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@ . Abstract

This study investigated how often and to what extent during a multifactored
assessment school psychologists used techniques for nondiscriminatory assessment,
“and determined the level of their participation in devaloping educational pro-
grams for handicapped minority students. The School Psychologists Use of Nori=
8i§CfiﬁiﬁéE6ry Assessment (ébUN) was used to eiiciﬁ réséonsés from thé 71 school
psychologists who participated in the study. The ::ésuits indicated that the
participants seldomly used the techniques described in the SPUN or othér less

did participate in certain aspects of educational programuing. Based on these.
‘results, it was recommended that preservice and inservice training programs
consider including competéncy areas which emphasize the use and, pérhapéf
" development of techniques for nondiscriminatory assessment and participation

in the development of educational programs which enhance cultural diversfty.

o

143

¢y




) , - Nondiscriminatory
- 4 Assessment
: a2
*School Psychologists' Use of Techniques
for Nondiscriminatory -Assessment

Introduction

During the ééﬁt decade educators have became increasingly concerned about the
use of standardized tests to 1dentlfy and place handicapped minority students,
especially blacks agg Hlspanlcs (Gay & Abrahams, 1972) . Tests were often deplctéd
as &iééfiﬁiﬁétééy because they projected only white, middle-class values and atti=
tudes and did not reflect the linguistic and cultural experiences of minority
groups. The use of tests often lead to stereotyped éducétionéi practicés,.héipéd
maintain prejudicial éttitddés, and'\#r’estricted educatiénai and vocational oppor-
tunities for youngsters, both handicapped and nonhandicapped (Oakland, 1973; Laosa &
Oékiand, 1974) . BAnother result was the identification of handicapped students from
minority groups in numbérs that were dispropportionate to the racial composition of
society as a whble, whicﬁ resulted in disproportionate numbers in Spéciéi education
classrooms for the educable mentally retarded (Burke, 1975). Despite efforts to
reverse this trend, the results of a recent surtey indicated increasirigly dispro-
portionate numbers, especially blacks, in speCJAl education classrocms overall
(Tucker,1980) -

Charges of racial bias leveled specifically at the assessment process and
the assessors were followed by resolutions fraom the Association of Black
Psychologists, and other professional ofgénizétiéns, calling for a moratorium cn
the use of tests with mirority group children. The judicial system became “in-
volved to determlne the extent chlldrens rlghts were being violated. Findings
from Diana v. California State Board of Educatlon (1969) and, more recently, Larry
P: v. Riles (1979) ipﬁfirﬁéd the existefics of discriminatory practices: These
findings were affirmed by Congress in Public Law 94-i42, which, among other guide~

" lines for evaluation, requires the establishment of procedures for the selection |
and use of tests that are no% féciéiiyaof culturally discriminatorv.

Ll
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Duffey, SalviaihTucker, and Ysseldyke (1981) described discriminatory assess-

ment as constant er in decisions, predictions, and inferences about members of

particular groups. Hiéfbfiééii?; éffatééie; employed to eliminate discriminatory
aspects inciuded attempts to minimize the cultural and verbal comporients of testing;
so-called culture free and culture féiﬁ:testing (Cattel, 1950; Davis & Eells, 1953).
More recently, other strategies have been developed that are potentially nondis-
criminatory. Culture specific tests, such as the Black Intelligence Test of .
Cultural Homogeheity (BITCH) (Williams, 1972), were developed for a specific racial

 group having a cammom, . identifiable geographic region. Criterion-referenced mea-
éuféé were éiééﬂdéééfibed as an answer. These tests assessed specific educational
goals and were suggested to be more relevant to educational intervention (Drew, 1373;
Brady, Manni, & Winnikur, 1983). DeAvila and Havassy (1975) proposed the use of tests
based on Piaget's stages of cognitive development.: They ccntended that these tests
were more likely to determine fairly the abilities of children from culturally di=
verse Backgfounds; Feuerstein (1979), among others, propcsed assessing an indi-
vidual's ieaxn;ng“potentia1:rather than current abilities, a factor measured by |
traditional intelligence tests. Feuerstein concluded that this learning potential
assessment(device (LPAD) is a fairer means of assessment, since it might reduce the
effects of c.ltural disadvantage. ;

