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Improving 'the Utilization and Educational Relevance of
Individual Psycho-Educational Assessment Reports in
the Placement Of and IEP Development For
Handicapped Native American Childfen

v INTRODUCTION

Q

“ : '
Each year, schools throughout the United States spend millions of

dollars on diagnosis and assessment of children with suspected‘1earning
handic aps ﬂGos]in, 1963). A significant amount of this assessment is
provided by ;choo]_psycho]bgists_administeriné individual psycho-educational
tests to children who have been referréd. Iﬁ&iiiduai psychological assess-,
ment traditionﬁliy includes .three areas: (a) data collection that includgs
review of referral and existing assessment information, (b) assessment--the
administration 6f individual tests designed to measur; ability, lapguage
skills, échievement, sociai behavior, emotioﬁa] factoﬁs,'psycho-motor skills,
etc., and (6) communicating-results fhrough preparation and submission of
psychological testing reports and/or student staffings to assist in the
'interpretatioﬁ of testing results (Oak]and & Matuszek; 1977, 1983). IA
practice, the above pfocess may emphasize one or two of the listed areas and
virtually iénore others (Grubb, 1581). Depending on how completely each
component is addressed, the cost for each child's evaluatioq may_?ange'from
$50 to séiera] hundred. ™

There is evidence, however, which suggests that 'testing results,
especially in the form of individual psycho-educational testipg reports, é%e
not particularly usefuiito teachers. and ofher school personnel (Fifield,
1980). In many cases, -individual psychofeducationa1 reports are used only to

heet the 1e§a1 requirements for placement of children in special education

programs. If inhividua]'psycho-educatibnai reports are not used to diagnose

-
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problems and providing meaningfu} recommendations for remediation, the

process of individual assessment becomes an irrelevant and extremely

_expensive exekcise in both time and resources. Even though the utility of

S . ) . ). .
individually administered psycho-educational testing is a crucial issue,

there is a paucity ot literature which describes or documents efforts'to
systematically improve the relevance and usabi]ity‘of indjvidual.psycho—
educational testing rgsu]ts. '

This prpjecF investigated the extent to which testing rsPor%;'were used
by school persdnne] in the Fort Defiance Agency on the Navajo Reservatien,
and identified the problems and obstdcles which affect the value and the use
of such teéting reports. -Based on information collected in the first phase,
the psycho:;ducational eva]uhtion and reporting procegs were modified in an
attémé}.to 1mprové the uti1ity aﬁd re]e;ance of the assessment préfess in the
p]acement‘of children in special education é;a developing individual educa-
tiOnal plans. As the second objective, the project dgve]oped apd implemented
an ihservice.training program for school personnel and school psycho1ogis£s
to jncrease their understandind of individual tests and practice the skills
necessary in using psycho-educational testing reports for placement and
program development. The report describes the activities of the project and

suﬁhari;es the evaluation data indicating the impact of the various -

interventions.

-

Funding for the Study = . ‘ -

Suppdrt for the various components and anivities whick constituted this

study was obtained from three sources: ’

' * . =~y
1. A contract to the Exceptional Child Center from phe'Fort Defiance Agency

of the Navajo Area Bureau of Indian Affairs Office to provide individual

-
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psycho-educatjona] evaluations to Fort Defiance students refefred during- ~

the 1980, 1Qé1fand41982_sch061 years. )

ot 2. A contract to the Exceptidgal Child Center from the Fort Defiance Agéﬁcy

« to provide inservice trainiﬁg addressing issues concerning psycho- |
educationa]-testing; placement, referral, and prog?amming decisions for

v special educati?m children for 1981 and 1982,

3. ‘A grant from the U.S. Department‘of Education, 6fficé‘oﬁ Specig] Educa-
tion, authorized under CFDA 84.023E Assessment Research. Funds from the
pffice of Special Education (bSE) were provided in response to a proposal
submitted January 9, 1981 and approved to commence September 3, 1981,
Grant #G0081-00322. The OSE granf provided: (a) the staff to conduc{
the evaluation of the testing procedures an& reports, including the
desigh of the critique and evaluation instruments,<inservice training,

and pata collection, (b) computer time for analysis of data, and

N (c) preparation of reports. 2
1 . This final report is divided into the following sections: (1) Abstract

and Summary of Recommendations, (2) Introduction, (3) Objectives and-Method-
o]ogy: (4) Results, and (5) Discussion aﬁd R&commendations.
In Section 5, "Discussion anq Recommendations", the results are

intefpreted, discussed, and recomﬁendations to the Fort Defiance Agency and

BIA Special Education Program are brovided.\ This final section combines
the quantitative data co]]ectéd during the study with the perceptions of the '

project §taff and the prinC?pa{s, special education staff, énd spécia1 , T/'ZH(’

service staff of the Fort Defiance Agency. These data were co]]ected';riMa-

rily by Dr. Charles Deal who throughout mest of this study served as the

Director of Special gggéatiqn of the Fort Defiance Agency, and Mr. Norman

Wilcox who sefved the: last féw months in this capacity.

- .
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. also contained in the Resource Manual.

3

Accompanying this report i§ the "Inservice Training Resource Manual"
which contains the inservice training manuals used for the workshops provided

Fort Defiance .school personnel August 11-14, 1981 and August 11-12, 1982, -

togqther with the workshop:evaiuation reports. In addition, two inservice -

workshops were tonducted for the schob]“psycoo1ogists who administered the
individual psycho1ogic;? asseSsment to children referred during the years
1981 and 1982. These workshops were provided Auqust 27 1981 3nd/’abust 28,
1982. Epe agendas for these workshops, workshop materia]s, work activities,

and exercises for- participants together with a\workshop eva]uatioh report are

[§

~
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ABSTRACT AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Abstract _

Itlw_as.the purpose of 'this project to: (a)jetermine,the stréngths and
weaknesses of the psycho—educationa] assessment process followed in the Fort
Defiance Agency on the Navajo Reservation and to initiate appropriate changes
for improvement, (b) deve]op and :provide inserv1ce training for teachers and
administrative staff at the Fort Defiance Agency and to schoo] psycho]ogists
who provide psycho]ogica] services, and (c) evaluate the impact-of: _ (1) the
changes made in the individual psycho-educational testing, and (2) the
« inservice training provided to-schocl personnel and bsycho]ogists.

. The research design utilized time series measures of assessment and

- intervention. Data was collected from three in- tack schools in. the Fort

Defiance Agency durinq 1980 through 1982. The data included: (a) an

analysis of th findings and recommendations contained in 321 individual

.psycho educatian reports, (b) a structured critique by school] personnel of

79 testinq reports to eva]uate their educational relevancy, usabiiity, and

accuracy, (c) an analysis of.the relationship between the recommendations in R
. psycho-educational testing reports and rétonm ndations on the students' IEPs,

and (d)‘bbservationa1 and interview data coAlected systematicaiiy.during the

project.

The findings.suggest that the utilization and educational relevance of
psycho-educational testing reports can -be significantly improved by:

1. Increasing the familiarity of psrcho]ogists with the instructionai
materials, service and p]acement programs, and teaching phi]osdbhies of

the schoo] district, the bui]ding, and the individual teachers for whom

testing‘reports are being prepared.

ld
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Increasing the interaction and dialogue between the psychologist anq
appropr;ate school personnel before testing and particularly in staffing
afierftésting. » .
Adapting the format of individual psychp—edUcationai teé;ing reports to
ensure thatlg'lyi include essential data points necessary for placément
and programming decisions, provide a synthesis.bf available studé;t
assessment infg?mat%on, highlight important &ata, eliminaté jargon, and
focus' on iﬁétructional recomméndatibns,

Improving and expanding the descriétive information contained from the\
student referral process. ; |
Evaluating and providing feedback to the psychologists from scheol
personnel concerning the usefulness and relevance of their assessment

services in making placement and programming decisions. .‘ P

From the .data collected and analyzed and the experience in condﬁfting

this study, the following recommendations -are presented, and discussed:

1.

1

That the process by which students are referred fog assessment services
be reexamined and evaluated. ' |

That a “standard" testing report format be designed and utilized based on
the- information needs of test result users and the provisions of Public

Law 94-142.
X,

. That culture and language bias be controlled procedurally.

That Navajos be trained and certified as school psycholqgists;

That future psycﬁb4educationa1 testing contracts increase the Speciffcity;i

and the description of the services to be provided and that test result
users participate in the selection of the contractor.
That the instructional program in basic mathematics and reading for the,

Fort Defiance Agency be reexamined.

i | 15
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Summary'of Recommendations ) .

*]he‘recommendations and findings derived from this §tudy, including the
data' collected ahd analyzed; the experiences of providing the psycho{og{calﬁ
services‘ designing’hﬁd cdnddcting the inservice training, énh evaluating the
re]evance of the test1ng reports, along with the inservice training, are v

part1cu1ar1y app11cab1e to the Fort Defiance Agency However, the f1nd1ngs
'also have direct application to manyibther BIA boarding schools where
cdndi:igns and respgnsibi]fties are very similar. In addition, it is felt
that the recommendations and ffndings will have meaning and appThitation in
regu]ér public education and §ch001 dislricts in gengra]. The de]oWing
section presents a summary of the recommendations, further discu;sjon;of
these recommendatiens is contained in Chaptem 5, pages 11\ through n23.
S 1. It is recommended that the §tudent referral p?oéess aﬁd formé-Byﬂ;hich .
N students are referred for psychological testing be examinéd and r,
reevaluated. The referral process should serve both as a summat1on of
. past concerns and as an entry point into the psycho- educatlonal ’
assessment pracess. Referral information must contain certain provisions
whereby the referral question (need or reason for the referral) can be
clearly identified, thus enabling fhe diagnosticjan providing individual
assessment to respond to the information needs of the referrer. If

individua] asseésment is to probide more than general érientation.type "
data, it must serve the information need;~of the referrer. When such -
nee{%sand concerns are not clearly presented, diagnosticians tend to use =
screening and broad purpose instruments wh1ch ‘often dup]lcate what has
previously been done and do not provide the des1red degree of specificity
which makes informatipn they contain relevant and usable for the

referrer.

A ” | ' 16.
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- ~most effective control for instrument and professional bias appears to be"ﬂf}g‘

To control cu1ture and 1anquage bias in psycho]ogica1 assessment, it is:\r,

Cx
recommended that’ convergent data procedures (confirnation data and e \\
obtaining second opinions) and synthesizing all relevant data in a repOrt.:§
should be followed. Exist1ng individual assessment instruments do. not f;f\

adequately contro1 for cu1ture bias and ava11ab1e alternatives to "g3" B

standardized tests have not proven to be effective. At this time, the o

procedural safeguards emphasizing a vér{ety of different instruments -".§$§1
designed to obtnin needed specific information with results:validated |
against other data to test out causative and treatment hypothesis.
ITt is recommended that a "standard" testing report format be designéd and -
utitized based on the information needs of test resuit users and the
provisions of Public Law 94-142. The “stannard" testing report %ormat
.should contain the essential data upon which p1acement and program
fdecis1ons can be based. The report format should requ1re the exam1nen to .
either address each essential information point or provide an exp(;nnt n

as fo why such information was not considered relevant. S .
There is an urgent need for trained and certified Navajo psychologists
fluent in Navajo and familiar with the culture to provide needed
p§ycho1ogi;a1 serviées on the reservation. Until competent Navajo : ,
psychologists are available, the following recommendations are made:
"a. Anglo school psychologists, in training, should be given greater
p oppo'rtunitieé to work with Névajo\ and Na_tiv-e American children under
apprdpriate supervision. The current practice df confracting for
psychological assessment services with only licensed pSycho]ugists,‘
irregardless of tneir prior expefience and famifiarity with the

" Navajo way of life and the service delivery systems on the

8 17 ¢
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reservation, preVents Anglo psychoiogists from Bbtaining the
experience they neeq\fo better serve Navajo children.
b. When Navajo 1hterpretérs,are utilized, theymust be carefully trained
._and familiar with the coﬁtepts of standardized instructions and
responses.

5. Future psycho -aducational’ test1ng contracts awarded to ind1v1dua1s or
agenc1es should specify the fo110w1ng (g) a standard psych?1oq1ca1
testing report format cons1stent with Recommendat1on 3, (b) staffing and
systematic 1n';gract10r1* both before and after the testing is completed
between tester,aﬁd'sch601 personnel, (c) orientation and training for the
psychologists who are awarded contracts to -acquaint them with the service
options, materir]s, and techniques ava11ab1e to serve ch11dren, (d) input
from the test report users in the selection of individuals or groups to
provide assessment services, and (e) a systematic evaluation of each

dimension of the testing'process.
)

6. It is'recommended that the instructional program\hg\the Fort Defiance

\.

Agency be reexamined to determine if sh?ficient empﬁésis is being placed
on instruction, drill and p%actice to ensure that each\CRj1d achieves an
acceptable degree of mastery in the basic skills of'reading\ﬁnd math. In
analyzing the performance of 598, children from fhe Fort Defiaﬁce Agency
who received individual assessment during the conduct of this study,

o

A v1rtua11y every child, rather eligible or not for-special-education
'serv1ces, was found to be s;gnificant1y delayed in the primary ski]]s of
word attack and mathematics. Furthermore, many dedicated and concerned

teachers ané,adminigtfators expréssed the concern that basic reading and

" mathematic skills were not receiving the emphasis they needed.
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_was designed to:

*
.. - !

OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY \

>

It was the purpose of this groject to improve the utilization and
educationa1 relavance of individual psycho-educationa] assessment reports n -

making decisions concerning placement and in developing Ihdividual Education

Programs (IEPs) for Native American ;hi1dren./5?6;e specifically, the project

[
A
L]

‘1. Determine the strengths and weaknesses in the psychd-educétiona]

assessment\process followed in the Fort Defiance Agency and to initiate
appropriate thanges to improve it.

2. Develop and provide inservice training to the teaching and administrative,
staff of the Fort Defiance Agency and. to school psychologists who provide

_psyché]ogica] services to the Fort Defiance Agency to expand their
knowledge and skills in the utilization of individual psycho-educational
assessment data.

3. Evaluate the impact of: (a) the changes made in the individual psycho-
educational testing procedures and processes, and (b) the inservice
training provided to school personnel and psychologists.

To accomplish these objectives, an assessment, intervention,

post-assessment, time series research design was utilized (Campbel1 &

Stanley, 1963):

0. X1 02 © X9 03

0 = Observation (Use and 'pércelved re1evance of reports)
X = Inggrvent1on (Inservice training)

Datd collection and intervention procedures were carried out with three
intact schools (Chuska, Tohatchi, and Greasewood Boarding Schools). Data
were collected to eva]uatz the psycho-educational testing reports that were

provided for these three Schools during the years 1980 through 1982.

10
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In 1980, following the administration of individual psycho-educational

. testing, teachers from particibatihg schools critiqued the testing reports,
/ uti1{z}ng a specially dgsigned queétionngire and structured interview. In '
-addition, the re]agjonship betwéén the findings and recommendations-pongainea

in stuJent testing reports and student individual 1EPs was determined (0y).

Similar data were collacked following the 1981 and 1982 individual testing

‘— 1
1(02’ 03)- . —
' Durin§ the fall of 1981, inservice training was provided to school
. personnel of the Fort Defiance Agency (X7). The content of the inservice

training was selected to address changes in’skills and information neéded by
school personnel to use testing -reports mbre effectively. This need was
identified from the evaluation da£é collected from the critique of the
testing process and reports provided by teachers in the 1980 testing.

following the inservice tréining, changes were made in the individual
psycho-educational eva]ﬁation prochures and test report format, and in the _
fall of 1981, festing was again provided to children referred by thé'partici-
pating schools. To improve the utilization and relevance of the testing
reporis, they were éva]uated byléch651'pefsgnnel of the paftitipating schoois
in the spring of 1982 (07).

" The Fort Defiance Agency requested that 1952 testing be provided in the
spring to the Chuska School and in the fall to the Tohatchi and Greasewood
Schools. Prior. to the comméncement of schbo] in the fall of 1982, another
inservice training workshop wa§ubrov1ded_to the Foft Defiance school per§on<
nel (Xo). The confent of this workshop was again based on data collected

(ﬁn the spring of 1982 whichﬂidentifiéd weaknesses and changes needed to

improve the use of psychological testing.

vt 20
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Following testing in the fall of 1982, data to determine the utilization
-and relevance of tpe testing were collected and evaluated by ;Ehool personnel
(03). These.data, tog;ther with that col]ected\in Febluary,1982 and spring
of 1981, were used to determine the 1m6act of the study.

This study was organizéd into three broad tasks: collection of data,
inserviqe train{ng and intervention, and determining impact. Each of these
tasks contain three or -more research steps. Table 1 provides a diagraﬂ bf
the objectibes; laaks, research steps, timelines, and sourcé of ;dbport.

Baseline data was co]lected_from the indjvidual psycho-educational tests

administered- by the ECC to Fort Defiance children in the fall of 1980. ‘The
3 .

insérvice training in 1981 was provided under a separ ntract with the

Fort Defiance Agency. However, the content of the trainj based upon
the analysis.of the data collected during the spring of 1981. These_stéps

were pre-project activities (0y, X{).

The Assessment Research Grant began on September 3, 1981. Following the

) adminisfration of the fall 1981 psycho-eQucq}idna] tests by the ECC in
September and October, data evaluating these ﬁepo;ts were co]]eéted and
analyzed in the spring of 1982 (Step 1.1.2, 1.2.2) (03).

The 1982 psycho-educational te§ting of students was divided into two
settings. Students referred from Chuska were tested in the spring of 1982
before the closing of school. Students referred from Tohatchi and Greasewood
were tested in the fall of 1982 shoft]y_after school commenced.

The second set -of inservice trainina workﬁhops and seminars were
provided for school personnel on August 11-12; 1982 for the Fort Defiance
Agency and the seminar forA;cho?1 psychologists August 28, 1982 (Step 2.2f1,

2.2.2,.2.2.3) (Xg). Evaluation data for the 1982 testing were collected in

»
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Obijectives

Objectives, Research Design,

Project Tasks

B

Table 1l %

Assessment Repeérch

Timelines, and Source of Support

Source of Support

Brg:Prnject Activities

Determine Strenaths
andwgeaknesses in
Stuc

ot the Fort Defiance
Aaency

‘Assessment

nt Assessment ~<

(’].l Collect Data (01)

-

fET? Provide Inservice
Training and
Intervention (xl)

Praject Begins

Develop and Provide
Inservice Training to

Staff and Psvchologists *<

and Modifv Testing
Procedures

Evaluate the Impact of
Changes in Test Pre-
cedures and Format and’
Inseryice Training

22

\l.2 Col]ect‘ NData (ﬂz)

Provide Inservice
Traininag and
Intervention (Xz)

2.2

3.1 Collect Data (03)

3.2 Analyze Data

<

<

Fort Defiance Contract

- = e -

e e e - - . -

----------------------

» A Y
Research Steps _ Timelines
rﬁ_ 1.}Y.1 Administration of Individual Psycho- ) 1980
Educational Testing to Chilidren Referred Sep - Oct
+1.2.1 Evaluation of the 1980 Psycho-Educational 198)
Testing Reports . Jan - Feb
2.1.1 Inservice Workshop 1, Fort Defiance .
School Personnel, "Student Assessment® August
2.1.1 Evaluation of the Woarkshop September
———————————————————————————————————— L e e e -._—-——-————-1
2.1.2 lnservicg Seminar 1, School Psychologists Auqust
2.1.3 Modification of Individual T?stlng
Process and Report Format
P ee-ea- L SRR L R L LD PP b B et e
1.1.2 Administration of Individual Psycho-
Educational Testina to,Children Referred Sep - Oct
1.2.2 Evaluation of the 1981 Psycho- Educational 1982
\__ Testing Reports Jan - Feb
(’— 2.2.1 Inservice Workshop-2, Fort Defiance
School Personnel, 'ﬁﬁtudent Assessment " August
2.2.1 Evatuation of the Workshop .
2.2.2 Inservice Seminar 2, School Psychologists «
2.2.3 Modification of Individual Testing
Procedures and Report Format,
"1.1.3 Administration of Individual Psycho-
K__ Educational Testing to Children Referred Sep - Oct
(’—— 3.1.1 Evaluation of the 1982 Psycho-Educational
Testing Reports November
J.2.1 Data Analysis to Determiﬁe Imnpact - December
\ e LZ,L_Emnaf_aLton_nf_f.inal_Reporf — 1983~
arc

.....
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. "
November of 1982 (Step 3.1.1) (03).. The, procedural phases, tasks, and "

@ .
steps for the project amg presented in greater detail in Appendix B.

"y

Population anqqaéta Collection

] !

The pbpulation used ih thisg study consisted of tﬁree groups of. people
associaﬁed with the Fort Defiance Agency: students, teachers, and school_
psychologists. The Fort Dequnce Agenty on the'Navéjo)Reservation was
selected for/this study for the following reasons: -

.1.. The Navajo Reservation is the 1grgest~1ndian reservation in the- United
States. Although it may appear to be somewhat atypica1 of other reserva-
tions and Indian populations because of .its size and remoteness, Jany of
the same problems that exist on the Navajo Reservation exist on other

. ) .
reservations and with other tribes. Furthermore, the educational

services prov{ded, difficulty in training staff, and environmental
factors on the'Navajo Reservation are.sfmi1ar to other BIA schools across
~the continental United State§ and Alaska. Havighurst (1981) reports that

app}oximate1y-18% of the Indian children are being educated in BIA
schoof%. In addition, 38% are)attending public schools contiguous to
reservations in wﬁich from 50 to 90% of the enroliment is Native
American. Staffing and orQanizatioﬁa] arrangements for these boarding
schools are very similar to those for BIA schools.

2. The Fort Defiance Agency School Office has, over the past three years,

- developed a working relationship with the Exceptional Child Center.

Previous psychological testing contracts from the Fort Defiance Agency to

the’Exceptiona] Child Center provided an opportunity to acquaint the ECC
staffywi he organization, philosophy, and resources of the Fort
Defiance Agency. This insured thesneeded familiarity with the agency and

14
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'cooperation and accgptance of\psychoﬂogica] services from the Exceptional
“Child Center. . |
‘ Within the Fort Defiance Aggncy, three schools (Chuska, Tohatchi, and
Greasewood Boarding Schools) were identified to participate in the project.
The;e schools were se]ectéd as being representative of the geographic and
social economic conditions that:exist on the Navajo Reservatibn. They aqe’
typical of boarding schools in thg Fort Defiance Agency and indeed of other

boarding schools serving Native Americans.

