comparisons. We com-

L]

pared the acecounts about studgnté ~sSuccess and failure  made Dby teachers;“‘

‘parents,  and psycholggists within the final placément meeting. We’SISo com-

pared the teachers! accounts within the decision makingt meeting te “the

accounts they made during interview sessiens abeut their classreems. These

comgarisoﬁs ﬁave allowed us to “censider differences in educators opiniens

v

N . : . ¢
about thne reasens for success and causes of failure acryss situatiens and

across people., .This infermation has been helpful in determiniqg the relation-
ship between'adqounts about behavier, surface behavior, éqd presumed underly-

ing behavieral patterns.

-

Teachers' Judgments Across Contexts

-k

. . ‘ . ) )
- Teachers refer students for a wide variety of reasons. We wagt to know

whéther there are commenalities beneath this diVénéity. \Teaéheré must providéﬂ

accounts of tneir reasons for referring studen%s at a number ef points in the

referral syspeﬁ: on official referral forms, to schoel psychologistst and in |

committee meetings, to name but three. We want tg determine ifvthere~}s var}y

ation or commenality in theée accouth‘by the same person across contexts.:

Teachers discussed students' ‘acaggm;—g difficulties in similar ways in the

* -

context of the {nterv;ew'and in the context of the committee meeting. ~Teach-
ers discussed the students' difficulties in terms of internal factors in both

settings. Pnly a small percentage of the reasens given were external to the

student. That is{ ne teacher indicated that a child wa$ referred because the

t Y




" Final Report® - - - . !
- Decémber 23, 1981 R T A ' 17T s

N
. » )

.

present .home ‘-or scheol enviéoﬁment flas the problenm. ‘Students’ abiiity.

: . ) 4 - P
benavier, amd p3ycholegical states were the mostfrequently cited —Teasons in

.

'~ both wontexts. . .

.

-

£ . . - ’
While the causes of students' difficulties were overwhelmingly accounted

“ for in internal terms in both centexts, tegéners did intreduce or provide'

expansions of their reasons for referral in interviews. ‘Fér example, Shane

v

was eofficially referred for low academic performance, not applying himslef to .
‘daily class work, a histery of behavioral problems and truancy in a previeus -

district. The interview provided_mnre'infcrmétion about this case..

Tne teacher said Sh§nq's° home backgrounq greatly inf}ugnced his class-~
room perfo}mance. She indicated that a recent shift in the structure of the
familg‘andu; resultant lack of time spent with Shane also had an effect Abnf
his performénce. Shane appeared to Ge quiet and cooperativé in class.\gnd

. £
so the teacher was shocked when he cut schoel. When the téacner ind;cated to

‘

the parenis that she fel% Shane = npeeded extra help, the mother indicated that

tnere had been sqme_discussion about thié. but she resented it. " .The teacher

- at

thought that much of the delay in getting Shane tested and placed was due to L

the parents' lack of concern.

3

-

-

. \ . )
The teacher expressed particular concern because of Shane'g interest in

drawing ‘gruesomé pictufes and writing grueseme stories. Howe&éi. the parents

3

{ndicated to the teacher that he had always_Heen intrigued with war moviesand

science fictien, and saw it as a stage he would probably outgrow.

I3

4 [ 4 ~
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L a%éuféééﬁéf“Eaid‘Ehiﬁmiﬁé‘ﬁaﬁﬁéa"‘the"“psthglqgist—“tor*ferret‘“out “the~ S

causes of ‘this behavior, and to "let her know where "~to go from here"

(11.333.2)s ~

.
-

Teachers covered tne same types of topics in interviews "and placement

meetings. In the interview.bthe teacher indicated that Shane was too depen-

i

dent upon her:-
I -just started really working with him a lot more and trying
to just get his had geing in anether way. And anything:
positive he would write, one sentence, five -words or semething, .
. I'd say: 1Gosh, that's really a“nice Sentence.' Well, he )
- Started getting mere positive things. It still had te do with
' war, but it seemed to be more pesitive. <(11.323.16-24)

In th'e placement meeting, tne teacher stated : "Doing inde€pendent work is hard .

for nim" (8.7). ’
° '

Al ! .
¢ A

‘In the interview, the teacher indicated théQA Shane's motivation was
.iﬁfluenced by nis enjoyment of wérk:

At the end of the day he turns his centract in and he'd
finished everything. And I said [ Shane ], I'm just so
- excited \you know what's happening?
He said: I just madé myself a schedule. I just thought
that if I looked at that clock . . . and say at nine
thirty I'm going to have my schedule done, then I réally work
o for that, you know, I'get as much done as I can.

v

Then I thought . I got Lo go on, I got te w1n (11.351. 26-43)

. In the plgcement meeting, thg teacher indicated tnat "he really seems to

e enjoy -handwriting-and-wants te learn-it—-.; "**He“really*trtesThard“at*ft“and*‘“' -

seems to want to learun it better“ (30. 7-3u u)

196
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— Altnough the emphasis on internal factors was fairly 'Eénqtant in the

interview -and placement meetings, teachers were much-mere positive in the

Y

placement meeting than in the interview. Tnis diffeence ¢ould be accounted for

»

-4
tial and performance, or a wish te portray the ¢hild in positive terms 1in

front of the parent. This difference could alse reflect the reduction of con-

in_,interviews. Hence, we might éonclude that phe pefsonai interviews-give a

more accurate profile of teachers' perceptions about referral students.

- “ -
’

Educaters' Judgments Within Contexts

Although a teacher's judgments about the causes of a student's academic
difficulty is important. to‘the final decision réached about that student in
tné process of réferral. there ar'e other sourgés 'of informatien which are
influential.  Among. them are: (1) the schbél’psychclcgist's tests and formu-

’ lated test resulgs. (2) spec{alueducators' observatiens of children in class-
rooms, and (3) pérents' observations about their chilqren ouL of schopl. This
plethora of-informétion comes. together in the final placement meeting, where

. tne disposition of the case is settled. _/'

Contingent and Nen-Contingent Reperts.

We ;111 pfesedt ; det;iléd e#amination of one'final‘placemenﬁ (E&P) meet-
i;g to compare the accounts ef students' ;chool difficulties previded by dif-
ferent committee members. The meéting welwill discuss is thé‘ same -one dis-
cussed in Section 5 of éhis regort: In this meeting, the student, "Shane,"

was placed in an LDG program. The following discussien is taken frem the

ERIC - o 18y

by the demands.eof éhe placement meeting te shew a discerepancy between poten~

straints in téé interview; teachers consistently said they were meore relaxed
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*information p}esenbation“ pnase of that meeting. ' . 4¢@3 ‘

The s@udent's mother, his teacher, the scheol psychelegist, and the
" school- nurse all discuss the student and his academic performance, and they

411 do so differently. - ‘ ]

-

bategorical agssessments of student- perfermance. The student is charac-

terized by the psycholegist as having "troubles" and "preblems." For example,

the school psycholegist says:

" "he has difficulty applying himself to his daily werk" (3)

-

"he cannet switch channels" (5) 7 < e

«

“he has some fears and anxieties" (5)

At some points in the meeting, the classroom teacher characterizes the problem

in- a similar way: . . o . N
e s

"the problems I see" (6)

’

", ..the fine motor'types of things are difficult fer him" (8)i

"deing 1ndepéndent-work is hard for him" (8) - N

Tnus, tne issue before the committee is tne child and his brobl@mi The-

-

cnild's problems were characﬁerized bx' both the classroem teacher apd the -

1

P M A . . N . 1
psycnologist as being private and internaxwte the student. They are; \treated

ag if they are his private and personal possession. The purpose of tﬁ% meet-~
"ing, indeed tne entire referral enterprise is te solve the student's problem,

and to do so by_altering or modlfying the internal states of the studenty .