' One of the newer approaches to nondiscriminatory assessment has been the
use of.pluralistic ﬁbfms, such as the System of Multicultural Pluralistic
Assessment (SOMPA) (Mercer & Lewis, 1978). Used with existing_tests, plurélistic
néiﬁs.éfe usually standardized on blacks, Hispanics and other racial and cul-
tural éibupé. Transiating existing tests into other languages (Alééée;:1978),

aitering test administration procedures (i.e., Harber; 1982), and training

children to take tests (Oakland, 1972) have been suggested as procedures whith
improve performance on standardized tests. Proponents of these approaches con-

tend that'minority group childrens' scores are more accurate and testing is less

[t
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discrininatory (Bailey & Harbin, 1980). o

While much cr1t1c1sm has been leveled at the dlscrlmlnatory aspects of
testing, referral and placement also have the: potent¢al for bias. Durlng
referral teachers may refer as academic problems those children %ho have not been
the lowest academically in the class but -hose whose behavior they find disturbing,
from familiés that speak a foreign language, or who exhibit other characteristics
(i.e:, dress poorly) (Tobias; Cole, zirbin, & Bodlakova, 1982). As noted, during
piaceﬁeﬁt many minority group children have been routinely placed in classrooms for
the educabie mentally retarded. Given the strong evide.ceé that such classes were

often_ineffective (Dunn, 1968), assigrment often constituted evidence of a di scrimi=
natory practice (Oakland, 1980).

School psychologists often have direct control over same of the factors.that
66ﬁtii5ﬁtedto discriminatory assessment. Much control is exhibited.When these pro-
feééiohél use techniques which facilitate nondiscriminatory aeéessment and par-
ticipate in the development of educational programs for handlcapped mlnorlty stu-
_oents (Fairchild, 1982). While techniques are available, the extent that they are

being used has not been determined. Some pesearchers, in fact, have suggested

’1’1\ :

that few school peéthologists are trained in the area of‘nondiscriminatory assessment
and, Eherefore; know little about procedures for evaluating children from minority
group backgrounds (Coulopoulos, Note 1). The purpose of this research, then, was to
determine how often and to what extent during a multifactored evaluation school
psychologists employed certain techniques for nondiscriminatory assessment, and to

ascertain the level of their involvement in developlng educational prcgrams for

handicapped minority studernts. It was expected that the results; of this invest—

igation would indicate: . ‘ :

1. School psychologists selddly used techniques for nondieoriminatory
-assessment. - ;

2. School psychologists seldomly participated in developing educaticnal

]
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programs for handicapped ﬁiﬁéﬁiE& students.

3. There is a significant difference among the frequency and degree school
psychologists use nondisc, rImInatory assessment and &he level of theIr
participation in’ educational programming.

3

Method

rr

Participants

Using a convenience sampling procedure (Sowell & Casey, 1982), the 200 par-
ticipants 'in this anestlgatlon Qéfe from the membership of the Chio Schooi Psy-
chologists' Association, which furnished a list of over 600 names and addresses.
All were full-time school psychologists practicing in various school districts
_ throughout Ohio. To increase the potential for participation by school psycholo-
gists working with handicipped minority student populations; approximately one-
half, about 50%; of the participants practiced in urban areas. The other 50%
practiced in suburban and ‘rural areas. .
Instrument

am experlmenta1 éhree-part questlonnalre, based on a pilot survey of schooi
psychologlsts in Tyler, Texas, was used in this investigation. The School Psychoio-
gists Use of Nondiscriminatory Assessment (SPUN), along with a stamped; seif-
addressed envelope, was mailed to each participants After a second mailing; a:total
of 71 questionnaires were fétdfhéd; a response rate of 36%. Raéia£‘édmpdsitioﬁ
of the school districts in which the participants worked was 88% white, ii%'biack,
.7% Hispanic, and .3%other, including Asian Aheiiééﬁé; In the special education |
programs the racial composition was 87% white, 12% black, .9% Hispanic, and .1%
other, 1ncludlnq A51an Americans. |

The first section of the SPUN requested demographtc information including race,

sex, age, years of experlen-e, educational level, and school setting (urban, sub-

urban , or rural). Demographic data follow in Table 1.
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The second section asked participants to specify the frequency (“how often”)
and degree ("to what extent during an evaluation") they used certain Eéééﬁiéﬁés
-for nondiscriminatory assessmenti Theseiteéﬁniqdes were selected from literature
outlining various procedures (i:e.; buffey; etal.; r981) and included, along with
descrlptlons; {a) culture:free'tests, (b) cuiture ﬁair tests, (c) culture specrflc;'