Participating Student Population

The participating student population included students referred for
psychological ,assessment from the Fort Defiance Agency and tested during
1980, 1981, and 1982. Table Z“Tisfs the- number of children referred and
tested from the target schools and those from the other.schoo1s in the
For£ Defiance Agency.

The participating student population included'those stydents
attending the three targ;t schools in which data were collected and
intervention techniques and procedures initiated. |

Data‘Collected From the Student Population

The conte;t of the psycho-educational testing reports for each
studenthreferred and tested in the target schools in the Fort Defiance
. Agency was analyzed and the results summarized and tabulated. This
information is presented{in Tabie 3, page 29. From the térget group
studefit population, data was also collected to determine the relation-
ship bgtween recommendations and findings contained in the testing
-reports and those contained on the students' IEPs. A sample of
psychological testing reports were abstracted from this_groupl Theéé

reports were then critiqued by school personnel familiar with students |

25
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. FIGURE 2
/" -AGES AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN TESTED '
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for which the reports were prepared. It was this data that provided
information on the relevance of the psychological testing report and its
usefulness and the improvement that occurred through the inservice
training and the changing of the testing forqat as evidence of the
impact of intervention throughout the study (see Appendix C,'Report

LY

Critique Forms).

e

School Personnel

The administrative, supérvisory, and instructional staff at Chuska,
Tohatchi, and Greasewood Boarding Schools served as the‘schoo1 personnel,
popu]atidﬁ'for this'study. A sample of schoo1‘§ersonne1'from Ehe target
schools was selected to critique the psycho-edueationa1 assessment
process and provide evaluation data on the content Shd format of thef
individual psycho]ogieal testing reports. ‘ This sample of reviewers
inclhded regy]ar teachers, special education teachers, administrators,
supervisors, and counselors. The reviewers coeei§ted of approximately
40% of the ceriified personnel of the target schools and approxiﬁate1y
5% of all certified personnel at the Fort Defiance Agency. To maintain
confidentiality and to’ insure that the schoo] personne] who reviewed the
reports were familiar with the child whose repork they were asked to
critique the fo11ow1ng procedures were utilized:

1. A sample of test1ng reports from the ttﬁpet schoo]s was identified

v " ‘
: .\ \

2. Frdm the testing reports selecte'd' the school personnel who( \

by random selection.

e participated in the referra] process, IEP deve]opment and/or who

had other respon51b111ties for the child were identified as the test
report reviewers. Of those identified, approximately 75% in each

school were réﬁu]ar teachers. This number of regular teachers

L
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participating in gﬁé study chénged slightly from year to year due to
teacher turnover and as a result of the referrals they made for
testing. The counselors, supervisors, and special educators were.
.virtually the same through the study

Data Collected From Reviewers

Most of'the evaluation data for this project were provided by the
sample of school personnel-who'reViewed the psychological reports. The
reviewers utilized the Psycho-~ Educational Testing Critique Form to

critique the 1ndividual testing reports, participated in the inservice

training, and were interview individually at- the beginning, at
midpo'int, and at the conclu-ion'of the projéct.

School Psychologists

The school psychologists who participated in the study consisted of
19 advanced graduate students ‘and. faculty members from Utah State
University. Each psychologist selected to parti®pate in this study““
had completed appropriate graduate course work ahd practicum experience
prior to the study Furthermore, each psychologist was personally
recommended by faculty members ‘and practicum and internship supervisors
-as being skilled in administering, interpreting, and reporting
individual psycho-educational tests. 1In addition, each graduate student

was supervised by faculty members and his or her team leader.

Instruments

The instruments utilized in this study consisted of commonly used
individually'administ%red standardized tests, instructional objectives ¢

contained in the STEP manual (see page 14), a summary data sheet, a i




psycho-educational report critique form, and a structured interview, each
de%igned specifically for the study.

Individually Administered Standardized Tests -

\\,The standardized tests selected to provide psycho-educational
assessment of children referred included several widely utilized and
accepted testing instruments. These tests were selected to providé
measures in the following areas: abi]fty, lanquage skills, achievemenf,
social behavior, emotional factors, psycho-motor skills, and adapF;;e
behavior. |

Appendix D provides-a list 6f the tests and the frequency of their
use for the children referred from thg target schools and other schools
in the Fort Defiance Agency. A one-page-descriptor of each of these
tests is contained in the inservice training manual for school
psychologists, pages 117 through 121. In addition, a single-sentence or
short- paragraph descriptor of each test was included in the individual

‘ testing repoft,.page 317. -

Utilizing individually administered psychoieducatiqna1 tests
consists of more than simple test selection. It is a pracess of : s
- (a) understanding the reason for the referral, (b) obtaining éxisting_
1nformat1$n,’(c) métching the‘need for ﬁew information Qith'appropriate
assessment instruments and other techniques, (dx administering assess-
- ment #nstruments, (e) comparing findingsmand results with concurrent

data, (f) verifying’conc]usions, (g) synthesizﬂng 1nf6rmat1on-fran

different sources, and (h)'communiéating conclusions and recommenda-

tions.

-

This study utilized an adaptation of the "dispositional assessment"

model as outlined by Cole and Magnussen (1966). The following
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factors were cohsidered in determining assessment procedures and
selecting instruments:

& .
1. Where necessary and to the greatest extent possible, psychologists

.utilized standardized tests purported to be unbiased, culture fair .

“and non-language dependent. ' f
v 2. Where possible, criterion-reference tests were utilized to identify
specific skills, strengths and weaknesses. . (

3. Where pos#ib]e, adaptative behavior measures were uti]ized; teather
rating scales were used for all children referred, and responses to
' ~special behavior rating scales were obtained from counselgrs and

“ dormitory supervisors. |

4. Tests were selected and assessment procedures utilized Qg focus on

question. P
5. No test was admihistered unless its results would contributeﬁja/ﬁg////

or action.

apprépriatg decisi
6. The asseségent proceys always involved more than oﬁe‘person. All
| protocols and_testing information were presented to an outside '
' certified 5choo1 psychdlogist for a §econd opinion.

7. All assessment findings|were synthesized into a report prepared with
non-jargonistic languag ;'presented in a maﬁher that the child's
parent:;cou1d read and funderstand the_report.

Additional informagfon on the procedd}es of testing, training of .
school psycholggd and evaluation information on the 1hd1v1dua1
testing conf?giziis available in "Psythb-Educatiéna1'Assessment of
l Native Amgfica Students: A Manual of inservfce Train}ng Activities and
Resdurce Materfial for- School P;}sonhe1 and School bsyCho]ogists",l1983.

This documentfi$ a companion to this report. Y




STEP_Objectives for Student IEPs

- In 1979, the Fort Defiance agencyﬁglopted the Sequé%tial Tasks for
Educational Planning (the STEP Program) s the'bas1s for developing = .
student IEPs (Gregaberger, 1977). The program provides a single page
listing of funcfional diagnosis and a task amalyzed gequence of
measurable,nbiectives and was developed‘deopUblished by the Kaﬁon
Valley Unfon School District. For this study, the STEP Program was
utilized in the following manner: once a student had been determined
eligible for placemeﬁ% in special.education by %he-psychologists,'the
IEP Committee met to consider the findings and recommendatioﬁs in the
testing report and review other %ecords. These records included the
student cumulative folder, health records, attendance record, and social
and ‘academic records. When necessary, dorm supervisors, aides and other

. school staff were invited to the IEP meeting. In all instances, efforts
were made to include the parent or guardian of the child. The IEP
Committee feviewed alternativé,;jacements for the child,vand in cases

where they felt special education placement- was Qarranted, such a

recommendation was made. At this poing, comm%ttee members selected the
specific task numbér and activities from the sequential objectives that
they felt met the child's instructional, social, and behavioral needs.

These objectives were listed on the student's IEP ‘as short-term and, in

some 1nstaﬁces, long-term goals, and the corresponding numbér_of the

Al

- task recorded.

Psycho-Educational Testing Report Format
Psychologists use a variety of methods to communicate findings and
recommendations of individual tests to schobl personnel.” The most

. common techniques are direct consultation, either individually or in
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groups (staffings), or through psychological testing reports. Although
much has been wr}tten about the need to 1mprove'meth5ds of communicating
testing results, there are no accepted guidelines (Sattler, 1982).

When a school district contracts with an "outside" individual or
agency for psychological testing services, the opportunity for the
psychologist to communicate test findings through consultation with
school personnel is limited. Thus, testing results must be communicated
primarily through the use of psychological testing reports. )

One problem in conoucting research using psychological testing
reports is that test report formats vary tremendously. Some test
f:eoorts consist of'only the original test protocol upon which the
ps&choiogist has written brief notes, while others contain Several
sections, each addressing specific information needs and.synthesiiing
1nformat10n from various sources. |

The contract awarded to the ECC to provide psycho]og1ca] testing to
the Fort Defiance Agency specified a detailed synthesized psycho]ogica]
report that addressed the areas of information reouired by Public taw
94-142. The format of the testing report was submitted to and approved
by the Fort Defiance Agency and the U.S. Department of Education (see ’ i
Appendix E).

PsychofEduditional Testing,Report Critique Form

To collect data from school personnel to determine the usefulness
and re1evance.ef the testing reports, a Psycho-Educational Testing'
Reoort Critique Form was'desiqned. The Psycho-Educational Testing
Report Critique Form was initially developed and field tested in a
previous study:Bub1ished in 1982 (F1f1e1d 19827 This- form was revised

and adapted for utilization in this study
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The Report Critique Form consisted of four parts: the first two
parts collected general information about the content of the psycho-
logical reports, and the third and fourth parts requested reépondents to
rate verbatim quotations from reports-selected as a-sample of :;sting :
reports prepared for, and provided to the target schools (see Appendix C
for a sample of the Psycho-Educational Testing Report Critique Form).
The questions in Parts I and Il of the rdport form were the same for all
students in &he sdmple and focused on the clarity and technical accuracy
of the reports. The questions in Parts III and IV were designed to
determine ifltﬂe information was communicated clggg]y, if it was
correct, and if the conclusions were useful "in p1anqing the student's
educational program. To collect this information, a sample of reports
from each phase of the study_yas selected and analyzed. The conclusioﬁs
and recommendations made by the psychologist were taken verbatim from

the report and placed on the Report Critique Form adjacent to the rating

scale.

) Part [ - Aéeqyacy of Infqrmation. Pért I of the Report
Critique Form afked reviewers to evaiuatg e six dimensions of the
testing report: (a) the extent to which :fsrreport clearly stated
the student's testing %esults,_(b) the egxent the report was felt
to be useful in determining the student';\placement, (c) the extent
to thch the reviewers found technical words and phrases difficult
to undérstand, (d) the overall quality of the'reportAcompared with
reports the'kevieweré had seen in the previous year, (e) the extent

that the recommendations of the report addressed the referral

* question, énd (f) the extent the reviewers felt the psychologists
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gave appropriate consideration to social and cultural factors

essential to the evaluation of Native American children.

Part Il - Usefulness. Part Il of the Report Critique Form

requested the reviewers to evaluate the .seven ;ections of the
psyého—educationé] repbrt: (a) Referral Information,

(b) Background Information, (c) Behavioral Information,‘(d) Psycho-
Educational Findings, (e) Diagnostic Statement, (f) Summary, and
(9) Recomendati‘ons (see Apper‘|d1'x C). School personnel reviewing
these reports were asked to rate the extent that each section
addressed the information requested in the report and to rate how
“useful the information was in that section in preparing sfhdénts'

individual educational progran.

Part III - Usefulness and Relgvance gf the Coﬁc]usion.

The usefulness and relevance .of psych&]ogilzn testing reports are
determined primariiy by the content of the conc]usioﬁs and
recommendations sections. Part III of the Report Critique Férm
requested r?viewers'to rate verbatim conclusions which the
psychd]ogist made about a particﬁ]ar studeqyﬂ This procedure made

it possible for reviewers to rate each conclusion individually

without havin%.to refer to the total report.

Part IV - Usefulness and Relevance of the Recommenday;;;§7-~ 
The questions 1q zirt-ly of the Report Critique”FQrm were Hesigned
to determine: (a) the extent that the recommehdations from the
psychologists were'at the.proper level of specificity to be useful
to school personnel, (b) the extent school personnel felt .
sgateméhts in the report provid;d new fnformat{on, confirmation of |

/

teachers' judgements, or no new information, (c) how realistic the
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. recommendat ions ‘were, given the conditions and resources available’ L
! on the reservation, and (d) how useful the recommendations were to

school personnel in deVelopiqg the students' individual educational

‘plan. -~ , =
P A

Structured Interview

A structured interview was conducted with each reviewer focusing on
various sections of the Report Critique Form. The interview prpvided a
validity check of the Repqg;fCritique Form and an opportunity to collect

informal comments about the process of individual testing and the

‘s

content of -the reports.. These data were used to develop the inservice
training workshops and sehinars, to clarify, follow-up on and gather new

information about questions raised in written questionnaires. P

€




RESULTS

This section focuses on the three major objectives of the study as
listed in the 1n1t1a1 grant app]ication to the U.S. Department of Education.
1. Determine existing strengths and weaknesses in the psycho -educational

assessment reporting system and process for the Fort Defiance Agency.

2. Based on data collected in Objective ;, design and present an inservice
training program for teachers and administrative school personnel of the
Fort Defiance Agency and school psychologists.

3. Eveﬂuate the_impact of: (a) changes made in the individual psycho-
educationa1 evaluation process, (b) the test report format, and
(c) inservice training provided to schoo]Ipersonne1 and pSycho1ogists.

To further ad&re;s Objective 1, a series of questions were formulated
“and instruments and techniqnes were designed to collect needed data. To

address Objective 2, inservice workshops were desighed and provided for

school pérsonne] of the Fort Defiance Agency and ECC psychologists. Two
separate workshops were conducted for each groqg, the first in ‘the summer of
_1981 and the second in the sugmer of 1982. The content of these workshops
handout mater1a1s, etc., are cqntained in the Resource Manual. To further
address Qbjective 3-(Deterninin§ the Impact of the InservaEKF;;?hing and
Changes in the Psycho-Educational Testing Process-andnTesting Report), the
evaluation data and 1nformation collected as baseline data was again
collected early in 1982 and at the conclusion of the project in November
1982. Cbmparisons were made to determine changefthat occurred, the direction’

_ »
of such change, and its significance.

%




Objective 1 - Determine Existing Strengths and Weaknesses in the Ps;cho—

Educational Assessment Reporting System and Process for the Fort Defiance
Agency o

Information identifying strengths and weaknesses of the 1980 testing

process was obtained by utilizing three techniques:

1. Analyzing the findings and recommendations. contained in the testing
repé?ts submitted for the target schools.

2. Presenting-a sample of psychological testing reports to school pérsonnel
in the taréet schod]s and_having them systematica]]é critiqué the report
to identify the information that was relevant and useful and to what
éxtent. \

3. Interviewing school personnel to obtain their opinions and feelings
concerning the value of psychological testing and how it could be .
improved. . | ' ' .
The first task in determining the strengths and weaknesses of the

existing psycho-eQucationﬁ] assessment process necessitated establishing a

common testing procedﬁre and standard test repbrt format to be used

throughout the course of the study (see Appendix E, Psycho-Educational

’ Tesfing Report Forh&%). To obtain a standard testing report format, the
re&uirements of~Pub11c Law 94-142 and thg BIA'guidelines for psychological
servicés were analyzed. The format® agreed upon was designed to comply with

the information required in these two documents. The psycho-educational

o testing procedures followed during the course of thﬁs,study are contained in _*
the Resource Manual, pages*EBB through 286. _ ,{
During the spring of 1981, the contents of the 1980 psychological

reports submitted to Chuska, Tohatchi, and Greasewood were analyzed. To

analyze these data, a summary sheet was prepared which permitted analysis of - () .
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the information contained in the f1nding§ and recommendations sections in
addition to a frequehéy count of these findings and recommendations.

Aéeas sho;1ng weaknesses were given particular attention in the
inservice training, and/or adjustments were made to the testing report
process or format for the next phase‘of the project, The data collected for
the 1981 and 1982 testing were analyzed in the same manner as the 1980 data.

Summary data of the findings and recommendations for'the target schools
are presented in Table 3, pages 29 through 39. The categories in which
findings and recommendations were grouped include: (1) placement,

(2) short-term goals, (3) long-term goals, (4) instructional strategies and
materials, (5)'supp0rt services, and (6) evaluation criteria for.success.
1. Placement ' R
The data preséﬁted'in Table 3 indicate that approximaiely half of
the students tested were found eligible for special education services
under the classification of "learning disability." Over the three yearsP\
of the project, the_percentage'of students classified as learning
disabled remained fairly consistent.

Approximately one-quarter of the students tasted were found to be
+not eligible for plgcement in special education, 20% in 1980, 27% in
.1981, ang'29% 1n'1982. The number of students fognd not eligible for

specdal eduéation increased, but this increase was found not
significant.

The number of children the psychologists found eligibie for spé;1a1

educatfon services in the trainable mentally reta}ded cafegofy reduced
géer the three years of the project; 19% were diagnosed as mentally

retarded in 1980,/ 13% in 1981, and 9% in 1982. This change however was
not statisticalfy significant. The number of students found 'eligible

28 . .



e

Table 3

Analysis of the Findings and Recommendations Contained on the . .
.ECC Psycho-Educational Reports for Students Tested at the _ ’
Target Schools for the Assessment R;s'ﬂ'hc{ Project

- _ 1980 . 1981 1982 H
, - u-'g * Yy ’g . ’g
Cateqgories " - 0-g - 0-d t. 6.g
‘ Findings and Recommendations / 58 o Hf_'“g‘sl' e ém *gm o 5\0 -« '“digo
Taken From Testing Reports ':‘JH 57 N 'g” - ol 'g‘“ o Nt a®
- " gu 8w ﬂgu » g.u " ggn " ﬂn N ggu_
0=z z t’JzHEQ_z 5z z | 8z z| 6= z |82 -4
X X X X % X X X X .4 X X
1. Placement )
i - '
. a. Special Education Placement Eligibility (Diagnostic Cateqory)
oo Classified as Learning Disabled 54 62 32 s2| 60} - 624 38]-s9] so] 31 50 51
o Classified as Educably/Trainably Mentally Retarded 24 21 3 19] 17 10 10 13 10 8 8 9
[te) . _ ) -
Classified as Emotionally Disturbed’ ' 1 2 10 3 0 0 0 0 0 0oj O 0
Classified as Not Eligible for Special Education Placement § 15 13] 42 201 22 27 By 27 10] 42] 29) 29
No Classification/No Specifics--Additional Information Requested 5 0 ~6 5 0 0 10] 1 5 151 13] -11
- -
Other (Visually Impaired, Gifted, etc.) . 0 0 6] 1] g 0 0 0 0 4 o] 1
R v S
s TOTAL 100 100] 100] 100§ 100} 100} 100] 1001 100{ 100]}- 100} 100
b. Other Placement Consideratians and Recomnendations .
Recomnend Placement in Special Education (Resource Room) ~ ' ‘ \
for a Peroentage of the Day , , 65 69 55 64 30 52 25 43 35| 46 29 37
Placement in a Self-Contained Classroom (A1) Day) 0]. 10, 3 3 17 8 0 10 5] 8 4 11
9
Recomnendation that the Student Remain in the Reqular Classroom 13 0 0 8 0 0 0 0 0 30 17 17
. . 3
Recommend Small Group Instruction 47 5 3 30 9 33 38 27 1 30 -35 29 31
Recommend Individual Instruction with Tutorial Aides or Peers 5 8 0 5 13]v 10 381 14 15] 85] .25 44
Placement in Title I Program ' 12] 8] ol “9] "of o] of ol o] 15| 3] 19
- ¢ Recommendation for Vocational Related Programs ) s o 0 3 0 0 0 0 | 5 8 4 6 .
: o No Pjggement Recommendation/The Decision Was Not Definite 0 o] 16 3 0 6] 13 51 15 8 0 40
- ERIC i . i B B | ;
e L _ _ L : L JOTAL 1 77
Tt : R [ < 7Y .\ LN .‘w. IR TURREAC - ‘ PRSI At AN Ao z_...:»'u\:m'_: \_;;‘,u.,, PSRt




for special education under the classification of. emotionally disturbed,

vis{on or hearing impaired, or other handicapping categories appeared to

‘bé 1n1|'1nate]y Tow. The Director of Special Education for the Fort

DefianceaAéenéy pdintéd out that children with health, vision, or

physigal‘ihpairments'aré gener not referred to the psychologists ppt

are referred to the Indian Health Sqrvices and determination ofatheir'_
eligibility is made by IHS clinics. ’

The most frequent b]acement recommendation for special education was

for a resource room a _specified percentage of the day. Such a recommen-

dation was given to'64%_of the students tested in 1980, 43% in 1981,'3hd{;

37% in 1982. The data on Table 3, page 29, indicate that during the

course of the study, a greater frequency of alternative placements were‘

recommehded, particularly increased were recommendations for tutorial and

peer instruction. ; . ///” " }
Short-Term Goals : : .