" Situational contingencies %g student® performance. Whike the student's

protlem 1is the focus ‘of attention for the entire‘egaﬁittee, the mother and .

~

teacher introduce information about tne student which is different than that

-

offered by ‘the psyehdiogist and the nurse. Notable in thig regard are

. , »

QUU
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comments about the student's motiv’%ibn: the teache; says "he enjdys math"

(28) in requ/ae/’ﬁfzzhe special. education teacher's request for information

abdgpxhis math performance.

(30),

She comments: "ni/gnj/}s handwriting and wants to
itn "he seems to enjey handuwriting and wants te learn” it" (30),

ies at it hard and seems to wanna learn it better" {34).

> »

"he really ’

She a discusses some of the circumstances surrounding the student's

She a number eof c&ﬁgingencies that influenced the

introduced

student's performance:

1. nis performance varies as a functien of preparatien: “If he studies

his spelling and concencrates on it he can do pretty well® «(22),

- -

2. his performance varies accordinéﬁ&o the.kind§ of materials and tasks:
(a) "It's hard for him to copy down [math] broblems...if he!s given a sheet
where he can fill in answers.and work them out he dees much better" (28),., (Db)
he does better on gréup tasks, “bué dokng independent tipe work is hard for
him" (8), (¢} if the tasks at hand are a means to some other end desined by

the student, then his performance improves: "if there's something else he

wants to do and knows.he needs to do and Knows ne needs to get through that

before- -he-_can-get..on. to. s0 ething .else, he!ll werk.a little more dilligently

at it" (45).

/

3. The teacher's remediations are contingent upen the kind of work and

A\d

the importance of the task. When-the nurse asked her how she dealt with the

"writing problems." tne teacher indicated tnat her response varied, She

either had him redo work if the task was impertant (30). eor if it was a "rush

job " then she would onl Qpave him clean it up a bit (30).

2y

e
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.results of a reading test or tne reading series used with the student. She

,ponegts of the reading task, and provides some sense of the particulars eof the

Final*Report . - .

The classroom teacher provides meore details about the circﬁmstanées sSur-

reunding the preblems, When the classroem teacher was asked by the special

education teacher about the student's reading level (15), the teacher
respended: "about middle third grade® (16), an answer presumably based on the
then embellished this respense with some details about his perfermance: "He's
a good reader:‘but as far as comprnehending it and being able "to recall
sequences of a stery and thin , like that" (16). She identified two com-

~ H

reading process‘upon which her assessment is based.

.

Wnen the special education teacher asked her abeut the student's work in

spelling (217, she did not only cemment on -his level of performance; she also

.

provided informat;gn about the aspects of the spelling process that cause ‘him

3
difficulty--namely final censenants and silent letters (22).

L1

Wnen the special education teacher asked tne tggcher about the student's
handwriting (31-=34), .even though presenteg with a "cheice question," she did
not respond with either a yes or a no answer. She exceeded the‘\a!nimal
demands of this  questien by inaicating frequeticy’ of use, by cemparing this =~ | T*
studen£ te other students that she knows who “slip back inte printing.h And,

I'4 .
once again, she mentiened his motivation-~"he tries te learn" and performs

academic tasks.

At
1

) The classroem teacher also made observatious about the manner in which

the student pertorms his work, that is the process, and not just the outcome

or preduct of his work: ) " .
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"he's got his multiplication tables down pretty well, but net as
quick as I'd like te see him have them" (28)

Here, the speed of processing is discussed aleng with the student's knowledge

e

of the academic task.

o

"...doiné indépendent.t§pe work is hard fer him...sticking io a
task...and getting it done without being distracted" (8-12) -

Here, his perserverance and concentration are discussed aleng with the kind of

academic task he has been assigned.

4

The psychologist had intreduced the tepic of '"peer relations" - in her
) »
report: "he seems ty have good peer relatienships" (3). The special educatien

teacher returned te this tepic in. her guesﬁionigg of tﬁé teacher.

-

The teacher provided some more detail about his relations with c%assmates
in her answer (14). She‘ provided more particulars later in the meeting,

explaining that he's been elected a class officeq. and gets along well - with

girls (87 and 89).

-

.

. 3 ¥ e <
In sum, the teacher, like the psychologist, characterized the issue at

hand as "the student's problem." However, the teacher's characterization,
«*

unlike that of the psyshologist, had a contingent quality.

Historical and bioegraphical coﬁtingencies of student perfbrmance. If it
- . /’ N

can be said that the classroomﬁggﬁgher‘is expanding the range of in(ormation
available to the committee spatially, by providing.sltuational or local con-
textual informati;n. then tge mother's report addg a temporai dimensionrby
providi.g nistoriéal and‘gicgraphicai contextual information. She continually
cBntrasts her son as he was at an earlier age with how he is now. In each of

these‘contrasts. she emphasizes improvements and changes for the better. Thus

-

2103
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. it seems she is working to redeem her cnild., While sﬁe seems to acknowledge
. 7 ” »

the official committee position that tnere is a probfem, she attempts to legi-

timate her c¢hild by emphasizing imprevements and by providing an alternative

explanation of the source of tne proBlem. For her, the locus of difficulty is

not within him, ("it's pot‘physicai." "it's net functional), but it is to be

found in his past experience, and the situations he has been in.

Summary. Thus, the Aréports previded by the psycheologist, classroom

(1%

teacher, mother and nurse can be placed on a continuum from the contingent té

;the non-contingent. The mother's report is at the contingent end ef the ecsn-

tinuum Because she provides particulars about the biography and histery of her
[

son, and references situational circumstances. The classroom teacher's reportl

sits next te the mother's because she tempérs her report with statements abaut

-

local ‘circumstances, but does not provide histerical particulars. The nurse's -

and thne psychologist'aﬂreport are at the nen-contingent end o? the continuum.

because these statements are presented §§rip§§a of all contextual features eof

-
. - .

the situational, and historigal—vé?iety.