, tests;, (d) linguistic transiations of existing tests; (e) alteration of test ad-

ministration pfeceaares; (f) Piagetian tasks,; (g) pluralistic nomms, inciuding
soMPa, (h) criterion-referenced Eééis; and (i) the learning §6Eéntiéi ésséssﬁéﬁt
device (LPAD). In addition; partrcrpants were allowed to resoond if tney used a
édﬁtiﬁatibn of these teéhniQﬁes or other ®rocedures. A EWb—aiﬁensidnai rating
* system, portraying both frequency and degree dnmensrons was employed in an effort
to allow the respondents an opportunity to provrde drfferentzai responses, The
frequency scale was a Likert-type format ranging from I ("never") to 4 (“"very
often™) . Srmiiariy, the degree scale ranged frcm 1 ("never") to 4 ("during ailil
Jpﬁases of an evaluation"). The school psychologists; were asked to respond to each
item by circling their responses. )

The third seétibn requeste& from participants information concerning the
extent they were 1nve1ved in educatlng handicapped mlnorrty students The 13 ltems

in this sectlon ‘were seleécted frcm literature descrlblngftbe responsibilities of

school psychologists in prbViding appropriate educational programs for these students.
(ise.,. Council for Exceptional Chiidren, 1978). Participants responded on a Likert-
type scale from 1 ("never") o 4 (“always") and were asked ‘to circle their responses.
Mea scores for each participant.were generated for the frequency scale, -
degree s:Eéle, and section three. Reliabilify for the SPUN was estimated using

Q
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the Coefficiart_Alpha f?nnula (Cronbach, 195%), which yielded c‘:oefficients"

of .93 for the frequency scale, .95 for the degree scafe, and 83 for sect_on three
Valldlty was demonstrated through a s1gnrf1cant correiatlon r(25) = .75 ';E< 05,
representlng ‘the extent of agreement on the rtems of theeSPUN between trainers of

{

Vschool psychologlsts (i;e;,;coirege professors) and chief school psychologléts.
| ) | Resulis |

7 To assess whether there were slgnrfrcant d1fferencesebetween observed and

expeCted levels of using tecimiques for rendiscriminatory assessment, s1mple chl;

équare was enplOYed (Norusis, i9825' As, shown in Table 2, this procedure lndlcated

S1gn1f1cance levels of at least .05 on ail’ 1tems of both the frequencv and degres

scales of the SPUN: Consistent with expectatlons, tHe results revealed that par-

I
A3

Insert Table 2 About Here

ticipants' mean Scores were skewed, iﬁdiééfiné that they seldamly utilized technigues
déscribed in the qiestionnaire. ehi—square was employed also to, determlne differences.
bétween observed and expected 1eveis of part1c1patlon in developlng educatlonal pro~
grams. Contrary to expectations, the resuits, deprcted in Table 3, lndlcated that

on certaln items dlfferences among mean scores were non51gn1f1cant, 1nd1cat1ng that
the participants cons1stent1y- ‘developed act1v1t1es which enhanced positive self- h
concepts §£2 =7.14, df =3, p<:07); developed aCtIVItIeS which fostered motlvatlon
(X? = 6.33, df =3, p< 08), comm&nié ed with parents in a fashion that depicted

A — 1

6, 3, p <:14); assessed to determine varia-

their culturzl awareness Q&z = 5;

Il
& 'Iﬂ:@ |
|

tions in learning styles (x° = 5.11, & = 3, p <.16); ocutlined provisions against
long~term placement in self-contained classrooms x? = .38, &f = 3, p<.94); and
specified appropriate curricular adaptations in the réqular classrocm Qi? = 3,20,

df = 3, p <.36).

—




Nondxscfiﬁigatory
- : ; Assessment .
. a}— -
Insert Table-3 About L

T . -

To determine if 51gn1f1cant clrferences ex15€ed anong mean scores on the
N .

frequency scale degree scale- and sectlon three, unlvarlate analysxs of Var’ance

. was conducted’ (Nbru51s 1982) The analy51s 1nd1cated that sxgn:fxcant d1ffer—

S

ences were ev1dent, Er(2,412) : 61 24 ‘E< OOOi Post hoc analysxs usxng the
Tukey HSD procedure revealed that the part1c1pants ~had sxgniricantly bigher mean
scores on sectlon three ot the SPUN Thls flndlng suggested that the srhooi psy—

ChOlOngtS partlcpatgd in educational programming more ofteﬁ than they used tech- ‘