One of" the moﬁt important sections of the testing report addressed

recommendations for sﬁort-tg:m goals. This section is deticg]ﬁ?]y
important because .it is the short-term go;ls that are most often
transferred to the students' IEPs. For the pu%poig“pf the testing
reporf, short-term goals were defined as th@se recommending_immeqiafe
attention thateshsuld bé éccomp]ishép withiq one year. Pﬁ&cho]o;;sts
were asked to recommend short-term goals in the following areas:
reading, writing and spelling, math, and others (sée Table 3, page 31).
The.recommendatians on testing reports for theée gda]s'were derived froﬁ

) . . .
the results of the tests administered. As a resqu? the area, the
-

number, and the specificity varied for each child tested. Effortslwere'u.

made to 1ist the.ﬁcomendations for short-term goals in a way that would

SN - o/
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Table 3 (continued)

v ¢
1980 198 1 1982
o Categories . N g ‘g E‘&L‘; g g :_65 g g EE
Findings and Recomnendations o o =N A ’EQ i ol.®*al 82 Yyg 8 =
Taken From Testing Reports ‘g:‘ g‘: 8‘;’ gg," q § ) g ) ggu @ S A g A ga"
Oz z |8z |Edz]| 6= z z z] 0= zloz|ex=
' 4 X X X X X X X X X X 3
2. Short-Term Goals ~ _ i _ | |
a. Recommendations to Improve Eeading Skills .
General lmprovsmént of Reading 11 ,18 16 13 26 i3 63 34 15° 8 50 24
Word Attack | ) 58) 62] 35| ss] 30) 42| 25] 35f 40| 27f 17| 26
Phonics Skills/Pronunciation and Blending ' 32 36 39 H 35 31 9: 29 20 31 21] 23
" Increased Letter Identification, Sigh't-Hord. Vocabulary --

o and Recognition, and Reversals 72 59{ 61} 67} 43| 60 25 52] 80| 70] 46] 63
Functional /Survival Reading Skills (Newspapers, Magazines, etc.) 26 13 6 20 0 2 (; 1 15 15 17 16
Improved Comprehension and Recalll 16 28 25 20 4 23 0 15 30 27 17 23

_ SUBTOTAL 214 | 215 184] 209 139 190] 113] 166 200 177} 1674 180 _
b. Recommendations to I.mprove Hriting and Spelling S_kHls ' | |
General Improvement of Spelling a'nd/or Writinag 13 10 3 10] 47 20 13 28 101 15§ 21 16
Specific Spelling Improvements (Irregular Words, Plurals; etc.) x| 21 19 23 0 _' 4 0 3 51.. 0 13 6
Writing ‘Skills (Alphabet, Grammar, Mechanics, Words and - _ N | ’
_ Sentences from Dictation, etc ) 4 12 5 16 11 17 38 13 29 101 31 21 21
esusrora, | do] 36| 39] aa] es| e3] 28| sof os) 46| s 43
c. Recommendations to Improve Math Skills _ ) | '
General Improvement of Math Skills | 1l sl 13l u] 17| es] so]l ] sl 8] 2 14
Pre:Hath Skills (Counting, Number ldentification and Concepts) - -9 3 6 7 4 6 Oi 5 -0' 8l 17 _ 9
Addition Facts (gingle and Multiple Digits) 52 85 35 56 35 ' 31 o] 29 55 311 42 41
o qﬁ‘:s?:;ogoigg::nﬁingular and Multiple Dlgits, 43L60 A
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Table 3 {continued)

@ §
1980 ' 1981 1982
q—-———
: : 41 | " N
Categories o 5 . o- . -
Findings and Recommendations O ?g} ™ ﬁl ™ 'gco * @ o 89 'go P *go-
Taken From Testing Reports g"‘ i~ 'g“‘ i ol (=R A A ] [~ R
’ 8 En lggu 0 ﬁu guggn gu ﬁu 3u'ggu
Z 2 Z =z} 6= = z z] Oz z| 8= 2
7 . e X % X X X S 3 X 3 X % X ,
Multiplication Facts (Single and Multiple Digits) 26 494 32 33§ 30} 27 25 28 50 19]. 428 36
Division Facts (Includes Long Division with Remainders) ! 25 31 32 28 35 21 38 27 30 23 33 29
Fractions (Includes Decimals) ’ 5 5 16 7F O 0 0 0 10 4 7
Functional and Survival Math (Honey. Time, MeasurBment, : ' ‘ '
Calculator Use, etc.) ¢ 60f 46| 35} s2] 22| o] of 6] ao] 19|  sof 364,
" Story Problems - 4] 3] 6] 100] o] o] of of of o] a} 1 '
& 7 — -
N SUBTOTAL 2771 300) 97] 271) 204 152 113] 163} 260 142] 267§ 219
d. Other Short-Term Goals ' '
Improvement of English Language Skills ‘ . 0 15 o] 3 9 23 50 22 45 27 25 31 _
| " . .
English Reception . 0f 3s] 10f 10 26| 31 o] 27 50] 23 4] 24 .
English Expression - | 29 33 3 26 35 29 0 28 } 451 . 23, 4 23 |
» Auditory Discrimination Train'ing and Improvement | 16 23 3 16 9 16] 25 15 . 0 s8] o 3
vfsual-ﬂotor Training (Inclydes Directionality) 25| 18 16] 22 221 251 13 23 25 191 4 16
Pre-academic Skills (Toi'leting, Dressing, Eating, | L A _ | :
Colors, Body Parts (Hygiene), etc.) 13 6 3 9 0 4 0 -3 0 8 4 4
44 Vocational/Survival Skills 7] S| 3 6 9. 0 0 3 201 19 4 14 -
Genera) Behavioral Skills (Includes Appropriate Class Behavior, re : ' : e
Attention, Independence, Completion of Assignments. “ ' 45
Responsibility and Attendance _ . - 16 10 23 16 35 16 ] 38 24§ -35 23] 46 34
General Social Skills (Includes Self—Concept, Confidence, . ' : ' : .
‘Interaction, and Participation) 18 13 29 19 43 33| S50] 38 50 15 21 27
, | SUBTOTAL 125 162 9] 127] 187 125] 175] 148 27101 165] 113] 174
e et oo qom L agef-madosee]-sap ) segd o aesl 3k
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increase their udefulness tq the IEP Committee. Thus, the Qecommenda—
tions for short-term goals were, in most cases, referred directly to
1nstr§ct10na1 objectives in the STEP Program. .- ’

:5‘ Reading

The most frequent recommendations made for short-term goals were .
for reading. Six categories were identified with word and letter
,récognition skills being most frequently recommended (see Table 3,
page 31). Approximately two-thirds of the children referred and
tested had deficits in wocd;and letter recognition skills signifﬁcant
enough to warranﬁ specific égcommendationf tha£ the instructional
program emphasizé ef%orts tb ;frengthen these skills. This emphasis
was consistent throughout the Eourse of the study. Recommendations
for additioﬁal instructional emphasis in comprehension and sungival
reading was identified as a need much less frequently. These data
suggest that the children tested had not mastered basic and elemen-
tary readiné skills, thus; they were not ready to pursue intermediate
geading skills. Figures in the .subtotal cateqory of reading: -
inpstryction suggest that %he average testing report cohtained

) approximate]j two recommendatjons for short-term goals addressing

this need. ‘ | ) I

b. Writing and Spelling Skills

Recommendations for improving writing and spe]lipg ékilis were
made on_approximately'ZOX of the reports. ,wrktingVSk111s were most. .
frequestly recommended. Specific spelling skills, i.e., 1rregular'
words, plurals, etc., were recommended in fewer instances, partic-

ularly during the latter two years of the study. .
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The second most frequent recommendations were for math., Of the

¢. Math

nine catedories of math instruction recommended, instruction in
elementary mathematic facts, including single and double digit
addition facts, and subtraction facts, including borrowing and
carrying, constituted.tWOrthirds of the recommendations. The P
distribution of recommendations aross math categories was similar
throughout the study. Ihtermediate madth §k111s were recommended in
less than a third of the reports and the frequency'dt such recommen-
| o ¢5. dations did not change significantly during the study. uFigures {:,
'/' | the subtotal category of math skills indicate the average testing
| report contained two or more recommendations for math instruction.

K\ 3 :
/ d. Other Short-Term Recommendations

Other frequent recommendations inc]ud?d instruction for
improving thé cdi]d's use of the English language. Although English
C 1anguage skills are a major problem on the reservation, it is noted

that a significant amount of time and effort is directed towards

. | English language skill deve10pment in the curricu]um. Some psychol-
ogists dtd not recommend additional instruction in this area for they
weré mindful of the amount of effort currently devoted to this area.
Unt11 basic read1ng and math skills are mastered, the need and the
advisability of focusing additiona] goals on reading, wr1t1ng, and

W language did not appear to be warranted. ; N

3. Long-Terthpals' ' ' Lo T

- For the psychologica] repdrt fong-term goa]s were defined as those
R goa1s identifed for the student. that" may take_more than a year to

master. Long-term goats recommended were d1v1ded into 15 categor1es S

| Y o
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Table 3 (continued)

1980 1981 1982
Categories ) Q. L . 18- . 8 g
Findings and Recommendations sg %‘m ~1"E™ am 500 - o §‘° «|*2 o
Taken From Testing Reports a1 87 i I —g“‘ B o |~ "8 —g‘“ N N PP
4 gu 3 gg‘n 31 5" 8 Sgan i Su " ggu
6= z| 8= z] § = z| 8z 1882 6= z| 8= z
1 X X X X X X X X X % X X
3. Long-Term Goals
. Improvement of English Language Ski1ls (Receptive and Expressive, -1 . .
Auditory Discrimination) 42 44 26]- 40] 57 69 38 62 65 61 38 54
" Improvement in Academic Skil)s a2| 36| 29| 38| 30] 40| o] 33} s} so| 25| 29
General Improvement of Math Skills i 37y a9 a2] a1] 39| 18] 63l a1l ss5| 38| 33| a1
Improvement of Specific Math Skills’ (AppHcation, To Age or Grade - T
Level, Addition, Multiplication, etc.) - 24 13] - 0 17 0 2 13 3 551 38 TS5aTa9]
General Improvement of Reading Skills ‘ 46 52 65 511 35 6. 75 - 46 50 46 54 50
Improvement of Specific Reading,Skills (Comprehension, .
Word Attack, Phonics, etc.) 25 21 0 20 0 0 0 Of 30] 42) 46] 40
General Improvement of Writing and Spelling Skills ) ‘16 21 0 14] 30 21 50] 27 25 23 8] 29
Improvement of Specific Writing and Spelling SHHS (Two and | . |
Three Letter Words, Irregular Words, Grammar, etc.) 14 13 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 15 4 7
{
Improved Social Skills (Self-Concept, Self-Confidence, -
Interaction, etc.) i , 59 23 29 45 65 40 38 471 45 31 21 31
Improved Behavioral Skills (Appropriate Class Behavior, Attention _ . N .
Span, lndependence, Completion of Assignments, etc.) 19 _ 33 26 23 13 k)| 63 29 30 31 17 17
"Coordination and Visual-Motor Skills 13 8 19 13 4 22 o] 8 15 19 o] 1
Ipcr'eased Participation (Includes Academic and Nonacademic) ] 3 0 1 0 2 0 1 0 15 8 9
Attendance Improvement in School 12 o] 6 9f 9] 13 of 10 0 o] 13 4
Independent/Survival Living or Work Skills = 9] 10 0 8 9 -2 0 4 15 12 8 11
Vocational Skills | 10/ 10| 10} 0] 4| 4] 13] s} 20| 15| s8] 14
o TotAL_| 370 333| 352] 3s58) 296 248] 313] 268 ] 4lo 438 366 § 406
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Table 3, page 35, indicates that the most common long-term goals
recommended included improvement in the use of English 1anquage, math
skills approBriate to the age and grade 1eve1'of the child, and general -
improvement in reading. Approximately ha]f'of the reoorts-contained

. recomhendotions for long-term instructional goals in math, reading, and
English language. The next most frequen§1y recommended long- -term goals
included 1mprovement in social sk111s, genera1 writing and spelling.
skills, and general improvement in academics. Long-term goals, for the
most part, were less specific, but their pattern was very similar during
. " the course of the study. S
The subtotals category for long-term goals suggest that the average

osycho1ogica1 report contained from three to four long-term goals.

4. Instructional Strategies and Materials

While testjng each child, the p;&cho1ogists were instructed to make
notes .of specific behaviors and learning styles of the child. Utilizing
this information along with sﬁort- and long-term goals, psychologists
were'asked to 1dent1fy specific instructional strategies or materials
which they felt would capitalize on the child's learning strengths.

Table 3, page 37; identifies six categories of instructional £
strategies and materials. Specific instructional techniques, including
auditory or visual approaches, and drill and practice exercises were
recommended in approximate1y 25% of the reports. Behavior modification

. and manaqement progrqms were recommended for approximate1y 30% of the
cases. These percentages were relative]y consistent during the course of
the study. The specificity of programs and act1v1t1es named in the
reports increased throughout the three years of the project from on1y 6%
fn 1980 to 37% in 1982. This change suggests that psychologists

o0
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Table 3 (continued) -

1980 - 1981 1982 .
Categories : “5'5 ' . 13 : ~ };g
Findings and Recommendations S ﬁm ~1 e um gm *Yal mo gm <I"do
Taken From Testing Reports ° fg” =t Mt e %N < o -2 3] RN N e
u ‘éu " Sg_u 50 'én 3 u ggugu ..gu 3ug3u
0= z |8z [E@z| 5= z ﬁz z] ) = z ﬁg &z ’
' X X L] % X X £ 3 % 3 X X
4. Instructional Strategies and Materials
Small Group Instruction and/or Individual : ' :
Instruction with Student or Peer Tutors 60 33 39 50 35 3l 38 33 25 27 4 19
B
Increased or Decreased Time on Tasks 4 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 o] 10 4 0 4 ‘
Specific Program or Activity Named 4 .8 8] o] 6l 26| 30| 25] 24} ss| 23] 38] a7
. i ) s X i~ o~ - ] ) n 7
w Title 1 Placement Materials 4 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0 0] - o 0
\' LJ
‘ Behavior Modification or Management Program _ © . : _
(Reinforcement, Incentives, etc.) ) 36 21 6 27 17| 27 38 25 25 27 33 29
Specific Instructional Techniques {Visual-Motor, Auditory ' .‘
Approaches, Audio-Visual, Drill and Practice Exercises, . . . : '
Flashcards, etc.) . 22 44 10] 24} 22) 31 131 271 10f] 31] 46] 30}
" “No_Instructional Strategies Named . - ol of 8l of of ol of 15| 1sf 4] n
¥ . : —
TOTAL im Voa| 5] 120 100 13| 13] 109] 140 1271 125] 130
5. Support Services \; ) ’.
Visual Examination or Treatment | anf a1]. 25] 28] 35| 23); 13] 25) 20| 19| 38} 2
' . _ 4 . . T
Hearing Examination or Treatment ' 36 8] 29 35 30 38 51 11 30 65 38] 46 '
Medical Examination or Treatment 10 3 0 6 4 8 25 9 25) 8 4 11
Psychiatric Examination or Treatment 1 0 0 1 0 2] - 0% 1 0}4 0 4 1
_ Speech Therapy and/or Assessment ' 5 3 of 3 4] 16] 3] 15] 2({ 0 8 9
. _ _ - — : . : : ]
Cdupseling T | _ C 3l 3]_16] 221 30 A 25 30 '_§J 191 29] 3} -
lBehavior Consultant (For Behavior Hadification) 6 3] 16§ 7§ 13 6] 13 9 /g 0 4 1
- ) / ' “ “ N
694 87 103} 17| 125{-163] 127f/ 145} H2} 125 126} Bo T
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increased in their specificity of instructional strategies and materials

which they felt would assist in remediating the child's difficulties.
1) .

Support Services

During testing, psycho109ists are proyided an opportunity td observe
the child-under a variety of conditions: direct instruction, independent
work, problem solving, pressures of e§pectat10ns, and time constraints.
Through such observetions, various health, behavior, orﬂpsydnological

problems can be 1dent1¥ied. The Support Services Section on the testing

- report requested the psychologist.to. give.recommendatiens-for special

services such as medical exams, physicaI'therapy, consultation, and
hearing eveiuattons that would not normally be provided by'the teacher 1n.
spec1a1 education. Table 3, page 37, identifies seven categories of
spegific support services“reconmended. The most frequently recommended
support services were for heiring examinations or-treatment. Approx-
imately 35% of the students tested- were recommended as needing additional
hearing examinations and/or treatment. Counse1tng nas recomfiended in
approximate1y 30% of the cases followed bjrvisua1 examinations. fhe

average number of support services recommended on each report was one and

a half.

Eva]uation.Criterie for”Sdccess N

“ Thé’fihéi séét{bﬁ“6€”thé“béycﬁdaogiéai'iestihg Report Format
requested psycho]ogists to 1ﬂent1fy the criteria needed ‘to evaluate theJ,l
success of the child's educational program{ Seven categories of recom-
mendet_ions were identified. The most freduent]y §comnended criteria for

success was improvement in academic skills, with proximate]y 80% of the

v

testing reports making this a recommendation. Improved soc1a1 behav1or

was recommended in approximately 30% of the reports, and 1mproved

“» _
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Table 3 (continued)

a8
1980 1981 1982
' iavg w’g ‘ wg.
‘Categories . _ °‘§ i °'§ , . °.'g
- Findings and“Recommendations S gm ~*2q gm 'g"oo *dol go 'g\o el o
‘ Taken From Testing Reports g"* i S A N A ORI GV 8N 3N
) 0 gu H gg_u gu _éu [ ggu N ﬁu ¥ gg_u
z| 6z 3z z] U= 2 z qd U=z z| 8=z z
. . X X1 X% X X X ] X X X X %
Evaluation Criteria for Success | o H
Improved Academics Skills - 72| e9) 67} 70} 96| sof es) o1] ol el 100) 9
Improved Communication and Languaqe Skills (R\:eptive
Expressive, and Auditory Discrimination) 9 22 8 3 15 0 6 13 5 35 35 21 30
Increased Participation (Academic and Nonacademic) : 6 3 0 4 0 0 o] o] s| a 8 6
lmproved Socidl Skills (lnteraction. Self.-Concept ' N B ' '
Self-Confidence, etc.) 40 10 6 27F 17 6 0 9 45 k)| 29] 34
Improved Behavioral Skjlls (Appropriate Behavior, Attention
Span, Independent Class Work, Responsibility, and .
Completion of Assignments 31 26 39 31 52 35 50 42 20 27 33 27
Vocational and Independent Living Skills 8] 8| 0] 8) of af o] 3f 10f 19| 8 11_|
_ Improved Visual-Motor Coordination Skills 17 5 6 12] -0} * 8 0 5 10y 4] .0 “.‘ 4 |5
TOTAL 1951 141 1323 122 70l 150 1s0] 127} 215] 212] 200 209 I
C
. Ll |
o
1 ' 7
. ) )
e X
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communications and language skills were recommended in approximately 20%
of the reports. Improved independent 1iving and vocgtiona1 skills, motér
coordination, and self-concept were recommended to a lesser extent. This
finding may reflect the age of the children tested and the fact that most
of the deficits observéd on the children were in the early academic areas
.of reading, math, .and language. .

The second and third method of collecting data to determine Objective 1,
i.e., the strengths and weaknesses of the psycho-educational assessment
report system and process for the Fort Defiance Agency, 1nc1hded:

1. Acritique of a sample of test reports utilizing the Test Report Critique -

‘Form by a sample of school personnel from the target schools.

&,

2. A structured interview in which cohments, suggestions, recommendations
and criticisms were solicited.
‘Since these data served as_the baseline to determine the impact of the
study, these data will be reported along with changes tha? occurred when the
. same data were collected at midpoint and at thé end of the project in

Objective 3, Tables 4 through 14.

/

Objective 2 - Based on the Assessment Data Collected in Objective 1, An
nstructional Program WITT Be DesTgned to Train: (A) Teac ing and
Administrative chool Personnel, and (B) School Psychologists

The second objective of thié'study was to provide inservice training

designed'to improve the usefulness and utilization of individual testing
reports by the school staff in the Fort Defiance Agency and the psychologists
~ who provided testing to the agency. To accoqplish this objective, two

workshops and two seminars were p1anned




Inservice Workshop I

The first inserviTe workshop and seminar were provided during the
suf;mer of 1981 (school personnel and psycho1ogist§).. The second’wo‘rkshop
and seminar were provided to similar groups of peop1e‘dur1ng the summer
of 1982. The original propo§a1 indicated that the content of the
inservice training workshop and seminar for both'schoo1 personnel and ECC
psychologists was to be identified from the daXa collected for
Objective 1. Following the analysis of the 1980 testing reports, &evera]
specific needs were }dentified by the principal investigator and the
diréctor'of speqia] education that weré felt would improve the relevance
and uti1izétion of psychological testing reports by the Fort Defiance
school personnel., As a result of this ana1y§1s, the first inservice
training workshop was designed and presented Augﬁét 11-14,.1981, to the
school personnel of the Fort Defiance Kﬁency: Topics'addressed in
Workshop I included the following: ®

a. - Statement of the Referral Question: The data collected and analyzed

from Objéctive 1 emphasized the relationship between a well stated
referral question and the usefu]nés of the resulting testing repoFt.
Fof the most part, the specificity of answers }n~the Feports
corresponded closely to the specificity of questions asked by school
personnel. When referral questions were vague and general, findings
and recommendations in the tgstiﬁg reporfs were rated by school
personnel as Vagde aﬁd genera1. "On the other hand, when referral
questions wére specific, theée data suggest that schoo] personnel
needed information ohlmethods of identifying and stating referral
questions. The'wo&kshop'presented information on the importance of -

the referral question, examples of good and bad referral questions,

i 97




along with a series of exercises in which partiéipants prepared and

critiqued referral questions (see Resource Manual, pages 41-43).

b. Location and Access to Testing Reports: Table 4, page 43, indicates

c.

that 40% of the school personnel 1nterv1ewéd\)n 1981 had never
referred to a testing report and did notlkn0w that they were avail-
able. Iq addition, 20% indicated that they did not refer to the.
testing report because the 1nformdt10n they needed was provided by
anothé:~§choo1 staff member (school psychologist, supervisor,
administrator or the director of special education).

In response to these findings,'information concerning the
location of the testing data in the school, who had access to it, and
how it was to be used was‘presented in the workshop (see Resource

Manual, pages 212-213).

?

Bias in Testing:. Verbal comments from school personnel eXpressed

concern about dsing standardized tests. They emphasi;ed the 1$c5 of
confidence school pérsonnel had in standardized tests. - The school
personnel interviewed were particularly senﬁitive to bfas in testing
due to cultural or language factors. Their comments suggested they
were overly gdqcerned and overemphasized the limitations and problems
of standardized tests. Accompanying this was evidence that school .
personhe] were unaware 6f the grea;'efforts to reduce bias'in
instruments and proce&ures and attempts to use other assessment
options rather than standardized tests.® The workshop provided
information to school personnel on efforts to minimize bias in
testing both p(ocedurally and in the selection of instruments, and
demonstrations of nonbiased testing along with the use of other

. i .
assessment ingtruments (see Resourcé Manual, page 3).