— «
- - \

The bsycnqlpéfst made absolute and categorical statements about the

student's abilities. She placed the locus of the student's problem within -
; o )
him. The i1esult is a view of a child wno has a general, i.e..'"context free

disability. 1In Fésponding to the questions asked by other members of the'%?m—
mittee, tne classroom teacher tempered her report with contingent factors of a

. situational sort. She séidw%hat the student's performance was influericed by
his state of motivation, kinds ef clagsreom tasks, and types of materials,
}

‘The result is a "context bound" view of a enild, one who has8 specific problems

-

10 certain academic situations, but who operites more'than adequately in other
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sibuations, , ‘ L -
| s .
g | : Conclusions . i .
\ ‘ . >

. ‘ The mcst general conclusicn that emerges from this phase of our study

RN concerns the importance of subjective interpretation as a mediating feorce in
secial and educational 1ife. The educaters in, our study are not perceiying
students' behavior direct'v. Their perceptiens are mediated by culturaLfy ang

experientially provided categories. This general finding is censistent with

T - cdrrent research on hpman infermatien processing.{and coénitiye studies in
sccic;ogy and anthrepology. . ' y <
4 .o .

-«

~

: ‘Thére are more specific cenclusions that emerge from this bhase of the -

study as well. Tnese cS‘cenn\\Elz The congruence in teachers' accounts about
-~ t

.. ' students' performance; (2) Tne use of acgbu s in institutional contexts, aud
3 s . .
o (3) the ecologicsi validity of educaters!' accounts.

“ . ~
- . N

’

Congruence in Teachers! Acceunts’ . ‘
. N /\:‘\

% &

~ The preceeding'analysis of teachers! accounts about students' academic
ficulties (1) Ip?oss many teachers, (2) acroess many primary school grade
.levels,~(3) many/égecial education placement outcomes, can be interpreted ‘as

giying‘eyidence for a general‘theory of referral fcr teachers.

N 4 !

. - -\ *
. .

-
-~ The teachers in eur study seem’to have categories or concepticns in terms

of which they view their'students' ‘behavier. These conceptions affect their

1

perceptions of students!' success and failufe. wnile'indiwidual teachers vary

in .the way they construct specific dimensions cf disability. this variation

-\

fades away when the structure o6f tneir acccunts abeut disabi}ity is con-
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f b

—ar 2
‘4

(‘\
sidered Despite the wide variatlan in the circumstances in classroom confi-

gurattons )ind1vidua1 students' biograpnies, teaching styles, grade level, ,@nd

the rest, the categories that teachers use to account for students' success

L4

and failure are very consistent.

. - .

v v -
One‘of the most consistent features of these educators' accounts concerns

~ BN .
the locus of the student's preblem which becomes the basis of referral.: The

child's prable@s are characterized by classroom teachers, psycholegists, and
, a)

nurses as being internal to the student. They are treated as if they are his

personal and private possession. This is a prime example of the use of dispo-
\ . - )
sitional propertieg’ in the search for the explanation of ether people's

behaviors (D'Andrade, 1974; Shwedér, 1977: Canter and. Mischel-,--1979). This

Wpersonelogical® \or individualized defect (Lopes, 1979) metaphor places the
i

source of the problem “squarely on the back, or rather in- the head. of tq%
child" (Coles, 1978:333). 24 Personologlcal accounts offer categorical assess-

ments of student performance, and result in a c0ntext-free view of student

-

disability.
/
-~ !” )
Tgachers conceptions of students' success and failure are mediated by

! : '
observed behavioer. But, they are net' a direct reflectiod of observed

behavigk. Teachers view students' behavier in terms of theig dispositional

v

categor%ss, and relate, partiéular' behavior to the preductioen of bérticular

\
accounts. ‘ 1
' L)

L4

L

-

-~ b}

24, See Lakoff and Jehnsen QLBSO) for an.. explicatien of the. structure vand
power of "metaphors we live by." ’

Ay

218




Final Repor . ' .
Deeemberp23, 1981 ,,,1'”’ . 181

-~ L

« Our study has uncovered some of the CGomplex intg%aetionel and gontextual

o

features invelved in the pereeption}/ escription, and characterization of stu-

dents. This complexity has convinced us that theories that pesit eonsisteney

.

to roles (tnose of referral and non-referral students) and labels (reférral

student, EH student, LDG studene) need revisien: Moré speeifieally, these
\ . ' .
reles and labels need to be. understoed as preoducts of the interaetlonal work

r

tnat educaters and students engage in to produee’them. For example, many per-

sonality theories maintain that there is a stable set of invariant conditiens
beneath trait.termsl The warrant for such claims includes the persenality
researeh “that Snows_ considerable consensus can be ‘achieved by ebservers

assigning personality eharaeteristies to the same acter (Allpert, 1961) " Our

study is similar te recent research (Misehel, 1968; D'Andrade, 1965, 1974;

Shweder, 1973, 1975, 1977 in the area that has shown that behavier acress

,situatiens is net very consistent, while geseriEtions about sd££~gehevior is

’ -

very consistent acress situatiens.

Accounts in Institutienal Contexts:

<
%

The gap between educators' accounts and observed behavie* raises .the
. : )
related issue of the uses of acceounts in institutienal centexts, meore specifi-

cally, the eensequenees of abplyihg\la@els like "referral sﬁqgent"(or "]earn-

ing disability" fer students careers ié‘sehools. Gar finkel (1967) sggwed that

_ﬁhe proeedures~u§ed by a jqrﬁ* to reeeh decisiens were only -tangenpially

related to the accounting procedures used to repert the verdict after it had
[

a

been decided. Cicourel (1968, 1978) has shown the ways in which accounts in
qgig L]
official recerds serve as post-hoc justifieations of previouf taken bureau-

cratic actions. They are not "springs" or "causes" of beh vior prior to the




. Final Rgport

December 23, 1981 - N 182
event. .

This wprk is related to ours in a number of ways. First, the basis of

teachers' judgments seems to be mere in the structure of “semantic categories

innerent in the language used.teo describeistudents' behavier than ih is id the T

pres&med stable patterns of behavier beneath trait terms such as "learning

disabled,!' or “educationally handicapped n Second_4;tudents' behavior does not

2

seem to lead to/educators' judgments, which then become the bgsis of an educa-

tional_decisionh Rather, tne educatienal status ef the educaters' account’

. K : . ¢
seems to be a post hoc institut%anal rational;zaﬁigs of actions taken previ-

ously.: ) ) . ’ \

.

“The Ecolog1cal Validity of Educaters' Acceunts7

«

e -

The attributions used by educaters in our etudy are different unan ;hose
reberted in experimental studies. For 'example, Ceoper and Burger (1979)
repeort that teachers state that students euceeed mest often because of their
effort, while® we found the_mez?/éal;ent factor in educators' Judgments te be

students' ability. P

’ AN

We also found variations across persons in the use of xternal and inter- -

nal attributions. The psychologlst and the special educatjon teacher placed
tne locus of tne student's probler within the student while the mother and
the‘ teacher brought in more situational facters. These.cross-persen differ-
edces seem to be a funeiion of the Kknowledge available te each ‘committee
member, wnich in turn, is a functien of their place in the institutienal order

‘of the school.l g :

\ . ) ’ -
( Tl . R ' §

) . 208

»

*
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We alse think that these difference;‘mhy'have a methodolegical basis. In

experimental studies of Eggpdbutions, subjects are typically asked to evaluate *
hypethetical situation in terms of eateéories previded byv the experimenter.™
. ' . ]

In our study, educdtors eva;uated actuél\ current, sithat{ons in terms of

their own categories. As a result, Wwe seem to be getting closer to the

categofies.thét educatoers actually use to make educatienal judgments,

. -

Ourmeggparisons_of educaters' accounts across situatiens, observers, and
Y } Al
time have enabled us te considér the relationship between attributiens, sur=

face behaviers, and perceived underlying patterns in considerable detail. By '
taking inte account how particular attributiens éuéﬁﬁé:&:iytions of students?'
~ -t . N . -
- . . ) ’ . . .
performanqe are generated within complex educatienal envirpnments, such as.