-niques for nondiscriminatory assessment. Table 4 presents means and standard devia-

tions for frequenscy and degree "cales and section three

e e LI -

53

u

Insert Table 4 About Here

’ o f
' Discussion 4
’ The results of this 1nvest1gatlon indicated that the partlolpants seldomly

utilized technlques whlcﬁ possrbly reduce bias dur1ng assessment. This flndlng
o

is generally supported by educators who suggest that school psychologists, refard-
less of the guality or recerncy of their training, aré;pooriy pregéred to eValuate
children frem minority groups (Telzrow, Note 2). Such poor training can be
 reflected in lack of knowledye about devices for nondiscriminatory assessment
(Joﬁﬁsoﬁ, 1983), poor interpersonal skllls Whlch can adversely effect the perform—
,;ance of children on standardlzea tasts (Oakland, 1980), and mnsen51t1v1ty to + ..
fééEéfé which bias test results, such as examiner bias, tésting téchniques,_
linguistic characteristics and test format (échultz & Fortune, 395i);

\

\
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Contrary to expectations, the,school psychologists indicated that they
consistenti§ participatedrin certain aspects of sducational programing. This
- finding wés affirmed in this inVéstigatiSn by Significant résults which indicated
that tﬁg'participants were in§oivéé in éducétibnalrprogramming foré often than
f%éy‘uséd technlques for nondlscrlmlnatory assessment Possihie ekplanations

- for thesé results are twofOld. First, since the enactment of .Public Ldw 94- 142
+ and in an effo:t to providé_moré‘appropriate educatlon for the handlcappe;,
) - school psychologists havelexpandéd their range ct professional responslbllltles ‘
to become increasingly imvolved in consultation with teachers on curriculum

~

6‘4'\

nodifications, remedigtion strategies, and behavior managemest progians (Gargiulo,

"o

riécus, Mafoﬁéy, & Fauvér,~i§éi) Second, many school psychology training proi
grams:that have tradltlonally emphasized the "psychometric model" are moVing
toward7the "assessment—consultant model" described hy Fairchild (1982) in an
. effort to apprOprlately meet the needs of a-diverse populatron of students and
7torsatlsfy the 1ncreas1ng educatlonal and adrinistrative demands that aré a
\corollary to conduCtlng multlfactored assessments 7 ' .
e The present flndlngs 1mply that profess1onals hoplng to prov1de apprOprlate
educatlon for hand;capped mlnorlty students can begln with the 1nclu51on of com-
‘petency areas on nondlscrlmlnatory assessment rnto preservrce and inservice .
' training prograns for school psychologists, “Content in’such areas might empha-
size: (a) culture, values, ianguagé,iand behavior patterns; (b) school .accul-
turatron r2cds; (c}_differént leéarning styies;.(d);ethicai standardS;fcr educational
. and psychological testing, -and for school psychologists; (e) other regources and
methods og obtaining useful infommation; and (f) ‘application of assesément results
to the develdpment of appropriate educational pians (Almanza & Mosley; 1987;
éoulopouics; Note i) . Additional coutent mlght focus upon the use and lnter
;pretatlon of Standardized tests to obtain valld and reliable assessment lnformr

atron, and the use and" perhaps, development of proven technlques for nundrs—
- : )

- . .
° . - . 1
K . ) . . .
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criminatory assessment.

" Although the 'p'articipénts indicated that they were consistently involved -ih

educational progranmlng, the results validated 51gnrfrcant partrcrpatlon on only

six out of thirtesn areas. In ract. Ln certain lnstances their rnvolvement was

a

typical (i.e., specifying agpropriate curricula idaptations in the reqular class-
room) and not éuppléméntél to what‘wés prcviaéa o ﬁaﬁaiééﬁﬁéa;ééﬁaéﬁfé in general.