N .
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Table 4

The Extent School Personnel Used Psycho-Educational
Testing Reports During the School Year

\

197

~ Chuska Tohatchi Greasewood Total -
Extent To Which Testing 1980 1981 L}SZ 1980 1981 1982 T9 1981 1982 1980 1981 1 .1982 t
Reports Here Used N=12|N=13|{N*7 |[N=5 [N=16|{N=8 [N=4 |[N=9 |[N= = 21| N = 38|N=20| 80-8 DF
X © X % X X X X X X £ 1 X
Never Used, Didn't Know . T .
They Were Available 0 0 0 40 6 13 75 kK] 40 24 1 15 J3 39
Never Used, Needed Information ‘ 1
- Came From Consultation 58 23 0 20 13 13. 0 . 44 20 38 24 10 2.23* 39
Used Once at IEP Meeting 17 31 43 20 38 38 25 ¥ 40 19 29 40 1.51 39
Used Orten for LEP . . .
Development 17 23 43 20 31 23 o 1 0 W 24 25 89,1 239
Used Several Times
During a Year 3 23 14 0' ' 12 13 0 0 0 5 12 10 61 @9

*p<. 05 ‘.
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d. Using Test Répa}ts in Writing IEPs: Table 4 indicated that in 1980,
-~ only 19% of the schoo{ personnel reported they used testing reports
‘ in the IEP meeting. It was felt that this low rate of using testing
reports for developing IEPs was partially due to school personnel not
ﬁnowing how to abstract and utilize testing report data in the
development of IEPs. ¢
“To address this»issue, a series of simulation exercises were
designed in which testing reports were pfovided and participants wereu

asked to develop the IEP from the testing report daaa (see Resource

Manual, Rages 101 through 115).

e. Other Topics: In addition to the other four topics, the workshop
agenda included video-tape presentations.with accompanying work
lactivities on.the.role of the reqular teacher in specia] education,
P. L..94-142, and the philosophy and rationale for individual

assessment.

-

v f. Evaluation of the Inservice Workshop

o At the completion of each component of the workshop, partici-
pants were asked to evaluate it. The evaluation is contained on
pages 129 through 140 of the Resource Manual. The results of the
workshop evaluation, togethér with 1nfo§ma1 comments, criticishs; and
recommendationé were colfected and analyzed.

The evaluation resu]ts suggest that the first workshop was well

s received and participants felt it was 1nterest1ng and relevant.
Logistica] problems such as timing, location and equipment effected
the comfort of participants. A careful record was maintained by the

workshop director and each presenter, 1isting suggestions for

-~




conducting ffure workshops. These suggestions were implemented in

the 1982 inservice training work§hops.
Seminar I |

The first seminar was designed for the psychologists fr;m the
Exceptional Child Center' selected to provide psychological testing for '
~the Fort-Defiance.Agency in the fall of 1981. This seminar was ;onducted
August 27, 1981 with primary emphasis focusing on: (a) obtaining and
interpreting referral information, background information from student
records, interviewing teachers and Na&ado children, (b) interpretation of
resource material 1nc1ud1ng’the STEP Program, the Brigance aﬁd other
instructional materials widely used by the Fort Dgfiance Agency,
(c) corre1at1n§ test findings and rememmendations with specific goals and
subgoals in the STEP Program, and (d) how and when to utilize a Navajo
interpreter. SN

The above topics were identified by the principal investigator and
. the director of Spec1a1 education in the Fort Defiance Agency by analyz-
ing data and 1nforma1 comments of school personne] 1nterv1ewed (see

Resource Manual, pages 254 through 266)."

Inservice Workshop II -

The second workshop was designed for school peksohng] of the Fort
Defiance Agencf.and presented August 11-12, 1982, The content of this
inservice workshop was similar to that of the first workshop It again
focused on the ré?n(§a1 question, bias in testfng, and utilizing test1ng
results in writing IEPs. * However, it was not felt neééssary to inc]ude
in the agenda a discussion of the location and actessib111ty of testing

. [ : .
reports, etc. Thus, extra topics weresadded that included Public Law

3 : ‘ i
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N
94-142 and instructional evalu;tion (precision teaching) (see Resource
Manual, pages 142 through 233). ' y
To evaluate the second workshop, a pre- and posttest was developed.
The results of the workshop evaluation are presénted in the Resource
Manual, pages 234 through 248.
4. Seminar II | ~

JThe second seminar was provided to the school psychologists selected

to pfovide psychological services to the Fort Defiance Agency in the fall

of 1982. This seminar was conducted on August 28, 1982. *The content of
the seminar was similar to the first seminar pfovidéd to school psychol-
6gists in 1981. The most significant'emphasis of the 1982 seminar was on
. writing and editing testing reports. Simulated exercises were provided
for yriting testing reports aﬁd conducting meaningful "high-speed
staffings" to report test results and obtain additional inforﬁation from
school personnel. The agenda for the:sécond'school psychologists
seminar, exercises, resource material, etc. is provided in the Resohrce

Manual, pages 279 through 321",

Objective 3 - As a Result of the Training Conducted in Objective 2, Testing
esulits e Ffound to Be More Valuable 1n Making Decisions Concerning the

PTacement of Native American Students in Special Egucafion Programs

The third and ﬁinal_objective\qt\gpds project was to determine the
impact the project made in improving the utilization and educational
relevance of individual psycho-educational assessment in placing and develop-

ing IEPs for handiéﬁpped Native American children. The original grant

Froposa1 identified four broad criteria by which tHe impact ofkthedﬁﬁtermen-

tion activities, i.e, change in the individual testing process and testing
! | nange . . . _

\
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" format, agd inservice tra1n1ng provided school personne] and ECC psychal-

oq1sts, of the project could be determined:
1. As a result of the intervention activities, the testing resu]ts will be

used more frequent]y by school personnel.

Q

2. As a result of the intervention activities, testing reports will be
\\

perceived by school personnel as being more usable and understandable.

* 3. At the completion of the project, there will be a greater relationship

between the instructional program proposeg¢ in the IEPs of students and
those recomﬁended on the psycho-educational testiﬁb—reports.
4. At the comp]et1en of the project, referral forms, testing reports, and
+ other procedures used te communicate individual test findings'and
recommendations will have been improved.
To determine the impact of the project,ybaseline daﬁa was collected in
March{of 1981. These same data were collected ence again in February 1982
and again at the end of the project in November 1982. The differenceg
betweep the data collected at the beginning of the project, at midpofht, and
at the conclusion of the project were compared to determine the 1mpact of the
intervention activities initiated by the project. !
By utilizing three observatiqns,'trends in the data could be more
clearly determined and appropriate chaqges cou]d.be initiated during the
project to improve the usabi]ity‘and.re1evance_of iﬁdivideal assessment.
This section will address the data collected and findings which address

the four criteria selected to determine the impact of the study.

1. As a result of the 1ntervent10n a¢t1v1t1es the test1ngfresu1ts will be
used more frequently by school personnel

Two techniques were proposed to determine the extent psychological

testing reports were used by school personnel: (a) counting and then
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comparing the number of times “¥chool personnel checked out testing
reports from the building testing file, and (b) asking schoof personne1
utilizing a questionnaire and a fdllow-up interview.

'Counting and recording the number é%,tjmes school personneT checked
out testing reports proved to be more difficult than originally antici-
pated because more than one copy of the testing report was available in
the district. Often the testing report used came from the district
office and there was no need to check out, the building copy. In addi-

tigh, subsections of reports -were sometimes copieg and summarized and

utilized in IEP meetings. Furthermore, there was no consisteht way of

monitoring whether people act%;11y did sign out before using testing
reports placed in the building testing file. ;

As 3 result, data-to oetermine the extent and the purpose for which
osycho1ogica1'test1ng reports were used during the course of the study
were obtained by utilizing an interview and a questionnaire. These data
are presented on Table 4, page 43, and Table 5, page 49. Teb1e.4
indicates that in 1980, 24% of the staff 1nterv1ewed had never used
testing reports and did hot.know that they were avat]ab]e or that they
had access to them. An additional 38% indicated that they never referred
to psychological testing reports because the 1nforTatioh they needed came
from ;ohqutation with other people in the agency (director of special
educetion, principal, schoo{ psychologists, counse]ors;; Of those school
personnel wﬂt reported they did use psycho]ogica] testing reports, 19%

reported that they had used them once at the IEP meeting, 14% used them

often for 1EP development, and only 5% used the reports several times

during the year,




’ . o Table 5
The Purpose School Personnel Refer to -
Psycho-Educational Testing Reports ’ ' )
Chuska Tohatchi ,Greasewood . Total ;
. , 1980 1981 1982 | 1980 1981 1982 1980 1 T9BT | 1987 1980 1981 1982 t
Purpose Reports Were Used . N=12|N=13|N=7 {N=5|N=16|N=8 |N=4 [N=9 |N=5|[n=20]N=238|N=~20| 80-8] IF
: X 1 . .3 X X X 1 X % X % . X R -
Did Not Refer io the Test Reports 50 i8 0 60 19 37 .‘ 75 33 40 T 57 29 {° 25 2.2)* 39 -
To Determine Eligibility : T : .
\) for Special Education ) 50 62 100 40 81 63 P 25 . 67 ‘60 43 n 75 2.21* 39
- To Obtain General Information’ ) /"/ ) : . 5 a8 R
on Ability and Achievement 17 23 14 20 50 - 25 0 22 20 14 34 20" S ). 3
IS N . Q .
> ‘ ' . S ) ' . , - v
© o0 Help Identify Problems - . . - e
and Causes ' 8 23 51 20 19 13 25 ] 20 14 18 30 1.26 39 .
To Find Recommendations l ; -
for Planning ' 8. 15 29 | 0 13 13 0 N gl 5 1 20 1.48 39
*E_(.OS ‘/~
/:\ ¢ 'Y ) .
-~ & Sy




During the course of the study, the extent that school persohnel
used testing reports increased. Ip 1982 the nuﬁber of people who
reported they never used "testing reports and obtained needed testing
1nformat10nufrom some other source reduced significantly.

Table 5 presents data on the purpose;for which school personnel used

'psychd-educatiOna1‘!esting reports. These data indicate that the

&
i-

percentage of school personne1 who reported that they did not use the
testing reports reduced significant]y dur1ng the course of the study and
the percentage of school personnel who reported us1ng test1ng reports to
determine eligibility for spec1a1 education 1ncreased significant]y
Although not stat1st1ca11y s19n1f1cant the data 1nd1cate a trend for
s¢hool personne] to 1ncrease their ut1112at1on of testing reports to

| obtain information on student achievement and ab?11ty, and to he]p
identify problems and to find recommendations for planning. This
suggests that at the conclusion of the study, tea&hers were using testing
reports for more sgphisticated purposes. %’ °

A 4

As a Result of the Intervention Act1v1t1eslfTest1nq Reports Will Be
Perceived by School Personnel as, Being More Usable and Understand-
able : i ] h

Data to determine if the project_resulted in testing reports

perceived by school personnel as bef;ﬁx?ore usable and .understandable

were collected by using the Psycho- Eddg? ional Testing Report Crigique

Form. The Test1ng Report Cr1t1que Form: contained‘1tems to evaluate the
»

~ following five subobjectives. . -

a. To What Extent Schoo! Personne] Felt 'Individual Sections of the
" Test¥ng Report Met Their Information Needs

- Table 6,. page 51, provides a summary of how school personnel

fett the speciftc sections of the psycho- edUCatiohgg testing reports
- 50 |
68



: Table 6 o »
School Perf‘;nnel Evaluation of the Separate Sections of the Psycho- -Educat ional Reports

, 7 IAH
- “'The Extent School Personnel Felt Excerpts of Specific Sections of the Report Met Their Information Needs
y . POOR, Almost None
' ¢ VERY NELL, Every GOOD,. Most of the FAIR, A Few of the of the Objectives
co Objective Was Met | Objectives Were Met | Objectives Were Met Here Met No Response
YOR | YOBY {1982 ] 1980 | Y98Y| T9m2 | T1O80 [ VOBT| V982§ 1980 | T9BY| 1982¢ 1980 1981 1982
. _. . N-leN-MN-ZQN421N=38Nu20N=21N=3&N=20N=21N-3&N=2(1N=2N-BdN-ZQ'
N ' ] X ¥ 1. 3% % X % . % % .4 X X % X
A. Ref8rral Information , ’
, 1980 1981 1982
Chuska ' N=12 N=13 N= 7 50 38 43 42 38 29 8 23 29 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tohatchi =~ N =5 NWN=16 N= 8 20 31 75 60 LL| 25 20 19 0 0 . b 0 1] 0 0
greasewood N=4 N= 06 N= 5 25 33 | 40 25 1. 55 60 o] 1N 0 25 0 0 25 0 0
otal - N=*=21 N=138 N=20, . k] kL] 551 43 5 B ] I0 T8 10 5 3 01 &5 0 0
B. “Backqround Information . . : ' .
T 1980 1981 1982 :
Chuska A~y =12 N=13 N= 7 42 7 43 25 69 57 17 15 0 17 8 0 0 0 0
Tohatchi { N= 5 N=16 N= 8 40 25 75 60 LY} 25 0 31 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Greasewgod N=4 N=0 N=5§ 5 33 40 25 33 40 0 33 20 -0 0 0] &% 0 0
r—j—m_ﬁotg =21 N=38 Nz=20 13 2 55 | 33 (] 0 1 10| 2 5 W[ 3 0 3 0 0
C.. Behavioral Ohservations .
o . 1080 1981 * 1982 ‘ ransl B ]
= Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 67 77 57 16 23 43 8- 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0
. Tohatchi N=5 N=176 N= 8 100 50 757 01 38 25 0 6 0 0 0 0] 0 0 0
Greasewnod N=4 N=17 N="5 L 50 55 80 25 4 20 0 0 0 0 0 0 Fis 0 0
Total N=21 H=38 N=20 7T 6l |} 70 14 34 30 5 -3 0 0 0 0 10 0 0
D. Psycho-Educational Findings . ‘? : 'l
1980 1981 . 1982 . '
Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 75 77 ‘{_57 8 23 43 ‘17 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Tohatchi HN=5 N=16 N= 8 100 56 88 0 L] 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Greasewood N= 4 N= § N= 5 h0 , bh 60 0 LLY 10 25 0 0 0 0 0 2h 0 0
Total N=72T N-=38 WN=20 76 - bl /0 Y 3/ 0 14 0 0 0 0 0 ) 4] |4)
E. Summary ‘ - ,
1980 1981 1982 . 2 v
Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 58 62 86 33 62 14 | 8 0 0 0] . 0 0 0 8 0
Tohatchi. N> 5 N=16 N= 8 80 38 100 20 03 0 0 0 0 0 0 ) 0 ]
Greasewond N= 4 N=9 "N= § 25 67 80 50 3 20 0 0 0. 0 0 -0 25 0 0
“Total . N=21 N=38 N=20 5/ 53 50 33 5 10 5 1] 0 0" 0 > 3 0
F. Recompendations ) _
1980 1981 1982 ~ _ -
Chuska N=12 N-=13 N='7 66 62 71 16 31 14 16 /g 14 0 0 0 0 0 0.
- Tohatchi N= & N=J6 N= 8 100 44 1100 0] 44 0 01713 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0
, Greasewood N=4 N="9§ N=3% 25 77 100 (1] 22 0 29 0 0 25 ['] 0 25 0 1]
. Total — N=21 N=38 H=20 8/ [ 8 o 101 32 -9 L A 5 5 0 01 3 D1 0]
Diagnpstic Statement ' : [ et
1980 1984 1982 - - '
Chuska HN=12 N=13 N= 7 "‘\-c(. 69 43 8 23 43 25 0 14 0 8 0 0 0 0.
v Tohatchi N= 5 N=16 N= B 80 50 [ 100 20| 44 1] 0 b [N T 0 0 0 0 ]
Qﬁreasewood N=4 N= 9 HN= § C 0 55 80 50 44 20 25 0] O 0 0 0§ 2 0 0
EK “Tolal n=2) N-on We2o ] o o] 8] W] W] AWJ W3- o3 ,0\ N O )
. T T T R T T AT T e e S T T N T



met their information needs. Rekponses to questions concerning the

seven subsections of the psycthiducationa] testing report for 1980 s

1;d1cate that approximately 58% were in the most favorable category.
The value of referral information was rated in the most favorable

--category by only 38%‘qf respondents. The mdst favorable subsection
of the testing reports as evidenced by ratiﬁgs in- the most favorable
category was the péycho-educationa]_testing findings in which 76%
felt this section met.their information needs Very well.

The percentage of responses in the most favorable category

| tncreased during the'éourse df the study for subsections of the

_reports addressing referral information, background information,
summary, recommendations, and the diagnostic statement. There was
little change in the Bercentaée of r‘.bonses in the most févorab]e\
categqry onlbehavidra1 observations, and a 51ighp de;;ease in the
.percentage of respondents in the most favorable categary on psycho-
educgtiona] finangs. Table 6 further 1ndicafes a reduction in the’

& percentage of people whé responded in the 1éast-favorab1e categories
during the course of the study and the number of no responses reduced 1
significantly.

To determine if the change that occurred in .the ratings of

reviewers between 1980 and .1982 was significant, the difference

between independent sample proportions t test was used.

¢




/
TabVgs 6a, 6b, and 6¢c indicate .that the more favorable.ratings
i

of revieweri between 1980 and 1982 of the referral, background, and

behavioral information sections on the tests were not significant at

the .05 level. A general trend for school personnel to evaluate

these sections in tﬁe more favorable category as the project contin-

ued was, however, noted. Concomitant with this-was a decrease in t;e.
v

percentage of reviewers who rated the prementioned sections as either

fair or poor.

Table 6a

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Referral
Information in the Reports Met Their Information Needs

1980 1981 1982 t

h Response % % X 1980-82  OF
Very Well, Every . |
'Objective Was Met - 38 34 55 1.1 39
~ Good, Most Objectives A | :
Were Met B " 42 45 35 .46 39
Fair, A Few of the - |
Objectives Were Mét 10 18 10 0 -39 -
Poor, Almost None of the i . A
Objectives Were Met 5 3 0 1.05 39
No Response | 5 0_ -0 1.05 39
p<.05 | |
*
[ .
J ’
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Table 6b

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Background

Information in.the Reports Met Their Information Needs |

: 1980 1981 ‘1982 .t S
Response - X % X 1980-82 DF
Very Well, Eve#& ‘
Objective Was Met 43 21 55 77 39
Good, Most -Objectives _
Were Met . 32 50 40 .53 39
Fair, A Few of the
Objectives Were Met 10 26 5 .61 39
Poor, Almost None of the ’ .
Objectives Were Met 10 | - 3 0 1.53 39
No Respbnse 5 0 0 1.05 39 .
p<.05 ‘
, Table 6¢
The Extent ‘School Personndl Felt the Behavioral
Observations in the Reports Met Their Information Needs
1980 1981 - 1982. ¢t
Response _ % X 1980-82 DF
Very Well, Every . S -
Objective Was Met 71 62 70 .07. 39 .
Good, Most Objectives | -
Were Met | ' 14 35 30 | 1.26 39
Fair, A Few of the v . v . »
Objectives Were Met . - b 3 0 1.05 . 39
Poor, Almost None of the - ‘ B ' .
Objectives Were Met Y 0 0 0 0 -=
No Response 10 0 0 [ 1.53 39 -
p<.05 '
J
!
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The extent school personnel felt that the psycho-educational
findings section of the reports met their information needs
p throughout the course of the study did not present a clear trend.
The percentage rating this section in the most favorable category
decreased while the second most favorable category (Good, Most
Objectives Were Met) showed a significant positive change. TH{s
change resulted primarily from'a redghtion in 1582 of the responseé

rating the psycho-educational findings section as fair or poor.

'iiable 6d -

'The Extent School Personnel Felt the Psycho-Educational
Findings in the Reports Met Their Information Needs

1980 1981 1982 t
Response : X % % 1980-82 _DF
~ 4 Very Well, Every ' .
Objective Was Met 76 62 70 - .43 39
Q . °
Good, Most Objectives - .
Were Met o 5 38 30 2.21* 39
Fair, A Few of the
Objectives Were Met 14 0 0 1.85 39
Poor, Almost None of the . :
. Objectives Were Met 0 0 0 0 -
T, \ ' ' ! ' ,
“|_No_Redponse . s 0 0 1.05 39
*p<. 05 _ ‘gﬁ

Table 6e indicates that significant improvement occurred, in
the opinion of reviewers, of the summary section:of the psychological
testing -reports. ' Significantly higher ratings were accompanied by

reductions in the less favorable categories during the eourse of the

,

study. = .
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Table 6e

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Summary
Section in the Reports Met Their Information Needs

1980 1981 1982 t

Response X % % 1980-82 DF
Very Well, Every :
Objectives Was Met 57 53 90 2.60* 39
Good, Most ObJectives ‘
Were Met 33 44 10 1.88 39
Fair, A Few of the :
Objectives Were Met 5 0 0 1.05 39
Poor,‘AJmost None of the . :
Objectives Were Met 0 0 0 0 _—
No Response 5 3 o | 1.05 39

*p<.05 ’ X
%

Although it appeared that the recommendations section of the

testing repbrts were rated as more favorable at the conclusion than

'k_ at the beginning of the study, this change was not stati§t1ca11y
significantf\ The expected trégd towards improvement in the recommen-

dations section are somewhat confounded by the 1981 data.




Table 6f
. The Extent School Personnel Felt the Recommendatfons
{ in the Reports Met Their Information Needs
N | 1980 1981 1982 t
Response ] % 4 4 1980-82 DF -
Very Well, Every ' : |
Objectives Was Met 67 - 58 90 1.86 39
Good, Most Objectives |
Were Met 10 32 5 .61 39
- Fair, A Few of the -

Objectives Were Met 14 8 5 1.0 39
Poor, Almost None of the ' ,
Objeatives Were Met 5 0 0 1.05 39
No Response 5 0 0 1.05 39

E<‘05 !

&he.data on Table 6g suggest that school personnel felt the
diagnostic statement section of the testing reports improved, but the
percentage of revighers who rated this section more positively was

not significant.