[}

. ; R : N
classnoomsT—~testing"“sihuationsw__and?_dggigjpn‘makihg meetings, we have been *

able tb consider the consequences that the generation of teachers' accounts

has for students! identities and career paths through the spec;alleduqation

refgyral system. We have an advantage ever many ef the previous iﬁ@éshiga—
[ . R

tiens of attributions: a record (videotape) of naturally occurring situatiens
that augments the usual sets eof attributional accounts ébdht. hypothetical ;} ;
. * 0‘, ’
£ -

situations,‘ The videotape of elaserOm-eventénenabled us to check out the’ >

relationsnip between teachers' accounts and students' classroom behavior.

L]

By analyzing a behavieral recerd of nathélly occurring situatiens in
conjunctions with gfpounis" about the behavier, we have gone beyond previous
work on teachers' judgments®to deseribe some of the iﬁteractianal aetivity‘
that contributes te the constructidn of teachers' accounts, and the relatiens -

between behavioral patterns and descriptions of those patterns.
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£ ; )
_SECTION 5. POLICY IMPLICATIONS

b ~

-
LI S

- ng/primary pelicy implicatiens emerge from our investigatien eof the
Coa N [N » o~ h

, “basis of teachers! referrals of students for special educatien. The first
cencerns the conception of .special, students in Federal policy guidelines. The

.t

" ‘secend cencerns the impleﬁeﬁtatiod of the law itself, . "

~

The Conception of Special Students in Federal Guidelines At present, the "med-

.;ibéi model™ forps the, basis of definitiens of disability in Federal guide-~
* lines. handicapped children are: . - 5, ..
. . - . . ) *
. @entally ggtarded. hard ef hearing, deaf, oerthepedically impaired, C
¢ : other *~ health impaired, speech impaired, visually handicépped, seri- -
‘ ously emotionally disturbed, or chiliren with specific learning
- disabilities, whe by réasen thereof*requ%;gg@pecial education and
_\%r_ related services .[P.L 94.142: Sec.l(a)(1)]..

» -

. >

’ A x‘ N
// Thdt :is, health, vision, hearing, and motor activities are physical states of
' children(ihhat requifé medicatién, Se, teo, are intelligence, aptitude, eor

men}al ability. Furthermore, students are treated as haviné "y problem"; this

. ". disability is perEeived as residing within them; it is their private and/per- -
o= ) . . -
sdnal possessien. Assessmgn%gof the problem 1is therefere focused en the
ﬁi child; psychblogicql testing is used te find and/or confirm the the .presence

of a disability within the child. This approgch*ignores the role 'of  others

(e.g., teachers, tester, other students) and tne educational ‘and societal con-
! : : ] G - A
text iT assessing the nature of the disability.

S

Our research recommends an alternative appreach te special educatibn. one

that counters ' this ‘perQS slogical sense of identification and éssessment by .

redefining the problem of disability in intéractienal terms.
Y . ‘ N 4 ll

210
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~ - A N v 3 7 . .
> Ouir research shows that disability is a feature of educational interge-

tien; that is,' the institutionalized‘practices of identifying .and assessing
. N L
. students as disabled.. We agree with certain versicng of labelling tﬁecfy that

diaabilit} is not. inherent in students' acts. While-it is true that students

b
o

‘must, present or engage in behaviepr that becomes defined'qas educationally
. . 4 .

anomqloua.‘ a teacher's scheme of interpretation is necessary for the desiéna-
tion "disability" to be attached to students' behavier. ‘That 'is teo say,

. "disability" is  alse grounded in the:categorieS‘that teachers'bfing to the

. , . . . Y.
! interactien, ircluding expectations for academic performance, norms for |
' ‘ N . }

N> .
appropriate classroom conduct, erganization ef family and community life, and .

Final Report . ) '

<

parent-child relatiens. . -

When_we_indicatemthe_impcrtance,pf_teacbensl_categoniesu;fen _detenmining________.

" educatienal 'disabilities. Wwe are not adopting a simplistic version of label-

iing or Expectancy theory. (Rist. 1977). Tne categqries that the teacher N ~

|
1
Ve |
brings to the dinteractien are net independent of students' behavior as seme -
s

|

|

2Versions of expectancy and 1abelling theory would lead us to believe. Rather,
what teachers bring to the interactien with the students interacts with what |

the. students do ‘with tne teacher in tne classroom; from this interaction the
. ’ \ﬁ'? * . |
\ designation "student disability" is generated. . . e
. ) P ‘

Tnus, from the point of view of this study, disability exists neither in. 2

VT . .

5 the heaé of the teacher nor in the behavier of the Student. It is, instead, a

&,
v

function of the interactien between educaters! categories and students' chara- |

cateristies. _ . . . . . %
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This constructivist approach te .special education concerns the relation

that cognitive processes have to contexts. There have been many

soclal

demonstrations of the variability in peeple s displays of ‘cgﬁpeteﬁce' acresds

cvitexts (see LCHC, 1981, 1982 fer reviews). It seems that."disability" also
;,,l/ .
has this feature of context specificity. - —~ ’ L
. - . //

-

-
L
. .
. »

'People with "learning disabiIitigs." "edubaﬁional,hahdicaps;“ and other

. ferms of what Edgerton (1979) and ethers call "mild reiardatiqn." are first

*

identified in school. However, ‘once such children leave schoel, ‘many will

never be- i&entified as retarded again. Edgerton (1979) report§ a 1956 study

of over 1000 individuals who had an IQ below 50 as children in Birmingham ET; .

land: * 144 ¢f the women and 26% of the men were employed, and enly 1ﬂ*~we

+

to 1ife outside of ‘school.

- the retardation.

~

Iiving in institutiens.

Ev1dence iike thi's has lead te the use af the term the "six hour retarded
child" referring to the fact that children who can net'

(Edgerton. 1979:72)

adequately perform acaéemic tasks in sehool‘hevertheless adapt perfectly well:
‘Since children are enly retarded in scheel, it is

pqsaible to say that the school itself has, in some sense, caused or created

. o ' \
Mercer's (1974) findings about differ°nces in the mentally retarded popu-'
1aticns‘ in Catholic and public school makes this point forcefully. Mercer'
found a significant number of students placed inteo classroeoms for the mentally

retarded in Riverside County in the year of her study; there were disprop@r-

. tionately more ethinic, poor, and male students in these classrooms than in the

schodl population at 1arge. By .contrast, she found that there were no men-

tally retgrded students in Cathelic scn001Q! Resisting the temptatien to

)

e

012
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reintreduce aADurkhefhian,interpretation equating solidarity acquired.through

religious tnaining with mental health, she had group and- individualized IQ
N - \ o \ ‘ .
' tests adminietered to the students in the Catholic schoels. She found a simi- .
\‘ " \ ) - -
lar prepertion.of students whe qualified feor special educatioen ameong the' l/’
~ . .