- Where lmprovenent is needed. Assuming that school psychologlsts have emploved

nondlscrlmlnatory lnstruments they must exercise spec:ai sen51t1v1ty in helping

develop educational programs (Councll for Exceptional ehrldren; 1978) . School

psychologists, bécause of their unique positiéh; can sensitize both admini ”‘sEfétérs

and practltloners to the cultural and lrngurstrc characterrstlcs WhICh many mlrorlty
children brlng to school. ‘Approprlate curriculum adaptatrons can revolve around ]
materials and teachlng act1v1tles whlch make aiiowances for cuitural diversity.
CrlthS of this study will be quick to pornt oqf‘that some of the technicues
descrlbed in this study have ot been valldated (Ia?" SOMPA) and others have ‘been

determlned to be of 11m1ted usefulness (1 e:; culture specrflc tests) The fact

remalns, howevers that few of tne part1c1pants indicated usrng technrques Eﬁét
(Oakland,lBBO,Emffey; et al., lQBl); Furthermore, most of the schootl psychologrsts
did fiot specify the us€ of other téchniques not considered in the questionnaire
although they had an oééortunity to provide fhis mfoﬁtaﬁzoﬁ '
The small Samplé size, coupled with the limitations of questionnaire research
(see CampbSll & Stanley, 1963), indicates that the results can bé ganeralized
onlyrto évsﬁnilér population. ThlS research does represent a startrng point- rn
determlnlng the extent school psychologrsts employ technrques for nondrscrrmr-'

natory ééséssment. It Seems reasonable to conciude that the use of such devices,.‘.j
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coupled with sound special education practices, can provide a basic found-

ation formeeting the needs of hénéicé.’p’péci minority students. .
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TARLE 1
Derographic Data

Characteristics 'Frequency . %

tale -
Temale : . 47

Oy W
oy L
. LI
N QO

230 19
31-39 3

wuwon
L X . L2 L
0 oV oo

N

46 and above . 17

Black 2 2.8
White 67 94.4
American Incdian 0 0.0
Hispanic 1 1.4
Asian Ameri 1 1.4

Asian American

o-4 - YA 23.9
5-8 ' 19 26.8
9-12 17 23.9
17 or more 10 14.1
Educational Lével -
Bachelors' ' Lo - .0.0
Masters' \ 53 74.8
Specialists’ 7 -9.9
Doctorates' ; , 1t 15.5
Geographic Region . ..
Urban _ 23 32 |
Suburbar . 35 . 49
Rurat C 13 ﬂ 18

-
oy




TAREE 2
“ 7 Chi-Square Values on the

Frequency and begree Scales
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Items X o)

1. Culture fair tests 39.36 .001
2. Culture free tests 50.85 .001

3. cCulture specific Eésts 160.83 }.061

4. Linguistic translations L

of existing tests 154.86 ° .001

5. Aiteration{of test _ . o o
admninistration procedures 49.73 .001

6. Piagetian tasks 84.89 .001

7. Pluralistic nomms,

including SOMPA 68.44 ".001

8. Criterion-referenced o N
assessment

9. Learning Potential - -

Assessment Device (LPAD): 90.07 .001
10. Combination of the above
Other techniques *

20.32 . .001

44.73 .001

63.93  .001

174.91 .001

148.10 .00l

43.76 .001
76.21 .001

101.21  .001

110.01 .001

148.10 " ,001

Z
I
~J
L
|6
I
w
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TABLE 3

Chi-Square Values on Section Three

<=

take into conSLderatlon C
language and dialect 11.87 .01

2. Jwaeloplng behav1or manage— .
ment plans. , 15.82 . 001

3. Outlining classroom activi-
ties which emphasize’ cultural .
diversity. .62.24 ;001

4. Developlng act1v1t1es whlch
' enhance positive self- _ .
concepts. ’ . 7.14 NS i

S. DéVéloﬁing,éctivities which o
- foster motivation. 6.33 NS

6. Commmicating with parents
in a fashion which dépicts o
your cultural awareness. 5.56 NS

7. Identifying educational .
materials that depict multl— o o
cultural- themes. , 43.08 .001

8. Assessing to detémmine o -
variations in learning styles. 5.11 NS

9. Providing access to a full
" continuum of alternative o o
placements. : - 18.41 .001

10. Prov1d1ng opportunltles for
interaction with nonhandi-
capped mlnorlty and whlte S .
children. ' , 14.47 .01

11. Outlining provisions against
long-term placement in sélf= L L
contained classrooms. . 38 NS

|
‘* |
|

I
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TABLE 3 - cont'd .
12. Specifyving.appropriate
’ curricular adaptations o o ~

in the regquiar classrcom. - 3.20 NS

13. Offering consultative

services which help

teachers foster sensi-

tivity towards handicapped : ,

minority stwlents. 11.99 .01 i

W
5
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TABLE 4
Means and Standard Deviations, for
Scores on the SPUN

Scales N M SD

Frequency 71 1.51 .37
Degree B 1.53 .47
Section Three 71 ©2.42 .71

Note: Total mean scores equal 213.