W




Table 6g

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Diagnostic
Statement in the Reports Met Their Information Needs

: - 1980 1981 1982 t
Response % % % 1980-82 DF
Very Well, Every ' :
Objective Was Met 57 58 75 1.24 39
Good, Most Objectives -
Were Met : 19 36 20 .08 39 .
Fair, A Few of the
.1 Objectives Were Met 19 3 5 .42 | 39
T
Poor, Almost None of the
Objectives Were Met 0. . 3 | 0 0 --
. No Response - _‘\ 5 0 0 1.0 | 39

p<.05

b. The Extent School Personnel Felt Excerpts From Spedific Sections of
the Reports Were Useful in Preparing Students’ Educational

Programs
'To identify the sections that were’specificai]y useful and for

what purpose théy were usefg],'schoo1 personne1 évaluated not only
bow well specific sections o?_the testing reports met their needs,
but also how useful these secé(ons were in preparing the students'’
IEPs. Table 7.presents a summary of these dat?ﬁ-f

Table 7 indicates that-in 1980 approximately 65% of the respond-
ents felt the information contained in the various sections of the
psychological r%ports was "very useful" in preparing students' IEPs.
In 1982, approximate]y 85% of the respondents rated the various
sections of the testing reports as very useful in preparing IEPs.
Table 7 also indicates a substantial reduction in. the number of

Vi

reviewers who did not make a response to this series of questions.
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Table 7

School Personnel Evaluation of the Separate Sections of the Psycho-Educational Reports

The Ktent School Personnel Felt Excerpts of Specific Sections of the Reports Were Useful in Preparing Students’ Educatfonal Programs

VERY USEFUL, It Helped | SOMEWHAT USEFUL, But
A Great Deal and Was Not Really NOT USEFUL, And i
v Was Necessary Necessar Has Not Necessary No Response )
1980 1981 1982 1980 1981 1982 1980 198} | 1982 1980 1981 | 1982/
N=21|N=38N=20fJN=21|N=38|N=20]N=2V|N=38|N=20{N=21|N=38|N=
_ % .3 % % X % ] 3 % X X %
A. Referral Information _ }
1980 1981 1982
Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 58 6) 57 42 23 ] 43 0 8 0 0 8 0
Tohatchi N=5 N=T6 N= 8 80 26 88 20 38 12 0 [4 0 0 6 0
Greasewood N= 4§ N= § Na§ 25 6/ 100 25 22 0 25 11 0 4 11 0
Total N=21 N=38 N=720 37 60 80 33 30 20 3 3 0 S 8 0
B. Background Information '
1980 1981 1982 : ;
Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 67 62 57 25 30 43 8 8 0 0 0 0
Tohatchi N=5 N=16 N= 8 80 44 88 20 LL] 12 0 6 0 0 ] 0
Greasewood N=4 N="8§ N=5% 50 33 100 0 55 0 25 0 0 25 11 0
Total N=21 N=38 N=20 6/ 47 80 19 42 20 10 5 0 5 D 0
C. Behavioral Observations

w 1980 1981 1982 -

o) rhu<ka N=12 N=13 N= 7 58 77 71 33 8 29 0 8 0 8 8 - 0
Tohatchi N=5 N=16 N= B 100 67 100 0 2h 0 0 0 0 0 12 0
Greasewood N= 4 N= 9 N= § 50 77 . 60 0 1T 40 25 0 0 1 25 1 0
Total N=21 N=38 N=20 6/ 71 80 19 16 20 5 3 ['] 10 10 0

D. Psycho- Educational Findings ‘

- , 1980 1981 1982 ro :
Chuska ' N=12 N=13 N= 7 58 77 86 i 33 15 14 0 8 0 8 0 0
Tohatchli- N= 5 N=T6 N= 8 100 81 100 | 01} 12 0 0 0 0 0 b 1
Greasewnod N="4& R="9 N=F 25 77 100 0, 11 0 50 0 0 25 JT 0
Total N=21 N=38 N=70 be /8 35 19 16 5 10 3 0 10 S 0

E. Summary ;' e
1980 1981 1982 [t i e
Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 58 62 100 41 23 0 0 8 0. 0 8 0
Tohatchi N=5 N=16 N= § 100 - 75 100 0 - 19 0 0 0 0 _ o . 0
Greasewood N=4 W= 0 N=3 25 88 U0 25 0 0 25 0 [\ 25 11 0
Total N=21 N=38 N=20. 62 /4 00 29 16 0 ] 3 0 9 8 0
F. Recommendations -
1980 1981 1982 ' :
Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 66 77 86 33 8 0 0 8 0 0 8 14
Tohatchi N=5 N=16 N= 8 100 /5 .1 100 1] 19 0 0 0 0 0~ 6 0
Greasewood N=4 N=9 N=§ 25 88 " 80 - 0 11 0 50 0 20 25 0 -0
Total N=21T N=38 N=20 7 79 90 1 13 L] (U 3 5 5 3 13
G. Diagnostic Statement :

- 1980 1981 1982 . ' _

Chuska N=12 N=13 N= 7 75 69 57 25 15 29 0 8 0 0 8 14
Tohatchi N=5 N=Th. N=8 100 81 100 0 13 0 0 0 0 0 6 0
Greasewood N+ 4 W= 9 N= & 25 661100 25 0 |1 .0 25 0 | 0 25 22 0

N=21 N=38 N=20 1A 74 35 19 13 10 13 3 10 i 11 5




The changes between the 1980 and the 1982 evaluations of the
referral section, bacé?round information, and behavioral obgervations ‘//
show a trend tow&rds more favorable categories by a re@uétion in ihe\
percentage of respondents rating t;esefsections as not useful (see

« . Tables 7a, 7b, and 7c).

Tﬁgje 7a

The Extent School Perstnnel Felt Referral Ihforuation
. ' _ in the s Was Useful in Pfeparing IEPs
| 1980  1981- 1982 t
Response X % % 1980-82 - DF
Very Useful, It Helped
. "A Great Deal and Was
\ Necessary 57 60 80 1.64 39 _
; Somewhat Useful, But Not , -
Really Necessary 33 30 20 9 | 39
Not Useful, and Was Not . ! . .
Necessary 5 3 0 1.05 39
: _ / .
No Response 9 7 0 71 1.05 39
p<.05 |
Table 7b "
The Extent School Personnel Felt the Background Information
fn the Reports Was Useful in Preparing lEPs
- 1980 1981, 1982 ~ t -
Response . % % % 1980-82 OF
Very Useful, It Helped :
.| A Great-Deal and Was _ . . .
! Necessary . o : 67 .| 48 80 96 | 39
Somewhat}s'.e(ul, But Not . . , : :
Really:Necessary - ;- 18 42 20° .16 39
< Not Useful, and Was Not | L : _di?j
NeCessary 10 5 0 1.53 39.
No Response 5 5 0 1.06 39
p<.05 ' | S
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Table 7c

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Behavioral Observations
in the Reports Were Useful in Preparing IEPs’
- 1980 1981 1982 £
Response L X % S 1980-82 DF
- Very Useful, It Helped -
A Great Deal and Was ' . !
Necessary .67 71 | 80 .96 39 .
Somewhat Useful, But Not , :
Really Necessary 18 16 20 .16 39
‘Not Useful, and Was Not :
Necessary ’ - 5 3 0 1.05 39
No Response B 10 10 |- O 1.53 39
p<.05 "
The psycho-educational findings section of the testing repdrts
wa§ evaluated as signithant1y more useful in preparing students'’
IEPs in 1982 than in 1980 (see Table 7d).
' Table 7d
The Extent School Persorinel Felt the Psycho-Educational
Findings in the Reports Were Useful in Preparing IEPs
1980 1981 1982 -t )
Response , % | X ] 1980-82 DF
Very Useful, It Helped
A Great Deal and Was .
Necessary : . 62 77 95 2.83*% 39
Somewhat Useful, But Not . | - E
Really Necessary . | 18 15 5. 1.34 39
Not Useful, and Was Not '
Necessary ‘ 10 3 -0 1.53 39
No Response 10 5 | o | 1.53 39
- i .- . * . . - ] /
*p<.05 . : | o . ‘ S
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Table 7e shows a very significant cha%ge in how useful school
personnel felt the Sunmary section of the reports was in preparing
IEPs. These data indicate that the summary section ﬁis considered to
be very useful, he]ped a gre;t dea]i and was necessary in preparing b

1EPs by 100% of the respondents in 1982.

’ S N Table 7e
.o . The Extent School Personnel Felt the Summary .’ ’
T ‘ Section in the Reports Was Useful in Preparing.IEPs 7
- o Ut 7 ¢+ 1980 1981 .- 1982 ¢ | |
glpsponse - SRR X % % 1989.82 ~__DOF

Very Oseful, It Helped -
A Great Dea] and Was"

Necessary -~ .  .°° 62 | 74 | 100 3.59% | 39

f * ' S ' , . ""/
Somewhat Useful, But Not A | : J ]
Really Necessary 28 4. 16 - 0 2.86* 39

" Not Usefu], and Nas Not : p,“ :

Necessary - 3 0 1.05 39
No Response’ ‘o 5 7 |7 o0 |, 1.05 39

4 _*R( .05 | - ’ g |

N U
" - \ The recommendations section and the diagnostfc statement

-

section of the testing reports were evaluated as- moreipositfve in the
1982 data than in’ 1980 but the degree of change or improvement was

slightly 1ess than significant. The change suggests a trend thaf

F?iﬁ” i,; d ) these’two sections were more effective]y meeting the needs of schoo1 .~
o ‘perso i and were COnsidere% more useful 1n prepardng IEPs in 1982 » ;--»'..t
L VR i s ('l ’ - [} . v
koS ‘@Eﬂ‘ L 'than 980 (see Table 7f and 7g). - L -
. , ' - . f
- e ) e
. "N . ! g ! 5'
I i 8.2,, ' ' o oot
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Table 7f

The Extent School Personne1 Felt the Recommendations
in the Reparts Were tseful in Preparing 1EPs

1980 1981 1982 t
Responsé - % % ¥ 1980-82 DF
" Very Useful, It Helped
A Great Deal and. Was - I :
Necessary . 67 79 | 90 1.88 39 |
Somewhat Useful, But Not ~
Really Necessary ' 18 - 12 0 2.15% 39
Not Useful, and Was Not .
Necessary ‘ 10 23 . 5 - .61 39
No Response ' 5 6 5 0 39
* %p<.05 | L A
" ‘ : ' . Table 79 "
| The Extent School Personnel Felt the Diagnostic Statement
in the Reports Was Useful in Preparing-if?s
S 1980 1981 1982 t :
Response ' % % - % 1980-82 DF
Very Useful, It Helped .
) A Great Deal and Was : B ‘ ~
’ Necessary ' R 71 74 . "85 1.10 39
- Somewhat Useful, But Nat ‘ ) "
Really Necessary . 19_ .- 13 10 -+ 83 39
. Not Useful, and Was Not ° — g
Necessary ' - 5 3 j(//i 0 /A:jéi 39
. > o R .
Lo No Response e 5 10 5, | /[0_ 39
.. . * ﬂ- ” .; _ y " ~ 7 i .
E<.05’ BN ) * ' : . " 1. N

c. Thk Extent Schoo1 Personne] Felt the ngcho-Educationa] Testing

o ... Reports Here Accurate and Appropriate . -

Research literature concerninq psychologfta1 testing reports

' points out that the most fmportant 1nformation 15 contained in the

¥ ’ ' o ~
<
@ , ™ e
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findings and recommendations sections (Fischer, 1976). To improve

the test report f1nd1ng§ and recommendations, school personnel were
asked to evaluate the accnracy and appropriateness of verbatim
statements from these sections.

Tab]e 8, page 65, presents summary data evaﬁuating the extent

-~
L 4

school}personnel felt that verbatim recommendations from the psycho-
. educational testing reports were at the appropriate level of
specificity, provided new information,

) .
resources and were useful in developing students' IEPs.

were realistic given available

x The first evaluation question addressed the appropriateness of
| thefspecifiéity of each verbatim.recommendation. Although the
percentage of responses indicating verbatim recmnnendations were
, "vague" or "too specific" decreased during the study, the percentage
. 1nd1cat1ng the recofmendations were "appropriately specific"
increased only slightly. This change was not significant.
’ - Table 8a

‘The Extent School Personnel Felt the Recommendations -
in the Reports Were Appropriately Specific

ot

L s 1980 1981 - 1982
Response ' "%r— % % 1980-82 DF
> Appropriate i\‘ - 84 93 - 8§ ° 89 1 236
Too Specific 5 2 . 6 | .38 | 236
Vague 3. 1 5 6 |- 1.40 | 236
No Respenae' .0 M 0 0 '0'1 -

ES:GS‘

%

64

that nﬂinformation is: not provi‘ed users.

‘u

84

One frequent criticism of psycho1ogica1 testing reports is

School personne] often’

Y




S9

Is the recommendation

at an appropriate

" Yable 8

, of the Recommendations in

level of specificity?

Based on your expe-
rience with this stu-
dent, does this recom-
mendat ion provide you
with new information?

2
. School Personnel Evaluation of the Accuracy and Appropriateness
the Psycho-Educational Reports
S

Given the resources,
how realistic is
this recommendation?

How uséful was this
recommendation in
developing this stu-

‘1 dent's individualized

educat ion program?

N

¢ u b b 5
3 o 5§ | - o] > 3
: LI 21814 CREIRT g .
| A ELE[E 8 aE|38 Bl 8|58
- - 8 g E g 5|45 25 3| 43
Percent of the Recommendations % 4 W § o ~ 4 A 8 E al a8l &
Rated in Each Cateqgor E g o
ted in Each Category, Bl S35 8(es | 2| 8 |88185] o] &|58|88] 2
X % X X % X % 4 X X X X % X X %

Chuska : _ ]

1980 - N =12 R =75 81 A 15 0] 15 56 17 12 64 23 3 11 65 21 13 0

1981 - N 513 R = 70 ol 6| 6| o 9| 871 4 ol &1] 1w| 6 3l 47| @ 6 6

1982 - N= 7 R =38 92 0 3 21 55 8 16 ‘68_ 26 0 5. 63 11 2ﬁ 3
Tohatchi : ' :

1980 - N=.:5 R =35 97 3 0 v 0 17 23 20 401 100 0 0y O 100 0 0 0

‘198) - N= 16 R = 99 93 1 6 ) . 13 ‘51 ‘19 17 77 .15 - ‘ 6 58 18 71 17

1982 - K= 8 R =141 3 7 0 0 . 32 66 21 0 '76 0 24{ o 98 2 0 0
Greasewood a . . . .

1980 - N= 4 R =20 70 10 20 0 30 35| 2% 10 4% 20 10 25¢1- ' 45 35 =51 15

1981 - N= 9 R =58 98| o 2{. ol 1a] ar] 19| 21| 67l 2r] o] 12| s5] 3a] 2 9
1982 - M= 5 R=30 73] ]| v o] 23| 631 131 o] so] 33} v 0}]. 1o o] o 0
B . J v <

Totals . . " _ ]

1980 - N =21 R =130 84 5] N ol 18| 44l 19| 193] 1l e 3| 1w 72| 18 8] .2

» . — . .

1981 - N =38 R = 227 . 93 2 ] 0 12 6\ 15 tf 12 ‘761 . 15 2 1 541 30 |- N

1982 - N = 20 R = 108 88| 6]. 6] o) 2| 62| 7| " s) e7] 18] 13] 2| #7]es) 8] b
N = The number of schooI personne) 1nterv1ewed ' - . s ¢ . D
R = The total number of recommendations that were taken verbatim fnom the testing reports L,

for each school each vear. ‘s / \\

% = The percentage of gthe total number of reco-muendatlons "R" in each cateqory each year, N 4,

. 854
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complain that they can predict the psychologist's findings and
recommendations long before the child is referred (F1fie1d,‘1982):

If testing reporfs are to be relevant and useful, they should pro%gde
new information to the users or confirmytheir proféssiona] judgements
about students' academic needs. Therefore, to improve the. usefulness *
and relevancy of test repoEt information, activities of éhe project -
should result in inc¢reased new 1nformatioﬁ for schqo] personnel Br {
1nforhafion con¥irming prior sﬁspiciods or judgments about students:
needs. . - _ - -

Table 8b indicates that durjng the course of éhé study,
reviewers fé]t thens was a gignificant reducti9n 1n‘the;perce;tage of
recommendations a]réa¢y knoquto the usefs 6? recoﬁmendétions that
they wer% certain would be‘ﬂsébmmeqqed{ Concomitantiy fhere_was a
significant improvement in the percentage of recommendations and
findings wﬁiéh confirmed prior judqémentsfand'suspicions of school '*
personnel. Although tﬁere‘was 5 s%ight increase in the percgntage'of
schoaﬂ personnel who fe]ﬁ that thé recommendations provided'ﬂé’

. informations this incpgase was not significant. i
| | Table 8b ’

B4

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Recommendations in the
Reports Provided New Informatzgp About the Students
. X

. . 1980 ., 1981 1982 t . “
Response* . ‘ .2 % % '_ 1980-82 ° DF
New Information . -.iBJx“‘. 12 26 1:58 2363E
Confirmation . | s et | 62 _2.82%) 436
No New Information . | 19 | 15| "7 | 2.84%| 236
No Response " ‘ i 1Y 12 .5 X 3.47*| 236 f;
*p<.05 L | T .
e/ 87 W

.



Recommendatiohs contained in psychological testing reports are
often crit1cized because school personne feel they are unrealistic
with the existing resources on the reservation. Table 8¢ provides
data in which school personnel evo]uated how realistic verbatim
recommendations from the reports were with the existing resources on
the reservation. These data sugoest that efforts to 1mpropeirecommen—
dations to make them more rea11st1c were not successful. A sfgnif—'
< , o 1cant1y higher percentage of "school personne1 rated reconqmmdat1ons
\ - as comp]ete]y unrealistic at the ;onc1usion of the projec# than at

the beg1nn1ng, and the percentage of recommendat1ons rated as

rea11st1c reduced s11ght1y. . : 2 ,'

Table 8¢

The Extent School Personnel Felt-the Recommendations Were
. . Realistic Cons1der1ng the Given Resources
o 1980° 5198) 1982 f. & i
Response % % ¢ X 1980-82  DF
Realistic . | 71 7; 67 .66 236
Somewhat Realistic 16 15 18 41 236
‘. Compjete]x UnreaHstic | 30 2 | 13 | 2.0 236
No Response - . 10 7 2 | 2.n*| 23
" *n<.05 & | E J |
.§3;}~ . ‘Tab1e Bd provides data that evaluates the extent schoo1

personne1 feut the reconmendat1ons were useful 1n«deve1op1ng
: students' IEPs The table shows a significant 1ncrease 1n the \
percentage of responses in the most favorab]e category at t&s::\\
'comp]ef1on of the study These data appear 1nconsistent with the\

, - data cbnfa1ned*bn Table 8c, for a, l1teraf 1nterpretat1on would '_\

E ; . . 4 ’ " ) /. - . \ :
e e ss L -
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suggest that even though school pérsonne1 felt the recommendations

were less realistic with existing conditions and resources, they were

*
more usefuf in helping them develop the students' IEPs.
. Table 8d
The é::ent.School Personnel Felt the Recommendations Were
Uséful in Developing the Students’ Edqgagional Programs
. 1980 1981 1982 t
Response % % % 1980-82 DF
Very Usefu] o * 12 s | T a1 | 2.0 236 ,
‘Somewhat Useful . 18, 30 5 3.28*| 236
* Not Very Useful 8 5 | s 0 236
No Response | 2" 1 .0 1.63 236
*p<.05 | |
d. Evaluation by School Personnel of the Clarity, New Informat1on, ‘7
Accuracy, and Usefulness of the Findings on iesting Reports :
To determine the clarity, new information, "accuracy, and
usefulness of the findings ;f testing reports, reviewers were asked
) _ to respond to four eva]uhtive questions. These dhta are presented-inl
) Tab]g 9, page‘69. Although cehtain sections and criteria improved-
’ :. ‘ signﬁficant]y; a consistent trénd for improvement was not :;dicated
by:schoo1_pérshnne1 eva1uat1;; the results section of ‘the testing
) ’ reporti;iz . .
| " e At ®he beginnihg of this %tudy, s]iéht]y‘over half of the -
) repondehts reported'that they*ﬁod]d understand "very clearly" what
| the plycho]ogists meant when they read the. verbatim f1ndings At the
L . “erid of the pprqx1mate1y 90% 1nd1cated they could understand |

"very.clear y, what the psycho]ogists meant by a verpatim stptement ;'
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Table 9

School Personnel Evaluation of the Accuracy and Apbfopriateness
of the Findings in the Psycho-Educational Reports

A

Can you understand what
the psychologist means
by this statement?

)

B
Does this statement
provide you with new
[ information about the
student?

C

riepce with this
student, is this
[statement correct?

]
Based on your expe- -

D
Was this statement
useful in planning
this student's

educational progqram?

8 | 1.
Ay ay
a g jg :§i§ g 8'8 a ¥y
4 . s
5 Selagr §ladiod| 5t 6| > 485 3§
Percent of the Findings E]‘ a g gg § g.'ﬂ Q b 'g o 9
pare nFach Cot ; | | i :
ated in Each Category g | 85 s |8a|d8 98| 2| S|48| 5| 9 |d8[58] 8|8
_ o X X 3 % 3 X X % % ¥ % % X 3 3 3 %
Chuska - . '
1980 - N =12 F = 6h 83 14 3 0 0 40 61" 9 5 69 25 3 3 72 15 11 2
191 - N =13 F = 86 80 13 5 of 40 50 9 1 67 15 2 15 57 27 7 9
1982 - N= 7 F =43 9] 7 2 1 0 53 42 5 0 77| 23 0 0 58 23 2 16 |
Tohatchi . . 4 . '
1980 - N = 5 F =30 43 501 -7 0 01 100 ‘0 0 0 40 0 0 601 100 0 0 0
1981 - N =16 F =109 70 26 3 0 2 50 37 14 0 64 28 0 .7 7 2711 3] o
1982 - N= 8 F =48 921 8 0 0 0 46 48 6 0] 100 0 0 0] 100 0 Q 0
S . B iy .
Greasewood 2 : .
1980 - N = 4 F =22 . 50 36| 14 0 0 32 50 14 5 68 18 9 5 36 55 5 5
g// T8l - N = 9 IF = 57 83 11 2 0 0 42 40 16 2 561 9 51 32 65 19 4 12
- A982 - N= 5 F = 38 92 51 3 0 0 32 50 18 0 71 29 0 0f 100 0 0 0
Totals . ) ' . .
1980 - N =21 F =117 67 27 6 0 0 54 35 8 3 62 17 3] 18 73F 19 1
1981 - N =38 F = 252 78 19 3 0 0 44 42 13 1 64 19 2 15 65 25 4 6
1982 - N =20 F =129 9] 7] 2 ol ol a|a|l o ]g 84| 16 o] o) 9af 6| o] o
N = The number of‘schuui“personnef interviewed. , .
F = The total number of findinas that were, taken verbatim from the testing reports <
for each school each year. , -
X = The percentage of the total number of findings "F" in each cateqory each year.
. 91
v b e

90
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in the. findings section. This change in the ratings was significant

(see Table 9a).