~

Catholic "students. However, these students -were not segregated frem thelr
peers; they were educated“along with ‘other studenrts in regular classrooms. it
P .

I'd

seems that the students ,in the Catheliec schoals were not mentally retarded

because the Catholic séhqols had no "mentally retarded category," and hence,

no- mechanism for having students classified in this way. Without an institu-
tienal machinery te identify.ddefine. and treat students as retarded, the stu-

dents.were educated. in routine ways in regular classnopms.

[ | . o ’ R ‘
: Feldman's (1979) analysis ef child prodigeea--children at the other end

“of tne intellectual continuum ae\measured by IQ tests--reinforces the- context
epeeific view of reasening. The prodigees Feldman studied these children who
performed in a given field at an adult level of professionalism before their
tenth birthday, weng alse given a wide range of " tests of formal reasening,
including +Piaget's five chgnicals task, Flavell's role taking test, and map

drawing. Feldman found that procicity in one area of development does not

seem teo generalize to other developmental domains. All prodigees fell within

the nermal range on these tests, but none were spectacular nor remarkable in

-

comparison with their extraordinary achievements in chess or music.

*

. »

A

Tnis context specifie viet: of cegnitive processing precludes the notien .
of disability as a 'general or statie trait (cf. Shﬁeder, 1977; D'Andrade,

11974, 19803).
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Arguingcégainst the medical mpdel which.pérceivea educational handfcaps,
] N » N —ctore ! e

as an attribute of the pérgen, i. e., an individual pathelegy, Mercer (i975:

99) argues .fer a "secial system" perspective whieh: ,
attempts to dee the definition of the individual's behavier as -a
) function of the values of the secial system. within which he is being
. evaluated. . . . Deviatien is net seen as a characteristic of the
individual or as a meaning inherent in his behavier, but as a
secially derived label which may be attached te his behavier by some
secial systems and net others.

¢

) §
Based on this view, we would therefore make two recemmendatians:

N (D ?egefine 'disability! eliminate Qefinitions that place disability 1in
the individual to one that recognizes ébilify and disability.exist in tﬁe

“interaction between educaters and students;
o »
— " (2) redefine ability.and disabilify in centext specific terms: iacor=-
porate definitions and\ﬁractices,of ability and disability that recegnize that

LY
students' performance will vary from context to context, and that this varia-
tion is a natural and normal part of growing up, as much for the 'gifted' as

for the 'nandicappéd!?student. A secend pelicy implicatipn.that derives frem

our study concerns the imﬁlementation of special education laws. "

The Implementation of Special Education Laws

- - “

Elmere (1980) distinguishes betweenvtwe forms of pelicy implementation:
tne }egulatery view, which exercises control from the top (i .e., the Federal

level), and the ZZgggpmmabic view, which exercises contrel from the 1lecal

<

level. The former involves hierarchical contrel over policy; the latter

AY

involves delegated contrel over pelicy.
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\PL 94-~142 is a classic case of hierarchically controlied policy implemen-
tation.. This is a law written at the Federal, level. A series of administra-'
tive actions—-regulations, guidelines, bedy counts. budgetary decisions, and
thhe like~-have followed the law. These direct actions at the local level.
2 ‘These traditional devices, emplozsd to centrel policy implementation. €¢ Eeo
more specific legislation, tighter regulatioens and procedures. close mqnitor—
ing of compliance, seem te have had an effect opposite te that intended by the
law-makers and pclicy-writers. at least in the case of special education for

so called "1earning disabled" and "educaticnally handicapped" students in the

district that we studied.

The schcol district seems te have spent mare time in writing‘\local pro-
cedures, conforming to regulations, filling out reports and forms, and moni-.
toring compliance.(tnan it has heen concerned with providing actual, practical
education fer LD and-EH students. The success of the Special Education prc-
gram'has become equated with compliance with the letter eof the 1aw. i, e., the ’
number of stuents in pregrams, the amount of time precessing students through
the system. Subﬁerged in this concern for cempliance has been the.concern for
education. That is. the, important issue has become defined as compliance with
the law, not delivering an impertant educatienal service. The net effect of :

this 1aw‘seems te be to increase the number of students in certain categories )

of special education, but it is.net clear whether the students in such pro-

grams are benefitting directly frem the programs themselves. /{ )

While it may Seem cavalier to make comments on policy based on a case
study, it 1is our concerted Judgment that the Special Educaion effert could

benefit greatly by considering Elmore's (1980) recemmendation cgncerning the




44..- N
<
Final Report '
December 23, 1981 : ' 190

‘progrommatiq view of policy implementation. In tpe'case of special education
fer LD and EH students, this would mean previding districts with gr;ater flex-
ibility. in detérmining{yays to‘educate students with spécial needs. I? would
alse @ean remoging procéssidg restrictiens aﬁq‘quotas. In the extreme, it
would mean eliminating those provisions ef the law that gevern Learning Di;—

.

abled and Educatienally Handicapped Students entirely.

This recommendation will require clarificatien, especially. in 1light of
the current climate in Washington, which 'seems to include slashing suppert for
educational and other social programs. We are not calling fer the eliminatien

of funding feor Special eduéatien; nor ‘are we supperting. so-called "bleck

grants." We are calling for an approach to Special Educatien that provides
'gxtra (i. e., governmental) funds for students who have special needs, and

makes provisions for flexibility and contrel at the local level. That is,. the

.

.rules should still redhire that the Government provide support for special
students, but people at the local agencies need to be given the authority te
coordinate and implement programs se that it works bés; for students at the

local level.

[

Such an approach seems to require some version of what Elmore (1980) has
called ‘"backward mapping." This means that the implementation process is
thought of as beginning at the Eocal ievel. and cqnstraints are 1imposed on.
those at the top, rather than Wice-versa; which is the arrangement un&er
legislation such as PL 9U4-1U82. Suéh a reconceptualization 1is necessary,
_because if a policy does not ma e:sense at the local level, it will net be

implemented-~regardless of the number o€ rules, regulations, and restrictions

[y

written into the law. Furthermore/ compliance with a law, or federal regulation

/ 216 ' °

L)

]

+




-

-

Final Report

December 23, 1981 )

does not guarantee that the services implied by the law er regulatign will be_"l

implemented.’

, , 191
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Section 2.0: Appendix I
PSYCHOLOGICAL AND EDUCATIONALfTESTS AbMLNISTERED

-

CLASSIFICATICY OF TEST .

. I." Personality Inventory

3 Wishes .
-Draw A Person Test
Draw- Your Family Test -

II. yisua1-Motor/Visua]-PerceptiQn

Beery Developmental Test of Motor Visual Integration
Bender-Gestalt Test .
Developmental Test of Motor Integration
" Motor-Free Visual Perception Test
VADS (Visual-Aural Development Scale)
Write-Your-Name

I11. Academic

-

]

Berkeley
CAT
- Indiana Test of Basic Skills - .
Name As Many Words As You Know .
WRAT (Wide Range Achivement Tests) ' ¢ -
Subtests: Spelling, Math, and Reading -

IV. Intelligence

WISC-k (Wechsler Intel)igence Scale for Children-Revised)
Subtests: Verbal / Performance

Information . Picture Completion . .
. Similarities Picture Arrangement C.
' Arithmetic Block Desiyn : . ‘
i Vocabulary OCbject Assembly .
Comprehension Coding

Digit Span Mazes
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Appendix II

THE WISC~R: WECHSLER INTELLIGENCE SCALE FOR CHILDREN (REVISED)

The‘WISC-R has been designed and organized as a test of general intelligence.
The WISE~R consists of 12 sub-tests (6 on the Verbal Scale and -6 on the Per- -
formance Scale). ‘ '

-

. VERBAL : PERFORMANCE y
1. " Information (30 question) 2. Picture Completion (26 items) .
3. -Similarities (17 questiors)* 4. Picture Arrangément (12 items) )
5. Arithmetic (18 problems) 6. Block Design (11 designs)
7. Vocabulary (32 words) 8. Object Assembly (4 items)
23 Comprehension (17 gquestions) 10. Coding - . ' o
i. Digit Span (Optional) 12. Mazes'(9 mazes) (Ootional) ; _!
" INFORMATION : , : . j
’ |

1. What it measures: - '
4. A background of general information that "the middle clasgs
child" gets during growth. ., ¥ R s
b. Information is basically coghition (intellectual). (S)hg

rl'

builds larger memory bank, > . ) N
. c. It is a recall of previously learned and acquired informa-
tion. ' .
- d. A memory for ideas development and function. . ) * .
e. Another factor is verbal‘pomﬁ%ehension,(does (s)he under- .

stand the language) Verhal output requires auditory reception,

association, verbal expression. - .
f. Organization is necessary,. Formuiation of. ansyeér is verbal

expression score. )
g. - Test reflects education, social, and culturaalenvironment. .

‘2. ‘Examples and Pecularities::-

a._,  EX: How many ears do you have? .
b. EX: What do we call a baby.cow? ]
¢. EX: Why does oil float on water? .
d.  Test allows 5 conseécutive misses. o ) :

S

* SIMILARITIES . | W

-

b 0

1. -that it measures: ‘
a. Measures logical fault and'reason. = : . .
b. Measures abstract and conceptual thinking and assoclational-
fluency/verbal fluency, verbal comprehension.. .
c. Measures intellectual maturity ability to see relationships

and generalize. \ \\ -
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2, Examples and Pecularities:- .
a. EX: In what way are a wheel and a ball alike? How are they
thhe same? ) ) .
b. EX: In what way are an apple and a banana alike?
¢. «EX: In what way are a pound and a yard alike?
d. Discontinue after 3 failures. ‘
* /

o

ARITHMETIC’
1. What it measures:
" a. Measures pover of number reasoning.
b. Concentration ls more necessary. -
¢. Numerical fluency. Has time limit. .
d:. Has to. have seneral reasoning ability in numbers.

-~

2. Examples and Pecularities: . .
a: EX: If I cut an apple in half, hou'many pieces will I have?
b. EX: Jim had 8 marbles and he bought 6 more. How many marbles
did he have altogether? < :
¢. EX: Four boys had 72 pennies. They divided them equally
among themselves. How many pennies did each boy receive? .
d. Discontinue after 3 consecutive failures. ‘ :
e. There is a time limit for each problem.

-
.

VOCABULARY . ‘ ' !
1}. What it measures: . ——

a. Recall of previously learned apd used wvords. . ‘
b. Verbal compreherision/level of formulation and expression.
c. Maximal culture - more likely to reflect culturally disad—-
vantaged than any other score. o .

2. Examples and Pecularities: , . - v
a. Directions: "I am going to say some words, Listen carefally
and tell me what each word means? oo
,b. EX: What is a knife?
¢. EX:-What is an alphabet? \ .
d.- EX: VWhat does nonsense mean?
e. EX: What doe%.contagious mean?
L. Discontinue after 5 consecutive failures.

* COMPREHENSION , | . ///

. +
1. What_ift measures:
a. Use of past experiences.
b. Understanding of social situations.
¢'. Hzs practical common sense questions.

d. Requires understanding and judgement
balance. )

and stable emotional

.
' 23 C
hY JuU .
4
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2.’ Examples and Pecularities:
a* EX: What is the thing to do when you cut you? finger?
b, EX: What-is the .thing to do .if*a boy (girl) much smaller - -
than yourself -starts to fight with you? .
c.’ EX: Why shoulda promise be kept? “ Q
d. Generally long ques}ions. B
e.  Hard on audio impaired. : . ’
f. Maxim3l culture (WASP). - -
g. -MR/Disadvantaged: score will be low as culture not his/her.
h. Discontinue after L consecutive failures. .

DIGIT SPAN (OPTIONAL)

1. What it measures: !

a. A test to indicate reading readiness. |
b. Requires concentration, attention,' stc. - I
c. Requires ability to screen out distractions similar to
- - learning situation. ' |
2. Examples and Pecularities: . l
, a. Digits Forward: Directions: "I am going to, say some numbers.
. Listen carefully, and.when I am through- say them right after me." - |
b . b.] Digits Backward: Directions: "Now I am going to say some more ‘
riulbers; but this time when I stop I want you to say them back-
wards. For example, if I say ‘9-2-7, what would you say?" '
c. A'child who cannot remember 3 digits fdrward 1is usually not
ready for reading. . )
. d. Discontinue after failure on both trials of any item. "4
e. Digits.should be given at the rate of one per second.

\

PICTURE COMPLETTON \

1. What it measures:
a. Not positive what it measures. . . .
b. Alertness to environment, perceive detail and to ‘discriminate
between essential ‘and non essential detail. .
c. Perceptual foresight, visual cognition, utilizes past exper-
jences to measure pérceptual and conceptual abilities.
d. To comprehend a picture as a whole, test-requires no verbali-
zation. = ' T ,

' 2. Examplés and Pecularities: :
o. “Directions: "I am going to'show you some pictures in which
- there is a part missing.. Look at each picture carefully and tell -
me what is missing." o : ‘ 5
b. “EX: Picture-comb; Missing Part-tooth(teeth)
c. EX: Picture-scissors; Missing Part-screw (bolt)

d. EX: Picture-cow; M&ssing Part-cleft (sgplit) in hoof - )
e. Discontinue after &4 consecutive fdilures. . -
f. A maximum exposure of 20 seconds is allowed for each picture. °..

» B °

L]
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'PICTURE ARRANGEMENT

1. What it measures: -G ’

a. Measures social good sense, social alertness, ability to

see cause and effect or relationships, evaluative ability and
the ability to size up’a total situation that is social in
nature. . . '

b. Involves anticipation, visual perception, sequence of events
in a logical order and ability to synthesize segments into a ,
meaningful whole. ] . . .