LS

Table 9a’ '

'The Extent School Personnel Felt They Understood
What the Psychologists Were Saying in the Reports

1930 1981, 1982 t
Response ' - X % _ % . 1980-82 DF
Very Clear - 67 78 91 4,78% | 244
Somewhat Clear ' 27 V19 7 | 421|244 -
Hard to Understand 6 32 1.59; 244 |
Impossible to Understand 0 .0 -0 0 _—
‘No Response 0 0 - 0 0 ;:
*p<.,05 - - -
' Reviewers did ngt'favorab]y'rafe the testing‘}eport as
pr;?iding-néw 1;f6rmation for them: Table 9b indicates thaf the
peréentage of‘;espondents rating §pec1f16 findings ;s providing new
\ information decreased slightly err the coﬁrse-bf the study. This
was aqcoﬁpanied{by_a slight 1ncr;ase in the percenthge of feviewers
who felt that the findings section provided more coqfirmat{on of
previous s:spicions. Neither of these trends, however, were .
significant (see Table 9b).
. ’ »
. 92
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Table 9b g” g

The Extent'School Personnel éelt St eménts in the
Reports Provided New Information About-the Students

. 1980 1981 ° 1982 t

Response % % % {980-82 DF
New Information ' 0 _
Provided ’ - 54 43 44 1.57 . 244
Suspicion Verified 35 42 47 1.93 244
No New Information 8 |.. 13 9 } .28 244 -
No Response - 3 ] 0 | 1.90 | 244

P_<.05 P

L -
v

Table 9c presents data concerning the accuracy of.verbgfim

a

1]

statements taken frmn test rebétt findings. These data indicate that

the ,percentage of reviewers rating the statements in the most favor-

able category improved significantly. In addition, the percentage of
"~ . reviewers that reported findiﬁgs were inaccurate decreased, along

with a significant reduction in the number who did not respond.

rl

4 ' Table 9¢

The Extent School Personne! Felt the
Statements in the Reports Were Accurate

| 1980 1981 © 1982 t
Response : % % % 1980-82 __ DF
~Correct ' .62 | 64 84 __ 3.98% ‘ 244
Partially Correct L e L e || ze
Incorrect | 3 2 0 1.90 244
No Response | 18 15 | o0 | s.or%| 244

fEﬁ.OS‘
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Verbatim findings from the testing reports were rated as
sigpificant]y more useful in developing IEPs at the end of the study
than at the beginning. Furthermore, in 1982, all reviewers rated the

findings as being e1ther "very useful” or "somewhat useful” (see .

Table 9d). . .
| A
- Table 9d
The Extent School Personne1 Felt Statements in the Reports
Were Useful in Planning the Students®' Educational Programs
1980 1981 - 1982 t

Response % % X 1980-82 OF
Very Useful | 73 65 94 4.56% | 244
, Somewhat_Useful a9 |25 |6 | 3| 244
Not Useful - 7 4 0 . 2.97* 244

No Response 1 6 | 0 1.09 244

.
: -

fpﬁ.QS -

e. The Extent School Personnel Felt That the Overall Testing Report
Clearly Stated Testing Results and Was Appropriate

Sy

Table 10, pege 73, presents summary information tzgjoatiné the
clarity'and appropriateness of the psychological testing reports. |
.:éespoodents were given, and asked to read a typical testing report of
| A child with whom they were acquainted. They were asked to rate six
questions abqut the'reportﬁfrom most ‘favorable to least favorable -
(clarity of the report usefu1ness in determining placement, |
frequency.of unexp1a1ned technica] words or phrases, comparison of

-

the report with other reports, how we]] the report addressed the

referra1 question, and how adequate1y the examiner took into ,

consideration cu1ture and socia] factors).

o R 2 BT
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Table 10

P 1}
g Evaluation by School Personnel of the Clarity and ApprOpriateness
b ‘ ' “of the Overall Psycho-Educational Testing Reports
' Chuska - Tohatchi . ‘Greasewood ~ Total
1980 1981 1987 *F 1980 1981 1982 1980 1981 1982711 1980 [ 1981 1982
y _ _ N=12IN=13]R=7 IN=5]N=16{N=8 |[N=4 [N=9 |N=5[N =21 [N =38 = 20,
- > : < % X %< % X .3 % X X X . %
A. How clearly did this,réport state ) - '
th1s student's tPstifg results? . , )
Verv Clear, 1 Understood Everythinq 83 92 " 86 60 638 . 88 .25 88 80 67 82 - 85
Moderately<§]ear, There Were Very ’ . .
Few Things 1 Couldn't Underst and 16 8 14 40 | 3 12 75 11 20 ‘33 18 15
Moderately Uncl€ar, There Were ) - - ' N
Several POlntSH{ Couldn't Underst and 0 -0 0 0, ; 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Not At Al Clear, There Were Many ) _ ¥ ’ ' ' y
Points I Couldn't Understand 0|, 0 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
No Response ) - 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 .0 0 % 0
B. Was this report useful in determininq 4
this student's placement? ) "
Very Uséful 58 | .46 57 { 8| a3 88 2% a4 80 57 | as 75
A ' . *
Somewhat Usefu) 42 46 43 2 56 ‘e 75 55 20 43 53 25
Not Useful 0 8l o 0 o 0 0 0] o 0 3 0
Mo Response 0 0 0 "0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
C. How often did you find technical words . _ .
or phrases which were not adbquately N
explained? & ) ¢ :
. : - . ' : : :
Little Jargon Was Used 58 62 |- 57 80 38 75 100 67 60 71 . 53 65
 Some Jaraqon Was Used, Rut the Report o _ : ' ’ .
Has Usually Understandable 33- ¢t 31 43 20 1 50 12 0 33 40 24 39 30
. v B Y ’ . . ’
Substantial "Jargon Used, o ' / ' o
Hard to Understand - -0 0 0 Qj# 6 12 0 0 0 0 3 5
) P i - x - --'—'-——J )
Freq % t Use of Jargon, Extremely Cart ) g .
‘Difficult to Understand 8 0 0 0 0 0]~ 0 0 ; 0 5 0-].__0
: 4 -«
No Resnonse 1 0 8 0 0 H 0 0 0 0 0 5 L)
. ‘ _ . . : [
® J S N , : :




) P - : b kY N [}
. N .
. 4 : _ - - . o
» Table 10 (continued) | o . .
\5‘ [y iy “ ' N -
: . .o . Chuska - Tohatchi, , .+ Greasewood * * Total ’
- . - 1980 1981 1982 | 1980 | 1981 | 1982 1960 | 1981 | 1982 [} 1980 1981 1982
: Co. N=12]N=13|N=7 IN=6 |[N=16]N =8 |[N=4 [N=9 |[N=S5]IN=21|N=38[N=2 o
. X % % X X ] % X X X % % . .
. D. How does this report compare with other ‘ ' A I . e ’
\ reports you have seen in the past year? . v o . . - )
W About the Same K 16 | 54| 43 o “so4 8] 100 “66| 100l .29 | 55 75
. < o R - , . . . Iy \
Worse Than the Others ' 0. 0 . 0 0 0 0 0|+ O 0 - 0 0 0
. » . ) - QQ ) . .
Better Than the Others ' -~y =~ 75 39 57 100 | 50 12 0 N 0 67 37 25 iy
No Response o s l. 8] of o ol o 0 22 of{. .5 8| .o
» . Y e : )
E. Do these recommendations address the ' . ' |
questions raised by the refenring _ _ : _
, teacher? ! I ' . ] B . i ) . . .
Referral Quéstinn Hel)l Addressed } 83 |. 70 86 80 I* 88 | 100 25 - 0 80 n V79 9& . ’ ' e
® - . . ¢ v . = [N . -
. - Referral Question Partly Addressed 16 8 14 20 "6 0. 75 11 4 20 "\l 29 |, 81}]. 10
~J . . -
Lo Referral Question Not Addressed -0 0 -0 00 0 0 1. 04§ 0O 3 0
- _ ' r
No Response . | -0 ] 23 0 0 61, © ‘o 0 0 o] - | o0
/ : j N . ol . T . [/
‘F. Do you feel that the examiner gave . | '
appropriate considerations to societal . b b - .
and cultural factorsein this student's . : / ' - :
case? . e \ EN
o ’ .
Completely Appropriate Consideration 42 53 57 60 50- 75 2 33 60 |}, A43. 47 -65
~ . . * . ) i , ) ] . ) - . . o
Partly Approoriate Considerat4on .42 30 43 40 43 25 75 66 © 40 L 48 . 45 35 . v ey
‘ Partly Inappropriate Consideration | 16 |° 15 0 0 6 oMo} o "ol 0] 8 o] .
Completelv Inappropriate Consideration 0 ol o] ol o 0 0 0| o 0 o |
Ho Res'ponse : : ' oj. 0 0 0 j» O 0 0 0o l' o 0
- . : . > . t
! , . . ’ - . .l Y—'

. Al




As table 10a indicates, a]thougb/ﬁlspondents falt that the ®
rj' * 7 clarity of the testing reports improved during the course of the . - ~
' study, this increase was not statistica]]y significant
) | <.
Table 10a ) T ‘
ot Jhe Extght School Personnel Felt the Reports ’ - //”
: Clearly Stated the Students Testing Results N L
M R R 1)32 g '
Response S X 1980-82 DF
- —-
Very Ckg;;”/] . ‘ o 4 '
| | Understbod Eve Jythingt o670 ] 82 | 8 |78 | 39
S Mon,ate1y Clear, There ’ f’ ' | R |
Were Very Few Things I : - . :
_Couldn't Understand 33 18 15 1.38 39
. Moderate]y'Un 1ear There t
D Were Several Points I : N ‘
Couldn't Understand 0 0 0 0 ~-
. | No'Response .0 - 0 . o [ -0 | --
p<.05 oo o -~ )
IR R I N

Table 10b reﬁorts the rating of schoo1 personne1 on the over-
AN -
. a11 usefu]ness of the reports in determ1n1ng the students' placement.
N
As in the preyious question, there was an 1ncrease in the percentage

of reviewers who rated the overai] usefulness of reports in.the most

vt ~ favorable category, but the change that occurred between 1&8Q and .
. 1982 was not significant. > . | _
J B ‘ ; ~ . . ' _ o | o : |
. \ - ' . ' ' . & . . .
1 ~ ,
S \ ’\\ . . —- — ._ < -
<\ \ : :
) \
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Table lOb | b

SO The Extent School Personne1 Felt the Reports
Were Useful in Deternining Students' Placemdnt

. .:‘\ - . . B
ey - /} 1980 C1ee1 1982t . °

- Response ‘ ' .4 % - ‘% .1980-82 - DF "

— _ — _
YN\ Very, Useful ' 1 57 ° 45‘ ¢ 75 1.24 39
’ . * ‘ . . l ! »

v;Somewhat Useful "l 43 °§+ 52 |- 25 1.48 39

1" Nob Usefu] 1 o 3 |- o | o | -

No Response 0 0 0 0 ‘==

—.REOS ¢ s

" | R , Schooi personnél often ‘complain qbdut jérgon-and te;hhica#v’
. j _ words'used in testing reporfs that are not adequately explained
(Ruéker, 1967} and Shively & Smifh 1969);' Iab]e 1b¢ pre§hpts data”
T determ1n1ng the extent schoo] personnel fe1§ the reports contained
| such jargon. It indicates that little: Jargon wés ysed, and what was
used was easy to . 5nderstand Oveﬁ the course of the study, 1t
A0 ' appears that reviewers felt there was a s1ight increase in the amount
'of * jargon used, but that such jargon and technica1 words were easier
to understand, due to exp]dnations-iﬁ t@e report. This change,-

i ’ however, was not_étatist1c§11 sign1f1cant;

\

!

6 - | ‘ | ) ' | e,




~ . ) . Table 10¢ ' , o

. . & » , ' o l
o The Extent School Personnel Found Telhnical Words L
?\ A .or Phrases in the Reports Difficult to Understand «

"'\'L ) ‘ 3 . _ . !
o N 1980 . 1981 1982 t oo A
i Résponse ' X X % 1980-82  DF - .

i o s . '

Little Jargon Was Used ” | ™\71 | 53 65 | &.41 [ 39 | ,
. | Some Jargon, But ' ; | |

Generally Understandable 24 39 . 30 ° 43 39

: = =N -

“Substantial Jargon Used, :

Hard to Understand 0 -3 5 .03 39

Frequent Use of Jargon, . ., - ' ;'Hs, -

Extremely. Difficult to o _ . .

‘Understand T . 5 0 | 0 |. 1.05 | 39

No Response ‘ 0 - 5 .0 0 -- ’

'.E<'05 | _ _ - ) - v . . ) . -

. - . ' PO :
One approach for evaluating testing reports is to compare them
with other reports that ‘school perspnne1.have used in the past.
{ - Table 10d presents the reSults of this comparison. | N

| o L '
When interpreting the data of Table 10c, it should be noted that

the 1980 reviewers compareq‘testjng reports that_were part of this

: stud;'yith-reports prepared'by 1nd1v{dua15 not associated wifh;the
/f—\ R ' Exceptional Child Center;'thus;-this’second.grOUp of reports.cznt

_taihed a different;testing format"and different procedures useJ.for

test adminfstration. In 1981 and 1982, the reports being evaluated

were compared with}the previous year $ reports which were a part of

this ‘study. o . Lyfx | o
| q Table 10d shows that in 1980, 67% of the reviewers felt that the

testing reports prepared by ECC psychologists were better than the

--. .' reports prepared by 1nd1v1dﬁals not associated with the ECé} 28% felt

AN 101




that:they were about‘the samelfand_noronelfeit that they'we::rnot'as
,goed a; other reports they had used. '_
-« The 1981 testing reports'were compared with those from;]980 and
- xfoilowed'the same generai format of.the 1980 comparison. The'per; )
centage of reviewers who fe]t thaf.theliési reports were better than. -
: - _,the reports of the- previous year dropped to 37%, dnd 57% felt that . |
N ::'they were about the same. The 1982 data suggest that only 25%/9_,the SRR
reviewers felt that the 1982 testing reports were better than those L
prov1ded in 1981, and 75% felt that they weie about .the same. ,wln

A]though the change reported between 1980 and 196//is significant it

A is the change that occurred between 1981 and 1982 that is of - partic-
ular importance to this_study, Fhis change, although positive, was _c
) not sighifiehnt{ - | | |
. - | “Table 10d
The Extent School Personnel Felt the Reports
| | Compared With Other Reports Seen in the Previous Year
I 4 o j980 1981 1982t
.Response < 38 % . % _1980-82 - DF
. | BetterThanothers | 67 | 3 25 | 2.08%| 39
| mbout theSame - | 28 |- 55 75 | aa1%] 39
Norse Than Bthees~a; 3 .0 0 0 | .0 -
No Response L. | s | s 0 1.05 | 39
| *£<.05 ' | | |
g ' ' Another compiaint of schooi personnel of. psychoiogical testing

reports is that they do not address the question asked by the-person
referring the child (Rucker, 1967;), Table 10e presents data which.




addressed the questjdn of how adequateiy reviewers felt that the

v testing reports responded to the referral questions. - T K | _)
. In.1980, 71%.of the reviewers rated the reports - as addressing
o, ) the referral question very'weil (in the most favorable category), and"
p . . 1in 1982, 90% rated the reports in the most favorabie category; !
7'0'_ S Although this finding was positive and encouraging, the change ;
reported was. rot statistica11y significant . 5
Tabie lOe
The Extent School’ Personnei Felt the Recommendations | S b
~ 1n the Reports Addressed the Referral Questian x
: Ry ’ ’ :
- ' 1980 1981 1982 -+t
Response : o % % %  1980-82 DF
S 'Referral Questionrweii - ' . . ) i ' ~
Addressed - S I 4 I /X 90 .59.] .39 7 -
Referral Question . _ A -
Partly Addressed 29 - 8 I 10 | 1.59 39
Referral Question | | ‘ o Y ,
-Not Addressed ) - 0 3 0 0 --
No Reséonseﬁ . | 0 ..il | 0 0 . ==

_E{.OS

School personnel, particularly those working with'minority
students, are oftenhcritical of psychoioéiste end_skepticai of
testing reports that do not'give adequete consideration to social and
cuitural factors unique to the minority population with which they
are wérking (Oakland 1977) - This type of criticish often resuits in
school personnei dism%;sing testing results as being bias. | -

, Table 10f provides davh concerning the reviewers opinions of the

extent the psychologists considered the social and cul ral factors . .
7 | 1 o

',Neueecetni,ceewee;log_e,e'e_;yph,_c,i_,f;ﬁ




unique o the children being evaluated. In 1980, 43% of the
reviewers indicated that thewag1t the examiner had. completely and
. yer‘y' apprdpri_atei-y _conST\'de,red cu1tura1_ﬂ;_\d socti al fa(:for_s. In 1982,
65% of the reviewers rated the reports in the most fayorable
category. This cbange’suggésb; that the intervention during the | .

. study caused péycho1og!stslto give greater consideration to social

3 and cuTtura]-factdrs Jﬁique to the éhi]dren being eQa]uated; howevér,
the perdentage of change'Was not sfatjsticé11y significant.
— ~ Tablel0f
. . “The Extent School Fersonnel Felt thé Psychologists Gave
Appropriite Consideration to Social and Cultural Factors -
‘ R - - 1980 . 1981 1982 - t
Response Co X% X - % 1980-82 DF
Complétely Appropriate . E ] o N | . ’
Considerat{on 43 47 &5 1.45 o 39
iy ;. Partly Appropria . 1.
Consideration - ‘ a7 45 35 .79 39
Partly Inapprdpriate : o
Consideration | -0 8 0 0’ -
Completély Inéppropriaie.'~'- . SRR : ’
N Consideration .10 0 | o 1.53 | 39
\ %ﬂo'ReSpdnse ' - : - »0 o | o [. 0 | -
L { ) . . ’
- p<.05 . | ' . . ‘

3. There Will Be a Greater Relationshib Between the Lnstructional Program =
__'Progoseain %he TEP and the Recommendations in the Psyco-Educational .
Testing Reporws - | R : = :

One major assumption of this study was that 1£i£hé information
contained in the psychofeducationa1 testing repo}ts i$ relevant, useful,

accurate, and realistic, such information will indeed be used by school

_personne\. However, even though an educator, bareht, or any test result

-




~

user evaluates a testing report.as helpful, accurate, and relevant, such

.a rating does not provide evidence that they are indeed using these

results (Ownby andjNailbrOﬁnZ 1983). Goldman points out that testing
results may be used at different Tevels (Goidman, 1981). Fifié]d'(1982)
believes that if individual testing-resu]ts are uti]ized oniy for general
orientation purposes, confirmation/of professionai judgements, or to
satisfy curiosity, the investment in time and other resources is not’

warranted.” P

The need. for individua] testing is often justified on ‘the basis that_
it is necessary and valuable in making placement and prdgranming deci~-
sions in preparing the students' individual educationai programs (1EPs)

(Kabier, 1977). Some.studies have proven that testing reports are used

ext sive]y in developing IEPs for studénts placed in spec1a1 education

(Fifield, 1982; Kabler, 1977). In certain instances, the reSuits and
recommendations sections of thd testing reports provide a major source of
data for the students' IEPs.-,&n~ether instancesy it has heen_observed |
that the Ié: committee{ignores individual test finding$ and recommenda-
tions. The IEP regardless, provides a document of placement and program
recommendations which can be- compared with the findings and recommenda— |
tions on individuai psycho-edacationai testﬁ g reports. For this study,_
the degree of concurrence between findings a:d\?%commendations on IEPs
and testing reports served’as an index of the degree school personne]
used testing reports and the purpose for which they were used~ |
Data to compare. the findings -and recommendations contained on IEPs

and testing* reports were obtained by examining the findings and recommen-

dations contained on a sample of student IEPs.and testing reports. The -

degree of congruence -was then determined between the two sets ot data.
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S - A
_ These data were co]iected for each observation period of the study The

student popu]ation from ‘which™to draw the samp]es consisted of ali the

o~

students placed in specia] education in the target sChools.

! ~ . Reason for Referra]. A pre]iminary step before comparinq ‘the

relationship between IEPs and'QESting reports was an analysis of the .

findings and'recdmmendations-contained in the-psychofogicai testing RN

!
= \

‘reports for the students piaced in special education of the target -

. schoo]s The data presented on. Table \Q\‘page 83, indicated changes in

RO

the reasons children’ were referred for testing during the course of the

T
L3 . RN ¢
4

) y . - study Epr the 1980 testing,. behaviorai and hea]th probiems accounted o et
for a very small percentage of the referrals, but for the 1981 testing, ’ -
behaviora] and heaith probiems accounted for 24% of the referra]s. : n_
1982, behauiqrai and/or health problems did not sing]y account for any ’
referrals; however, behaviora] problems combined with academic prob]ems

accounted fdv 27% of the referrals. ' - ) ‘

Ciarity‘of Referra] Question.. The need for a clear and precise .

referral question was a probiem fqr this study.. .If the person_ making the'

referrai does not know what information is needed or wanted it is ' -

difficuit for them to appropriately critique a testing report and o
| determine if the report uquides information that'is helpful. For this ..E%;:

reason, the referrai question was streSSed"in the inservice training.

For 1980 Tab]e 1N indicates that 56% of the referral questions were _

judged as good, and 4Msiam_nmcmtaguaﬂww—re£mL

questions increased in 1981 to 67%, and those referral questions Judged

as fair decreased to 26%. The 1982 data, however, indicate that referra]

N
questions were judged iess favorabiy at the conciusion of the study than

they were at the beginning.
, P
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L . . S Table 11 - : : !
- \ . 3 . “
Referral and Placement Information From the Testing , . - {
\ Reports of Students Placed in Special Education
B . - . ) . l [ : ’ .
. \ _Totals : S
‘ . S, TOR0 | Y981 [ V9BZ Voo -
© - Item . N=98|] N=42] N= 33 ' : : ,
T . -- '] o] } -‘ J ’ x ‘ x x
). REASON FOR REFERRAL — o - - . R T
. » . » + e . ] . ‘ . N . N . X .
A. Academic Problem - : v . 93, 79 .70 —_ " =
‘B, B&havioral Problem . [ S 7 0
C. Health Problem - N -0 7 0 .
#  D. Academic and Behavioral Problem , _ * * 27 e
E. Other _ 0 0 T <
2. CLARITY OF THE REFERRAL QUESTION " o | - . -
:A. Poor, Vague andVnclear Questioh 2 7 | o2 ' ' h ' i
. B, Fair, Adequately Stated Question )} 26 L) 4 , _ N
. €. Good, Well Stated Question - db b/ 8 |-. ) . "\
:t UL NO'ReferrETngstion o 2 0 ~3 '
3. RECOMMENDATION FOR PLACEMENT . |
" A. Learning Disability | 98 76 85 y
- B. Mental Retardation T 14 9, .
" T. Emotionally Disturbed 0 3 3
D. Other - 0 I -3 s
. ’ [ §
4. PLACEMENT CLASSIFICATION : , ' . *
A. Self-Contained . . 1 10. 3 R
. Resource Room S _ /8 A - /3 ’ o o
C. Small Group - - [} 33" 18 . .
T, One-to-One 0 12 3 el
, EOther ¥ 3 - dy
A% ‘

**This data not -reported for 1980:and 1981. : : : s

. V-
r

%
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Interpretation of this data suggests that the inservice training had.

little effect on h0w well referral questions were stated Poor~ vague,
- and unclear referral questions slightly increased over the-course of'the
study. However, the director of speciai~education‘and other schooi

. personnel attributed this increase to the difficulty of getting referrai
forms and-theliogistics process of.preparing and submittiné referrais
rather than'the'effectiueness of thelinservice training. |

Recommendation. for Placement. Of the children in the three target

schools placed in speciai'education, approximately BS%twere classified as

learning disabled. This high percentage of children classified -as
learning disabled can be'eXpiained As :oted in the 1iterature, most
psychologists :and IEP committee members are sensitive to the issues of
bias in testing, inappropriate placement 1abe1ing, and other practices :
which mai'discriminate. The special educatign classification of learning
disabiiity is felt to contain the 1east amount of stigma. When

psycho iogi sts and 1EP conmittee members had mi sgivings. concerning a

~c1assification because there was not ciear or consistent evidence of

which handicapping category was most appropriate, yet there was apparent -

evidence - that the chiid needed individua]ized heip, this diiemma.was
.resoived by seiecting learning disabi]ities as the classificatioh of
choice. In a similar matter, to comply. with reguiations that require
chiidren to be piaced in the 1east restrictive environment very few
students were recommended for salf-contained placenent. The majority of
' students were - recomnended for placement in a resource room, and a.