T

2, Examples and Pecularities: | . .
a. Directions: For each item, the child is presented‘with a
series of pictures.in a mixed-up order, and is asked to arrange
them in an order that tells a story that makes sense. oL
b. Allow 45 seconds for items 1-8 and 60 seconds for 9-12.
¢. . EX: Place cards in front of the child. "These pictures tell
v - a story about a fight. The pictures are in the wrong order now. -
: See if you can put_them in.the right order so they tell a story
- that makes sense.” © .
d. Discontinue after 3 consecutive failures.

. BLOCK DESIGN . o .

1. What it measures: : . ) - ’
a. Involves the ability to perceive and analyze patterns, visual
motor coordination, logic reasoning applied to space relationships.
b, Involves ability to dopy and reproduce andssee whole part °© :
relationship. . \ N

-¢. No-'verbalization required. . ) .
d. No. 5-9 blocks could give clue %o color ﬁlindness. Indicator
of reading readinessv ; ' ‘ .

2. Exampdes and Pecylarities: ) . :

a. Materials: 9 blocks colored red on two .sides, white on tyo-

sides, and red/white on two sides. 11 cards with printed designs.

b. EX: Design 3 directions: Take four blocks in hand and say,

. .*See these bloeks? .. They are.all alike.. On some sides they are .
all red; on some, all white; and on some halg'red and half white."
furn blocks to show different sides. "They can be put-together:.
to make a design like the one you see on the card. Watch me."
Construct the design sloiiy. Then scramble blocks, give them td
the child. "Now you.make one like the card. Go ahead.® Start
timing. . ' ) ‘ , , ,
c. If using blocks instead of design cards then tester will
assemble designs behind a screen except for Design 1 and 3.,
d. Discontinue after .2 consecutive failures. :

v




203d

OBJECT ASSEMBLY

1. Yhat it measures: . i

a. Involves perception and conception from incomplete parts of

a familiar configuration. . .

b. Familiar configuration ability to analyze ahd synthesize
; . concrete forms. Spatial relationships, flexibility in working
P : toward an unknown .-goal. :
. : c. Visual/motor coordination, spatial orientation, effected by
- accuracy:of speed. )

2. Examples and Pecularities: .

a. The entire test is given fo all children..

" b. -Tester shields pieces when laying -them out.

c. Théere is a time limit for each item. ‘

d. EX: Sample Item Directions: APPLE. Arrange the pleces behind
the Object Assembly Layout Shield, according to the layout shown
below, Then expose the array, and say, "If these pleces are put
together the right way, they will make an apple. Watch how I do -
it."” -

SENIR
./’I‘,/ , . *

e. The tester tells child what items 1 and 2 are: girl and horse
rzspectively. No clue is given for items 3 and 4 (car and face).

)

GODING (A) _ .

i.- What -1t measures: )
a. Perceptual speed, fine eye-hand coordination, accuracy of
» symbolic faeility (how well does child use- symbols).
b. Change of mind set, concentration, attention. T .
c. Persistant effort, nsycho motor sneed, visual/motor coordina-
tion and ability to manipulate- pencil.

2. Examples and Pecularities: ,
a. No verbalization. .
b.” This is the first‘time subject picks up pencil.
c. If score is low it is fine-eye-hand coordination or memory .-
T span. . .
’ . d. Gives clue to readdng readiness.
. e. EX: Directions: Hand child pencil without an eraser and say,
: "Look here (point to the Key) and you will see a star, a ball, a
‘ - triangle, and these other things. Sce, the star has a line up -

and.down like this (pointYithe ball has two lines across (point); .

oo 233 .
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the triangle has one line across like this (point); the cross

has a 1ittle circle in the center, and the box has two straight
lines up and down. HNow look down here (point) where you see the
balls, the stars, the boxes, and other things all mixed up but
without any marks-in them. I want you to fill in the things

here with the same marks they hdve at the top. "This is the way
to do it: Here is a ball. ULet's look up at the top and find the
ball (point). You see iy has two lines going this way (point).
So you put the two lines in this ball like this (illustrate). ..
The star has one line going up and down, so you put the same

mark in here (point).. Now you do the other things until you get
to this .line (point)." When the Sample exerciSe has been com-
pléted, and the child understmnds what to do, $aj, "WhHen I tell’
you to start, you do the ﬁesapof them. Begin here (voint) and
£f111 ~in as many things as you can, one after the other, without
skipoing any. Keep going until I tell -you to stop. Work as
quickly as you can without making .mistakes. When you finish

this line (sweep across the first row), go on to this one (point).
Go ahead."(Pegin timing). At the end of 120 seconds, say, "STopP."

. -
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MATES (OPTTONAL)-

1. ‘Wnat it measures: v
a. Visual/perceptual/foresignt. I .
_b. Is child able to look and plan ahead?
¢. Visual/moto coordination (e.g., holding pencil)
d. Scores are effected by impulsiveness (e.g., might grab pen=
¢tl and hurry thriough).

2. Examples and Pecularities:

a. Discontinue after 2 consecutive failures. ‘

b. Each maze has a time 1imit. .

¢. The child should not 1ift vencil «from the patB and should be

reminded of this whenever necessary. There is no penalty for

1ifting the pencil. . ’

d. EX: Sample Directions: Place maze booklet in front of the

child. 'Demonstrate the sample maze as- follows.” Say, "See this

boy in the middle here? (Point) He wants to get out to the street,

there (point)., Let me show you how He could do it without getting’