. significant number of chiidren were recommended for smaii group type

._ instruction,

T R
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The réldtionship between the’recommendations contained in the
students' IEPs and their testing reports was determined by using Pear%on
Product MOMent Coefficient of Correlation. In addition,'the speciftcity

o of reconmendations, i.e., nNO reconmendation genera]/broad or detailed
r .
, ' and specific r!.bmmendations, was factored in the correiation coefficient
i \' .
’
: and a percentage comparison was made between the recommendations
contained on the testing reports and the IEPs. ',7 : S | ...:

Relationship Between Short-Term Recommendations on Testing Reports -

and IEPs. Tabie 12,‘page 86; presents the relationship between
sbort-termirecommendations contained in the testing reports and'those -t
contained on the IEPs. "Ten categories of short-term recommendations were ;
identified and- recorded on the IEPs and the testing reports. The

ipercentage of each recommendation for each category, along with its

| specificity rating is presented on Table 12 - In addition, the ;
corre]ation coeffigient between the IEPs ‘and the testing reports is
presented on Tab]ek}?. | | |

-The correlation coefficient between short term goal recommendations

on IEPs and testing reports indicates.that the relationship-improved- ¢
betwéen 1980 and 1982,. The awerage change was*.18. However, not all
categories of short-térm recommendations improved. The categories
showing_the most significant increase inc]&de: math concepts +.50,
ianguaqe and auditory~skiiis;+'22' fdnctidha]-math +, .28, reading .
comprehension +.24, socia1 skills + 38 and visual motor skiiis +,28.

: The iearning skiiis aiso showed an increase, but not at a significant

- ieyei The reiationship between . IEP and testing report recommendations

in reading mechanics -.03, math combinations -.13, and other recommenda-c

tions -.10 was less in 1982 than in 1980. None of the reductions in
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] 2. hd ¢ a
‘ '..' ’
- e Table 12 ‘
- Relatlonshlp Between Short~Tern Recomiendatlons Contalned on the Testlng Report and the IEP
. . . .!‘._.\__._.-_:.g ’i . R K . .
' i - Wo Recomneﬁdatinn 1! EhneraT’ Broad’ Detai1ed’or'5pecific 1T rfBetwgen Test _
. : Provided Recommendati~ﬂ Provided Recommendation Provide Report- amd IEP Change in r :
: RELVNBREL:E 1982 > 1980 | T98T. ] 1982 | 1980 .| T98Y | 1982 || 1980 | 1981 | 1982 | Between 1980 | -
Item - . N = 98 N-42N¢313_,N-98 N~ A42]N=33|N=098|N=42|N=33|fN=~98|N=~4|N=33 and 1982
. X £.° X ] % 2] X . X % % X | sx 2 |
1. reaomws mecwantcs b oo b b ] . ' :
Test Report - . - 10 1451 49 25 124 .3 65 74 49— | .45 37 .42 © -3
(LI _ - 7 T 39| A7 T+ 9 36 | .86 52 . . '
2. READING C SION | M I R ST Y I R . S B o
Test Report ‘43 45 15 18 12 21 39 | 43 64 39 |- .65 .63 +.25
TeF 7 Y % B L 33 30 19 4] T 33 1A | ' _
3. "MATH cméu'mwus ' J | IR B - . v 1l
' Test Report _ o2 ] 19 ] ¥ 23 | 7 6 s | 7] 79 || .3 .22 .22 -13
TEP \ 7 -3 | 33 8 | A ] g {3 59 N 6 . '
7 3 IR NI _ , ' N
4. FUNCTIONAL WATH ) L . - g1 . o
Tést Reppyt 84 98 | 70 8 | -2 0 6 -0 30 | :35 00| .63 | +28
R 1P \) . 89 100, 79 T 0 0 7" 0 2T 4. . -
5. MATH COMCEPKS 3 . e T - 5 -
. Test Refort : 79| 95 | "33 |- 44 5 ] -3 | 15 | o 64 || - .18 |. .00 .68 +.50
N 174 N 69 00 F 4% | 17 |- O T 12 | O L - . .
6. LANGéGE AND AUDITORY SKILLS P L. 1. o b ¥z H . J. B T DR L
Test Report as (33 [ 30 21 21 15 |-.32 | 45 55 || .04 . .00 .26 +.22 .
: 0 TEP 20 |V 8% | & 36 L3 9 F 3% 1 o7 - ' - '
wsxms S ‘. N R | S . | . o
- est Report 75 N . 58 12 12 9 n 17 | 33 | -.2 31 .59 4,38 o
' S || B [T T 6 I 1 o 1 2 1 - U
8. LEARNING sxms--menome ETC. R . A I | o )
Test Report - 81. 4. | 82 9 | 12 3 .8 | 14 15 .01 .30 J7°] 0 416
. TEP N _ 88 I3 1] § 5 0 o ° 2 | I? . :
. X ~ LAY P
9. VISUAL-MOTOR SKILLS - - _ o E e N '
Test Report. e . 86 64 | 84 | -5 ] .21 9" T 14 |’ 6 A6 .24 4 +.28
. TEP™ M. ® | 95 | O G- ~ 2 5 1 & 2. 1 3 | - -
1 119- OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS "l S Y S I DU R DT SR |
" Test Report N - 91 | 86 70 | 5 5 0 4 10 | 30 A3 ] 41} .03 -.10
TEP 74 8] 82 5 [ 7 0 9 7 18 :

\)'(cbefficien;'of'.IQ is significant ai_the .05 leyel, 'Tﬁb_avéraﬁe Ehanﬁe for short-tern_recommendathns wis'flsy k
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' \Arelationship were significant, however, the sections showing improved

relationship were significant\_//

»

i - The daga presented on Table 12 suggest that the intervention through ;;7
inservice training anayor changes in the psychological testing report.

format and process did improve the relationship between the rec ommenda-
«

“tions for short- term goals contained on the testing reports and those

B

‘contained in IEPs. ' T | - | ' V.

. Relationship Between Recommendations for Long-Term Instructional
" (Y

. Goals Contained on Student Testing Reports and Their IEPs. Table 13,

page 88 presents the reiationship between recommendations for 1ong-term |
instructional goals contained in the testing reports and those on the
IEPs. As indfcated in 1980, the IEPs dig not repor{ Tong-term goals;

thus no relationship couid be recorded Furthermore, the percent of
?

"psychological testing reports that ~ontained long-term goals in 1981 and
* S~ o
1982 increased and recommendations became more Specific.-

i’* | The opposite occurred yith student IEPs; in 1980 there were no IEPs

that contained long-termigoals, yet in 1981, 88% of the IEPs contained |
long-term goais for reading instruction., This was reduced, however, to !
19% in.1982. In 1981, 7% of the IERs contained recommendations for math
instruction, but in 1982 on1y 21% contained such recommendations. In |
the other four- categories of 1ong-term goals, fewer IEPs reported such
.goais and those goals reported tended to be very gLnerai

' During the course of the study, inservice training activities _. .
focused on improving short term goals in IEPs. The impact of this |
| ”“”emphasis is supported by the data ‘presented in Table 13. The

relationship between the 1ong-term instructiona1 goals on the IEP and

‘those in the testing report couid only be reported for 1981 and 1982
‘data. The average change was +.3 and was negligible.
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- " » . ) . . r - . " * . .
. )y S : . Table 13 R -
‘Relatjion'shlp Betuehn l'l'ecomndathns for Long;Ten Instruction
Goals Contained on the Testing Report and the IEP : ) o
g No Recommendat fon — Yseneral, Broad Detatled or Specific ¥ Between Test i
. ‘ Provided . | Recommendation Provided Recommendation Provided |. t and IEP Change in r
. .. 1980 TO8T | 1982 1980 | 1981 1982 1980 1981 1982 1 1987 | 1982 Bstween 1981
’ Item _ N=98|N=42]N=33]N=98}Nw=a4hN=233|N=98|N=42|N=2331|N=98|N=242IN"™= “and 1982
X .3 X X X X 3 X X £ | X \ -
1. LONG-TERM' READING INSTRUCTION - ol | N :
Test Report 10 5 9 73 ‘86 | 58 15 10 33 Q001 .14 21 ) +.7
IEP . 1] 12 79 0 § 483 18 0 3 3 \ :
% ) 1T 3 ‘
... 2m LONG-TERM MATH INSTRUCTION ' ' ! . :
— { Test Report 19 * |, 24 ‘3 12 69 46 7 , 1 52 .00* .20 207 -13
' TEP : - AN ] U (13 17 I A W -
; m - T X . ) - ) ) . il ] 4 : A
3. LONG-TERM GOALS IN Laneuace ~ | .|\, | - L oy
-, DEVELOPMENT - ' : ' 1
Test, Report . | & | 39 42 74 24 N 5 36 dox| a3 | .31 | 48
o TEP 1] 85 0 w1 9 0 5 [ S | : - .
4. LORG-TERM JOALS IN SOCIAL SKILLS 7} . T ' . -
Test Rffport B / a3 | s 32 57 18 12 0o | 21.3 00%| .30 18 -7
- j 0 81 . 91 1] 19 .6 0 .0 3 ' -
: . ﬁ . - : 7
5.. LONG-TERM GRALS IN VISUAL-MOTOR ‘ -
~ DEVELOPMENT | - .
Test Report 89 83, 91 7 17 9 2 0 0 00* .07 .00 -.7
IEP 0 98 100 0 F4 0 0 0 0 /]
6. LONG-TERM GOALS IN SCIENCE, _ - . , . | - .
SOCIAL STUDIES, AND OTHER . : ' : . ' ‘ . ' ! . s
_ CONTENT. AREAS | - : N . _ ' ’ o :
g Test Report -, : 77 | 83 - 61 15 12 9 6 5. 30 .00* N 26 | +.15 K
o TP o o 0 03 94 0 Z 1 -3 0 3 3 . { N
' V .
*“THIS data was fiot reported In the IEPs for 1980, . . . \\ = - T e
The “average change in r for long-term instruct fonal go:ké-ffj. ' L A, - '
113 | T o e o 114




Relationship Between Recommendations for Specific Materials and

o StrategiesLSupfﬂfleMental Services, and Criteria for Evaluating

e o Effectiveness on" the,Testing,Repgtts and the IEPs. }he last three are:s
on the testing reports and IEPs that requested speci{fic recommendations
" included: (a) specific materials and instrUction, (b) supplemental
services, and (c) the eriteria for evaluating the effectiveness df the
] - program These data are presented in Table 14, page 90. The 1980 I;Ps
_did not report recommendations for g‘ESe three categories, and in 1981
less than 20% of the IEPs reported recommendations for these categories. = | f
This improved in 1982 with 58% of the IEPs reporting rgcommendations for
. specific instructional materials, 39% reporting rec ations for
}} -supplemental services, and 12% providing evaluatioh cptteria for the
program's effectiveness. | | L .
During the course of the study, the number of testing reports that

contained recommendations for these three areas increased, as well as the

specificity of such: recommendations, however, the relationship between
these recommendations and those on the IEP decreased. As with 1ong-term
goals, the focus of the IEP inservice training offerred by the agency
focused on short term goals and comparative]y 1itt1e attention was given
. - to recommendations in the above areas; thus ré(]ecting the focus, the
- | F;correlations shifted from positive to negative between 1981 and 1982 with
' an. average change of -:49, This.relationship change was significant but .

ot meaningful, in view of the facts as described above. |
The data collectors. recording and evaluating'the'Specificity of
recommendations in student IEPs and testing reports providgd,a rating of
. agreement between the. testing reports and IEPs, As presented on Table

15, the daegFee of improvement in the relationship of-findings on- testing

‘:;1;155; |
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Table 14

E2l

Relationship Between Recommendations for Specific Natéri;l or
Instructional Strategies, Supplemental Services, and Criteria for

Evaluating Effectiveness Contained on the Testing Report and the 1EP _ . " ' .
- . ‘No Recommendation General, Broad | DetaiTed or Sgecific [[ r Between Test :
. 3 ¢ Provided Recommendation Provided Recommendation Provided Report and IEP Change in r .
. Y980 T 1981 1982 | 1980 1981 1982 |~ Y980 [ T98T 1982 1980 1981 1982 Between 1981 | - .
Item , ' N=98B[N=4d2fN ="33|N=098|N=42|N = 33 N =98 N =42|N=33|[N=98|N=42|N= 33} and 1982 *
, . 2 . - X X . X X % X .3 - % % . X 1 3 :
» ’ - ’ - . ’ ’ N i . ' - *
1. RECOMMENDATION OF SPECIFIC ) " : : - P )
MATERIALS AND INSTRUCTIONAL | R g - )’ .
STRATEGIES . - , . ’ . :
Test Report ' 25 14 18 10 - 10 9 63 16 73 L00* 10 -.19 -.29 T
. 1EP . ' 0 86 42 0 12 39 1.0 4 8 _ C
™ 2. RECOMMENDATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL - . S '
SERVICES - . - ' C .
, Test Report 43 | 26 15 2 4, 12 53 0 73 || .00¢} .11 -.32 -.43
TEP 0 9T 3 I L 5 9 5 0 30 _ ‘| \ .
© — - . ; — :
o _ . ~ ' } ' . : . '
3. CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING ' : B B : J }
EFFECTIVENESS . ° ! ‘ : . |
Test Report 22 5 0 8 . 95 « 24 68 0 76 - .00 .70 -.04 -.74
1P 0 9 82 -0 2 15 0 0 3 >
' \
* This data was not reported in the IEPs for 1980, ' . o R
. -~

_ The average change for material‘and.strategies. supplemental services, and criteria was -.49.
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Tab

L
le 15

- . Overall Rating of How Hell the Testing, Reports Agreed , L
' With the IEPs and the Quality of the Reports ) '
Py \ ‘ . ‘ 2
hand . . * B
Poor Fair - " Good . ' -Diréct Agreement
1980 1981 1982 1980 1981 1982 | 1980 1981 1982 1980 |
Item N=98] N=34§ N=33] N=98] N=42] N=33|"'N=98] N=4 N=233 N=-98] N=42} N »~:33
13 t 1 % 3 % 2K X ) 3 ' %
1. Overall Rﬁting of How Well : .
the Testing Reports Agreed 30 26 12 44 4] 49 23 31 24 * * 15
With the 1EPs * : '
2. ‘Rating of Overall Quality : | _- 1 T
of Testing Report .4 4 0 40 a 12 53 | 52 88 o
- i : . /- B -
| o - IS
Qis data not reported for 1980 and 1981.
A
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5“reports and 1EPs was small. The evaluators felt that approximateiy 24%

~ of the reports had good agreement with the IEPs and nearly hailf had fair
| agreemeht. . ‘ | , - :

\

In anaiyzing the 1982 data, instances were identified in which it -~ o

+

"was apparent that the testing -réport was uaed almost echusivelygto- ,;g,g |
- ‘ ’develop the IEP A new category (direct agreement) was added to the data X

3o
and the frequency of direct agreement betweenifest ing reports and IBPs

\

was recorded for 1982 This direct agreement occurred in approximateiy

;‘,.

-~

15% of the reports reviewed in 1982 R e ﬁ.'ffy’
Data collectors'Were also asked to. provide a rating of the overail
quality of the testing reports. These data are presented insTebié 15 and

A,

1ndicate that data collectors felt there was a significant improvement in’ ¢ o

the quality of the testing reports over the course of* the»study. L s °;' %;[

= 4. At the Completion of the Project, Referral Forms, egFing Reports and o
T ~Other—Procedures Used to COmmunic‘te‘TthViduaT’TeSt 1ndings ‘and "3 %Qﬂ o,
o R‘commendations Will Have Been Improved = . ﬁq;rr ﬁ& .

The data coTlected to address the above objective incTud;d vergaﬁ t#];

ot ﬂ»«?-ﬁﬁ
_and written comments from interviews with targeh(?chooi personnei aﬂong/ e
. with the Test Report Critique Form which contained both foreed choice/&hd 94

- *“"_"-_.“"*‘V N

open-en”/,eomments. The Test Report Critique Form asked reviewers to .

evaluate' the referral and report forms and other activities used in the g

T L

agency to communicate test findings to users (see Appendix c).. These g i

4\\ ) ’ N -

examples and conmeots were used to stimuTate further inquiries during \the S

interview.., | ._ - ;.' S : | _> : T ; '_jhﬁe

The nature of the interview foCused on criticisms and suggestions d 'jifﬁ

~ ~from schooT personnel for improving :

Yoy

' process and the testidg reports. Thef

ycho- educationaT assessment

y'SOTicited oPportunity'for'

respondents to provide positive comments was to the question, "How did

o am
g - : o . ) S A




“data are found on Table 16, page 94. : 5

.psychoiogicai testing. The percentage.of)criticai comments of . psycholog- \

| recommendations addressed the issue of increased specificity of the

_the assessment process and a variety of other comments

‘quality of-the- reports were compiimentary Cuiture consideration and

the testing report compare with other'testing reports?" Indiyidual

[}

comments were tfisiated and the percentage of criticisms, reccimmenda«

tions, neutral responses and'positive responses were calculated. These

The 1980 data indicate that 62% of the comments were critica1 of

ica1 testing reduced during the study, but not significantiy In 1980

K

. criticisms focused p“imariiy on- the availability of reports, turnaround

time (from referral. to report), and ‘the nature of the referra1 In 1981, |
criticisms. focused primariiy on the validity of the findings and cultural ;,;."”f
considerations. JIn 1982, most criticisms addge$sed the avaiiabiiity of

reports, cu1tura1 considerations, and the reality of recommendations. ,'J;

The recommendations in 1980 focused on the format. of reports,

specificity of the reconmendations, the assessment-process, and issues L

concerning communicating testing resuits with staff In 1981, most

findings and recommendations in the report and techniques for improving .
cuiture consideration in the assessment of chiidren. In 1982, the

recommendations focused on the vaiidity of the findings, turnaround time, - Q;

]

Seventy-two pgrcent of the compiimentary comments in 1980 concerned :
the quaiity of the reports. Other areas compiimented ind‘hded the , - 5§
sp cificity of recommendations and the consideration psychologists gave-' d

to ¢ 1tura1 factors. In 1981 only 19% of the comnents .about the

validity 0 findings received 19x and 14: of the compliments respec--

1982 22% of the compiimentary comments concerned the use of~'

191

tively, /
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Table 16

Summary of Nritten and Verba) Comments of School

Personnel Concerning Psychological Assessment

1980 1981 " a982 Totals
0 Tl T3l Lol T8l T Tal I3
B E 4 _ d . : e o | :
LIR{n sg LI ag § § EF i E i sg
- : ] 4 . pa . 1 a1%¢] E | & | 3 :
s L e st 1R EIR §]‘Ea T AR
N=93 | N=39 | N=18| N=0] N=98 [ N=50 | N=37Y N=23 { N=33 | N=17| N=9 | Nu5 | N=224 | N=106 | N=64 | N=28
s | x| x| x| x| x| %) xjex | x| s | x] % x | x| 3
Referral . 13 5  ol ] afw]| 3] alo]o ojawol 2 1 |a]]
Conmunications--Staffing: 2113 51 * 4 0 0 0 0 0 04 O 3 5 " 21 0]
Turnaround (Referral to Report) w| ol ol «] 7] 6l ofof sl olofunuls)olo Lo
Availability of Reports B 2| 3] o +] 0 2] 3| o]l ol ofo}is 2 2] o
Format of Reports 10 21| o} +J 1| 2} s ol ol ol uf o] a | s s {10
Specificity Blw|n| «] ofauyoleo 92| 6] o] o] o || 3o ‘
Test Appropriaténeé; 3 3 0 * | 0 0 0 0. 0] 0 0 2 _{ 1.1 0 0 - b
Culture Consideration s{ sl ]| *[14a]leaf 19 ofas | 6] o] 17 L] o :
" validity of _Findir;gs ] 8| 8 o ~J2 ] 6] ]| of 98] 2 0] 14 s | nfo
Reality of Recommendations 4] 3 . 6 k 6 3 o112} 6 _Il' o] 6 5 ERt 0
.~ Technical Data and Jargon « 3] 3 * 7 2l ) o} s1-6] W} 0] 6 3 9 0°
"‘J'.'e'ssmgnt Process | L3115 0 . . 61 6] n ] o 6 '12 0 20 | I 100~ 6 4
ality of Reports - of of-z2| «f 11 o] w] ol s6] ofmn ol v ol o
. ‘Need More Training About fest_ing 5 ] * * 0j 410 '. A 1 0 .'6 | 0 0. L 0 | 3 0 : 4
| More Fmiiia‘_rity_ueeded '-'Hith. .S'tudents_'. v 1T 4 )« *jJ ol-0 0 "26_ 0 0.1 0 ' -0 0) 0-- 1l o 21 _
Other Comments el sl o] ] 2] -al sl sl ofe Al a]la
Usé of Results o sl o) 5] of 8] ol12] 6lee] o]/ i 8] o-
' 2 N f A




the testing results and additionally 22% concerned the validity of the

!

findings. .,

Across the three years of. the project over haif of* the comments ¢

were critical of psycho]ogicai assessment 25% wgre recommendations for
improvement, 15% were-complimentary and only 6% were nonevaiuative
'statements' The categories of written and/or verbal comments addressed
'most frequent]y by reviewers concerned: (a) culture considerations n
which 11% criticized the reports, 17% provided recommendations for
improvement and 16% were comp]imentary of the attention given to
,cu]tural factors, (b) the findings in which 14% were critical of the '
findings section, 8% provided a recommendation for improvement and 11%
~ were compiimentary of the findings section, and (c) quality of the
reports in which 33% were comp]imentary and on1y 1% was critica1 of the ‘
quality of the’ reports
The data presented in Table 16 and the anaiysis of the verba1 and

written comments suggest that as the study proceeded, the staff ‘reviewing
the reports focused on particuiar elements of each category and issue.
In 1980 nearly all of the compiimentary comments addressed the qua]ity |
of the reports o In 1981 and 1982 when the quality of the reports was

_being compa!ed with the ‘earlier reports of this project “the comp]imen-

tary comments covered a variety of cateqoreis and were more specific. 1In
f"1980 most of the comments were genera1 in- nature, but in 1981 and 1982
reviewer comments identified technicalities and_specific_items in ‘the
reports to comnent an. IR | P

The data contained in the Summary Tab]es 6, page 51, 7, page 59,

8, page 65, and 9 page 69, ail suggest positive trends in the “aqliity. f

'of the testing report“ to communicate test findings and: recommendations'

-

/




© ' personnel.

more effectively to users. Table 4 suggests that the extent testing
reports yere used increased during,}he qurse of the study and signif—
icantly more school personnel indianted they received needed testing | ’.ffﬂfié
‘information from reports.rather than fnom consultants. _In addition, _‘ o
Table 5 indicetes that testing reports were not only used more

frequently. but for more sophisticated purposes, f.e., to identify

recommendations and/or determine the nature and cause of learning
" probl ems. * | ' '
. The refernal form-on which school personnel referred children for
| testing was the same all three years ‘of the study. The inservice |
training provided by the 3gency focused on explaining: the use of the
" referral forms, procedures for determining short-term goals, and
exercises in preparing good referral questions.-

Frequent criticisms of the referral process stressed (a)tthe . 'f;;r

referral form was too_long and too complicated, (b) there was too much | )

" delay between the time the child’was-referred and tests“were adminis-

tered, and (c) that children had to be referred by school personnel early 'h,' “,
in the school yea& (This criticism concerned the date for determining _g&ﬁgfﬁ
the number of chilhren eligiblea'or special education.) \ k0
| Notes were kept of informal conments, suggestions, and recormienda-
tions throughout the course of the study and then tallied with the
comments ‘that comprise Table 16. These data suggest the following

Lconclusions concerning the communication between psychologists and school

‘
~

1, School personnel would prefer to have Navajo school psychologists Who
they felt would be more familiar{fnd considerate of important |

‘cultural and,lenguage,factors. _gj

96




2. The forms from which students were referred were too long, compli-
- | cated, and the process ot referr1ng students moved‘too.s1ow1v.
3. There was insufficient t\me allowed for school personne1 to «consult -
with the psychoIogists. | )

4. Testing reports should be more readily available to school

.personnel.