stuck. Watch me." Illusirate. After completing the sample maze,

point to Maze 1 and say, "igw see if you can get-out of this one’
' . ‘
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yourself. Start here (point) and draw the path you should take
to get out without getting stuek. Don't lift your pencil from
the paper until.you have finished. Go ahsad." Start timing. The °
examples are shown below and on the following two vages. o
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| L ATTACHMENT 1: Transcript Sample ' : .
> L] . . R . . .
. Tester M.H. Tests Administered WISC-R (Similarities, Vocabulary, Object Assembly, Coriprehension
. Student Robard \ . . Digit Span); Wide Range Achievement Tests (Spelling, Math, Reading)
Date 8-24-79- © ‘'Running Time _73:25 Videotape Number 55 ' ‘
-3 R.TME |sEQ.#| sPEAKER | TRANSCRIPT \ : Page-1 of 23 copE | coMMENTS
, N T * ) (0:16 not transcribable) . ’ . . 1
. S D:16 1.0 Tester | Okay, I'm going to hold the stopwatch while we work. Otherwise you'll oP Opening
5 9 | ‘ -] be timing me[{(with) everything I do. : . A1
2.0 .| Student, hehheh yeah. Time-us. Let's see how long it takes us to s
2.1 do something. * . . . ‘ N ' '
+30 3.0 Tester | Well we'll inave some things that are-timed. Don't you remember I timed .
3.1 - you the other day/ Robard, there are a couple of things that I'm going
gﬁ 3.2 to have to_keep all of these things over here because I (want you “aw ) . .
. <45 T 13.3 ¢ Robard; I want us to go back to where we were the other day.and I want :
3.4 to ask you some things. Okay, now we've got to get serious and work.
1:00 3.5 Cause I want to know what you ¢an do. The other day I was asking 'you , IN WISC-R¢ b
3.6 Robard, how some things are alike. I wanted you to tell me how they | Similarities
N 3.7 weré the same. ' ' . : . . ‘
N 4.0 Student | Same or alike. . :
- 5.0 Tester | Uh huh. And you said you understood that. . .
« 1:15 .16.0 Student| Different and they seem different and . ’
7.0 | Tester | But remember the directions. You're supposed to figure- to tell me how
7.1 " they're alike. Okay/ . ‘ Co
o 8.0 Student | Oh yes. . : ' ‘ . .
R 9.0 Tester | All right. Now I'm going to say ASome things again, and I want you to
1:30 9.1 think real hard before you answef.// And I want you to give me your very :
9.2 . best answer Robard. . ° -
. 10.0 | Student - hhh
10.1 . Uh huh ' ) .
11.0 | Tester .| It's important. ' ‘ | E ,
12.0 | Student| ( : ) . )
13.0 | Tester | Okay. . . ' .
14.0 | Student| (Your very best) - B
1:45 15.0 | Tester | I'm going to be guaging you. I want you to do your very best. (:03) :
. 15.1 ‘Tell me how an apple and a banana aré" alike. ‘ -1 Q #s5
16.0 | Student| That's easy. \\} \ A (0
17.0 | Tester | Okay. . SAT | -
118.0 .| Student| They‘re hoth fruit. ‘ : A (2)
2:00 - {19.0 { Tester | Good. n . . E+
20.0 | Student| YEA::: (:02) Apple and banana are both fruit/ Yeah.
(:06) [playing with microphone] © |'IS*
2:15 21.0 | Tester | Okay. Now is that going to distract you Robard? ) : . |
2 ) 22.0 | Student| UN uh. : 244 |
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The double obliques indicate the

point at which a current speaker's

talk is overlapped (interrupted)
by .the talk of another speaker. ’

. A single hracket indicates the

with the overlapping talk placed
directly beneath the talk it over-
hps. ~ ) *

Double brackets placed in front

. two serially transcribed utter- °
ances indicate that they start
simultaneously. ' = ¢

An asterisk indicdtes the point

Oh, she puts it down:* ' Oh I see. at which, two overlapping utter-

ances end. In this example, the
words "ther" and "dowm" end
simultaneously. '

An alternate system, not used
in our transcripts consistently,
is to place an asterisk at the
point in each of the overlapping

utterances where the overlap ends.

In this example, "me" and ''One"
are uttered simulataneously.

The equal signs indicate latching
of talk, i.e., no interval between
the end of a prior and start of a
gext utterance. There are no gaps
or overlaps.

i~
\

4 /o ,
ATTACHMENT I1
READERS' GUIDE TO TRANSCRIPT SYMBOLS+ .
o0 )
I. Sequencing
!/ A: Okay, what letter is//that?
B: [c
I A: .Okay, read this problem right
- here for me. Tell//me
B: [ one plus one
is two. .
(L A [[No.‘ Put it there.
B: --0Oh, she puts it down.
3
1. 0 * : reNo. Put it there.
B: [[
. A: Tell//me* '
3 B! [ one* plus one is twa.
= A: All right, are you ready to -
work?= )
B: =Did I bring that pentil?
) ~N
\
- ~ !
" 4+ These

- I
transcript symbols are adapted from E.)'Scheglo:ff (1973).
. o

24,

point at which the overlap begins, .

.
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ATTACHIENT I1:

PAGE 2 .

((

))

7

READERS' .GUIDE TO TRANSCRIPT SYMBOLS

o 205a ' 1

Descriptive Davices

Sound-Production

A: Fifty-eight cents. All right/

B: ((Okay))

Az Was I close at least?

: Pardon/ .

A: Oh boy, this is gonna be fun!

A: How many hours did he work?

B: Thir::ty six hours. Right/ Am
I right?

A: You're doing a good job.

B: Can I just do pw'ma::::ze?

A: I need you to pay close atteantiom.

. How old are you, Joel?

B: Eight. =~ -~ t .

A: YOU'RE EIGHT YEARS OLD s¢ we're
going to start with number three.

A: I can't remember//Easter-

B: [ who-
=Who invented the elgctric
light bulb?

A: ((Okay. That's not quite‘right ))
(:02) ¥

B: Okay, can I pick one?

A:
B:

A
B:

A:

" It's not locked.

Well (just) shut it. '

(How come it was longer?)
((Just a little harder, I guess. ))

' (You know)
All right. (Maybe)

just a’little bit before.

we -worked

. I think that's ( Y

: . Tell me what a hat is.

(:02)
You wear 1it.

24,

P ]

also indicate intonation.
.2 Question may be comstructed
- with a "7' or . .

— n G Gmms Vs &

Puuctuation'markets are not alwais
used as grammaticpl symbols. They
Thus,

N
P

Coloun(s) 1ndicate that the prior’
syllable is prolonged. ‘Multiple
colons indicate a more prolonged«
or stretched’ syllable, as in’"the
second instance. .
Underscoring indicates various
forms of stressing, and may
involve increased ‘pitch or vol-
ume. Capital letters indicate
increased volume to the point

of "shouting."”

The dash indicztes a self-
interfuption or cut-off of.a
woxd.

-

" Materials within double parentheses’

indicate various forms of decreased

or lowered volume, i.e., whispering. -

Single parentheses indicate that
transcrihers are not sure about
the word(s) contained therein. °_
Pairs of parentheses, as in the

_third instance, offer two possible

earings, and address the equivo-
kality of each. Ewmpty parentheses,
indicate that no 'hearing' was
achieved. The amount of 'space
within the parentheses indicates
how long the utterance is. that is
not transcribable.

An arrow above an utterance
indicates a 'speeding~up' of
the word(s), i.e., the speaker
is talking very fast.

.
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© ATTACHMENT 1I: READERS' GUIDE TO TRANSCRIFT SY-.‘BOLS.-

PAGE 3

easy.

1ike that.

a.stretch break?

and stretches

[

(0:00) A: Llet's go to the -next ‘one.
: Nine, two, five. (:05) That was

At You make your drawings look jupt
B: (1:13) [working]
{ 1 A: Ready/ (:05) [lays-out cards]
B: [working] (:10) I think I got it.
« [continues working] (:14) ((Okay.))
. 'S .
A: (Are you) sure you did them right?
Don't don't speed up so miss any
. of them [coughs].
B: Right/ (Right again) {whistlies]

A: Do you need to stand up and take:

B: (Might as well.) (:14) [stands

' 205b

.

Numbexs in parentheses indicate
elapsed time in seconds. Numbers
appearing in front of a colon
indicate time in minutes.

Haterials within brackets imdicate
features of the audio-video portion .
other than actual verbalization,
i.e., non=verbal ‘hehavior. Other

times, they are used to inform

the reader of verbalized behavier
that is not transcribable. When
parentheses occur along side of
transcribed comments within brztkels,
it indicates how'much time-elapses

to complete the activity or evaut.

i