The most compiimentary'comments,'both formal .and 1nforma1 provided
by school personne] about the assessment process 1nc1uded the following:
1. The psychologists were competent and took time to obtain 1nformation _

. from the schoo1 personne1. o o | : . 'pio'.,xi
2. The testing reports were comprehensive and complete with findings and
recommendations that were appropriate. |
3. The reports were well written and individualized, whereaS'a computer
" prepared report wou1d have stock statements used throughout. |
4( The staffings at the conc1usion of testing were very positive and one
1 of the best parts of the entire testing process. o S .,T
' -5._ The opportonity was-appreciated'to give opjnions and provide recom- :

¢ mendations on.improving the indivioual psychological assessment -

process.

"y
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DISCUSSION AND nzcom:nomous
. It was the purpose of this study to 1mprove the usefulness and rele-

o~ . © vance of'ind1v1dual psycho-educationa1 assessment in making placement and - . 7
| - program decisions foraNative American chtldren. ‘The study focused on three i
BIA boarding schools of the'Fort Defiance Agency on the Navajo Reservation.

Consequently, there are many organizationaI physical, and-historica\

-variables unique to this setting and agency, thus to generalize the f1nd1ngs -
‘and recommendations to other BIA schools or public schools in generaI, has . T

some risks. Nonetheiess. the f1nd1ngs of the study and the experience gained

By

through conducttng the study appear to have app]ication to other BIA. schools _
and public schools 1n general. This section will 1dent1fy some of the '

factors, organizationally, programmatjcal]y._and/or cu]tura11y unique to the

L setting in which_the study was conducted, discuss the findings with‘regard.to
these variab]es;;and provide recommendations fqr‘which action can be taken.; e
During the c6ur3p of the study, a variety of changes occurred in the : Q

agency, personne], policy and dynamics. Some of the changes that otcurred

are reflected in the data, but others were masked by statistical procedures.
To interprefy the findings and determine recommendations that.w111 t f'”5§
improve the relevance and usefu1ness of testing data, the changes: that B
occurred during the course of the study along with factors that cou]d not be
changed to accommodate the study must be idlaﬁified and discussed' )

1. Oependent Var1ab1es §i

P

Only a limited amount of restructuring of various dependent vari-
v « - ables was possible. The educational programs in the schoonf'from which |
 data were collected: needed tp rema1n intact, thus certain activities

of the-study,,i.e., scheduIing for- testing, inservice tra1n1ng, changes

. s -
! ’ L ) ; . . %
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' |
in testing format, and hhe re@erra] forms had to be arranged or main-
tained in a manner that| would not violate the normal activities in the

schools of educating chiildren. .

Personnel Changes

During the study, there were many changes in di§tr1ct personnel.

similar to other BIA boarding SChOO]ii_!Eié’////

approx imately 46% of thj faculty. This influenced the results of the

The staff-turnover rate

el e

study, for not all staf thad participated in the inservice training.

Staff turnover also resulted in certain changes in educational philos-
ophies and praétices th; ighout the district and in the individual target

schools.

P. L. 94-142 Regulations and BIA Guidelines, A

Depar tment of Education and BIA regu]ation§ j?d guide1ines for the

implementation of Public Law 94-142 were not finalized or promulgated

before or during the%study. "As a result, there were variations in the
jnterpretation regarhihg certain provisions such as timeframes, parental
consent, parent participation, and confidéntia]ity by différent schools
and individuals. Proy1s1ons of P%§11c Law 94-142 were not violated, on’
the contrary, the tendency was towards a very strict*and narrow inter-
pretation of such provisions. In certa1n cases, thié/interpretation ‘
seemed to interfere with the intent of the "Education for A1l Handicapped
Children Act" by impeding éhé'identificggfon, placement, and provision of

services to handicapped children. Furthermore, such interpretations were.

not always consistent for as personnel changed,_inservice training was

 conducted, and consultation was provided, certain changes were detected

in the practices and interpretation of Public law 94-142 in the individ-

ual schools.
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4.

Courrt Day
The BIA Educatign Office changed the "count day" (the date

eligibility for children in sqgcia] education was determined for which
additional funds were providéd through thé U.S. Department of Education).
This necessitated a change in scheduling students for assessment and IEP
meetings. It also shortened the turnaround time from when a child could
be referred to the time the testing reports had to be returned and IEP
commitfees scheduled. To accommodate these.changes,,adaitiona1 individ-
ual testing was scheduled if the sbring and diffeyent times throughout
the year. Throughout the study, efforts were taken to keep these -
variables consistent; however, the students in the Fort Defiance Agency

A

are very mobile, and student transfers to and from the target schools

L4

were considerably greater than is generally experienced in elementary
schools. The changes in the “count d;y" and students transferring from
one school to another resulted in an undetermined amount of

contamination. '

- AN

Program Expansion

During the study period, between 1980 and 1982, the agency experi-
enced growth in the number of programs and services provided to handicap-
ped children. Additional resource teachers wére‘hired, additional
self-contained units were established, and more psycho]og1sts‘ahd speech
pathologists: were employed. This expansion in services and personnel is
evidenced in the data.co11ected to determine the impact of the study.. As

additional options for placement services became avaf15b1e; these options

 were more frequently recommended by psychologists and IEP committee

members. Furthermore, the data collected suggest that school personnel

in the target schools showed a positive change in:- (a) their

100
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understanding of psychological and special educational services,

(b) their role and functipn as team members on the IEP committees, and

(c) the role of thé regular. -teacher in providing special education

services to children. Some of tﬁese changes could be interpreted as
normal growth in sophistication and improvement in the agency, others i

were apparently stimulated by the activities of the study.

Project Objectives and Suggestions

In this section, the findings and conclusions for each project objective

will be discussed along with suggestions for appropriate changes.

%gigctive'l_-'Stren ths and Weaknesses in the Psycho-Educational
ssessment Process of the Fort Defiance Agency

The data collected to address project Objective 1 indicated three //’
significant weaknesses in the psycho-educationq] assessment process:
appropriate utilization b?-cont}act'psycho1ogica1 testing service;fathe
refer;a1 process, and accessibility of testing reports.

1. Utilization of Contract Psychological Testing Services )

The Fort Defiance School Agency, 1ike many other BIA Agencies,

has experienced difficulty in recruiting and maintaining profes-

sional personnel such'as special'education'teachers,'and support
‘*_‘,f'staff'inc1ud1ng'psycho1ogists, speech therapists, physical thera-

pists, and occupational therapists. Contributing to this difficu]ty

is the geographic remoteness of the aréa, lack of available housing,

as well as cu1tu§a1 and enQironmenta1 factors which are diffefent

and unfamiliar to most professionally trained people in these

speciality areas;. To obtain the profesiioha1-serv1ces porma]]y L =

_provided by specialty trained personnel, BIA agencies are sometimes

forced to send chi]dren to off-reservation schaols or institutions

Sy e 130
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in metropolitan areas. Another option includes entering into

l/
consortium agreements for speech therapists, occupational

therapists, physical therapists, and péycho1ogica1 services which
are then provided on a share-timed basis with other agencies. To
obtain needed psychological assessment, BIA agencies have often
entered into contracts with psychelogical service agencies.

Contract psychologists Qenerally travel to the schools on the
reservation on a prearranged date, test “the children referred, and
return the cdhmpleted psychological testing reports so they can be
used in making placement and program deciston§ by IEP committees.
This procedure is, at best, a stop gap meaéuré, for many of the
other services such as consultation, inservice training, evaluation,

and direct intervention that would normally be provided by resident

 school psychologists cannot be.provided through the typical testing

service_contract. Although it is less expensive to contract for
testing services than to employ resident psycho1ogists, such
economic advantages must be compared with the need and avai]abi]ﬁty
of other psycho]ogical services which can only be provided by ]
Eesident psychologists. Comments recorded on the Test Critiqueh‘f
Forms and provided in interviews with school staf¥ pqinted out that
each year d{ffefent groups of psychologists have been awarded the
contracts to~provide student assessment services. Each group uses
different instruments, report formats, scheduling, and a§sessment

" -~ .
procedures. . : !

To maximize the use éf contract psychological testing services,

two approaches are suggested:

[ 4
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a. Selecting and Monitoring Contract Psychological Test Services

e In reviewing past student assessment contracts, it was
found that the selection of the contractors is often made with-
out input from the school personnel who are to use the testing
reports. Most often, the selection decision was made by
business people in the area office; they determined who was
selected on the basis of proposed costs and a license as
evidence of proficiency. Seiection based on cost encourages
bidders to provide the minimum of services. They may administer
TN the tests as rapidly as possibie, utiiizing an'assembiy 1ine
| approach which limits the interaction between psychologists and
school personne]. In their efforts to reduce cost, they may
.aiso use computer generated reports which may not refiect the -
/ - individual strengths and weaknesses of the student, individ~ .
‘ualized recommendations, or the reality of resources available
on the reservation. If testing reports are to be relevant ‘and
useful, cost must be balanced with the amount of interaction a
contractor has with school personnel, and thé’psychoiogist must
'beffami]iar with local resources and provide individuaiized-‘
reports. To ensure'that.these provisions ere provided, the .
contractor should be monitored and their process evaluated.

The criterion of requiring a current state license to.
practice_psychoiogy is not an appropriate requirement because
most state iicensed psychoicgists are not necessériiy prepared
.to offer scnpoi psychological assessment services. The’
appropriate requirement shouid be a va]id schooi psychologist
certificate which ensures that the contract psychoiogist has

completed appropriate course work and training in school .

IR B O N NS 3 A
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pSycho1ogy Furthermore, to improve psychologial services to
Native American children, greater opportunities need to be
provided for psychologists in training to obtain such experience

under close superyision. //

b. Utilizing an Estab]ished Testing Report Format
The data in this study indicate the.va1ue of ut%]izing an
established testing rebort format (see Table 10, page 73).
Furthermore, the report format needs to be updated, changed, and
evaluated periodically to ensure that its content and length are
reflecting information that is usefu]Iand'relevant to the test
report user (Rucker, 1967; Shively & Smith, 1969). |

The Referral Process

The process used "to refer students for psychological testing
was recognized, at the beginning and throughout the study, as a
weakness. Even with inservice training, it appeared that the forms
and the procedures were, in the view of sch001 eersonne1, too
complicated to facilitate referrtng children in a timely and
apprdpriate.manner.

It is recommended that additional research and development be

undertaken on the referral forms to reduce and eliminate unnecessary-

or dup]icated information. It is suggested that the referral

' 1nformat1on be p]aced in packets with clear 1nstruct10ns to assist

in identification, screening, and referring children for
psycho1ogicaf‘test1ng (Christenson et al., 1982).
Accessibility of Testing Reports and Confidentiality’

Conced; for confidentiality of testing reports appeared to be

taken to an extreme in seme of the schools. As a result, school

t
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personnel felt they were discouraged from checking out or using
testing data. The need for confidentiality is tantamount to the
sensitivity of the material labeled as confidential. Properly -
prepared psycho-educatig 1 testing data does not need to be
extremely confidential Indeed, to be usable, primary emphasis

n
should be on recommendations for intervention rather than on

sensitive descriptive and causatiVe:factors. )
The testing report format used in this study was designed to
_focus on reconmEndations and the reports were written, edited, and
supervised with a fu]] understanding that they would be presented to
and discussed open]y with parents
It is recommended that testing reports be made more avajlable
to school personnel, that they be shared with parents, and thet
school psychoiogists prepare repor® that are designed for such

genera] use.

(4

E tive 2 - Provision For Inservice Trainingﬁof School Personnel and
AyChoTogjsfs _

The evaluation data of the workshops and seminars provided as part
of thys study focused on the opinions of‘participants. No systematic |
'attemp S were made to measure knowiedge or skills acquisition of N
participants. Changes that occurred during this study occurred
for a variety of reasons. One may have been the inservice training.
Data evaluating the workshops, along with the.informai_comments and
discussions uith participants, emphﬁsized that school personnei fee1
that they are "overly inservice trained". School personne1 expressed

concern that supervisors and administrators participated very little and

that many other schoo] personne1 who needed the inservice training found

.ERiC‘ - | tti 105 . 134 | | 2

e e e e e s emade I VR e e . - e .-

e g Bimira )
T g ey




. excuses to not attend the workshops. School oersonnei, particularly
teachers, resented inservice training being imposed from the administra-
"1 wﬁithout their pa'rticipation_ in the topics_ se}ﬁed, schedule, and

\ . metnod of.presentation. “Evaiuation data indicate ,;t oarticipants 7.

valued the simulated exergit demonstrations, and small group |

participatory discussions much mpre than video-tapes and lectures.
A variety of logisticallprobiems were experienced-in coordinating

the school personnel workshops; these interfered with the smooth,

wel 1-organized task directed workshops that had been pianned. In order- . o
- to control cost, participant comforts such as air cdnditioned ' :ul.{” : ',.f
. - -+ facilities, comfortabie'chairs, and coffee were eliminated. As one ‘l .

participant/indicated, the school personnei'workshops were condhdted';on
thevcheep". ..

When awarding contracts for future inservice training on the
reservation, it is suggested that cost containment not ‘be the
controlling factor. Provisions should be made for the workshops to
enpand the.opportunity for participants to interact informa]iy_with
presenters,:and that comfort, freedom from distractability and small

‘group or individual activities be expanded.

Objective. 3 - Determining the Impact of lnterventdon and Training
\ rov M\ ) . L - § .

‘ Data'to determine the impact of intervention and training prov1ded

by the study was collected at the beginning, at midpoint, and at the

conciusion of the proJect These data indicate that a’ number of - Changes R ;ﬂ;.
mri " did occur refiecting the impact of .the study Some ‘of these changesﬁ\ i

Were determined to. .be, statisticaiiy significant’“and others, although -

: ‘o .
“' - not significant cleariy indicate a, positive trend.. The datalsuggest RN
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that the testing réports were rated more useful and relevant when.an
abstract of the report was added.at the beginning é{bng with sunmafy
sections. The ratings a1so_1mproved “whén the psychologists expanded on
the recommendations and madg‘them more‘specific‘

One majorrjimitapion contracting psychologists must overcome s
their unfamiliarity with existing services. .They'§e1dom have sufficient
contact‘with the district to become gchainted with the availﬁb]e
resources, the'strengths and weaknesses of different programs and
personnel, the instructional ﬁéié;1a1§ uti]fzed,'and the phi]osophy of
1qstruqtion that ex1sts{' Each day fo11ow1ng testing, a staffing of the
chi]dfen tested was held to discuss test findings and reéommendations..
During the staffings, the psychologists made notes on.the comments of
school pefsonnei about servfces‘and materials that were available. This
information was shared wi;h other psjcho]ogists in debriefing sessions
and then summarized and discussed in the seminars. This increased
awareness of the available résources‘qnd hd”@théy'wefé va]ued‘ref1ected
in the recommendations section of future testiqg reports. The more
favorable eva]ugtions of the usefulness and relevance of the 1982
recommendations section of the reports suggest that this had a positive
impact. o |

The impact of the 1nsgrvice t}aining proyided to schoo]_personne]
was positive in some aspects, but not in oﬁhe}s. Even thoughl
information ;;d §kills in b;epa;ing better referrals were stressed in
both workshops;'the feferra]s at the end of the study were judged as
_less adequate thanrthey were at the beginning. .However,-there was a
trend that suggestgd)schbo1,personne] were using testingdreports moré
frequent1y'and foh more sophisficated'pufposes.. Furthermore, at the end
« ), 107 = 136
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of the study, 15% of the IEPs were judged to';gntain recommend ations 7
transferred almost directly from the testing report. The use of testing _ .
reports to assist 1n‘p19cement and programming decision was a major ‘
emphasis of the two worksheps. K

The opportunit; to dialoque'with the psytho]oqists and the data
collectors was highly valued by school personnel for fhey often
expressed their apsﬁ§c1ation for the ghance to express their opihions‘

,and provide recommendations concgrning psycho]ogica]_assessment. During

the sessions in which reviewers critiqued the'testing reports, they had

. the opportunity to “walk through“ the various sections of the reports.

Th1s appeared to be a me;h$ng£31 learning experivpce. Informal comments -
suggested that reviewers liked evaluating specific verbatim items from
the reports. During these critiquing sessions, it was noted that the
w _ reviewers increased  in their sophistication as the study proceeded for
the individual comments on the Test Report Critique Form indicated a
tendency for reviewers to be mere critically demanding of the testing
reports. G -
It was observed when analyzing the test repo;t critique data, : ;
'.reviehers tended to develop a negative impression of the reports when
™~ specific items of 1nformatjon were not included. »when psychologists did
not state fhe rationale for a ;est.selected, what the test was meant to
proride, did not comment on background informa¥ton or developmental
history, or explain efforts EB eonsider'CUltura1 and 1ahguage' |

differences to avoid bias,: this suggested to the reviewer that they were

not adequately addressed. Such explanations were needed to insure the

test report user that. thegpsychologist was' cogni zant of such f&ctors and
AN o4
W I

[

that they were not forgotten or disregarded.
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The only systematic complaint of school personnel about the testing
reports was their length. This complaint presented a dilemma, for on

one hand the_F;51ewers were asking for increased specificity in the

- recommendations section, more background information and explanation,

yet on the ether hatd they were critical of the increased'1ength that
occurred as a result of the increased specificity. The changes in the
test report format made during the study did indeed Tengthen the testing
reports. EffOrts were made to coumterbalance this by eliminating the
wordiness of reports, Qup1icative information and material, and
utilizing more suﬁ%ary sections_(see Resource Manual, pages 373 through
379), < |

The length of the teeting?YepOrts was, to a large extent,.
determined b} the individual writing styles of the psychologists. The
seminars addressed, report writing and editiﬁg skills in an effort to
reduce the 1ength!/’

The study indicates that the results section and the
recommendations section have the greatest app11catioh to school
personnel. Test report readers generally referred to the abstract, the
summary of the results, diagnostic statement, and recommendations.
Future attention needs to be directed at the placement and focus of
these sections to increase their effectiveness in reporting information
and data. Methods of highlighting these seetions and reordering them
should also be considered., Concomitantly,Iadditional 1nvestfgation is --:';

é I
needed to determine which sections could be eliminated to make the

. report shorter. Possibly the long-term objectives, the criteria of

success,‘andlsuggested materials could be reduced and incorporated into
£ ™. . : . ' J

other sections. -

. | 138
i 109

4% s e e e s e s s e mm et e e e e . - - .

R T 2t 5



Recommendations

In the following section, recommendations derived from the data and

experience of conducting this study are presented. The recommendations and
discussion‘that follow are presented for the purpose of improving the
usefulness and instructional relevance of psycho-educational assessment; The
following recommendations are designed primarily for the Fort ngiance Agency
but have application as well io othér BIA boar&}ng schools as well as pubiic
education 16 general,
1. It is recommended that the process and forms by which students are ’

referred for psychological testing be examined and reevaluated to ensure P

’ that they contain provisions whereby the referral question can be cleariy = "
entified enabTing the psychologists to respond to the information needs _

of the referer.

The data in this study suggest that the information teachers receive
from psycho]ogicil testing reports is consistent in specifigity to the
3&, informatign theylrequest. A vaguely or poor]y,sthted reason for
referring a student for testihg results in a testing report that contains
' equal ly vague and unspécific recommendations. .This relationship seems
. analogou§ to referring an automobile to a mechanic and asking tpr a
o complete "mechanical”. With such a referraf, not only is the mechanic
1ikely to overlook the very problem ngcessitating the repair, but may
also spend an inordinate amount of time determining what the user wants.
Likewise, a psychologicalﬁtest referral that requests "a comp1ete
psychological" or "neéds testing”" does not identify a starting point
permitting the psychologists to formulate'assum ns about cause or
possible recommendations that can be validated wifh convergent testing

data. When confronted with vague referral questions, fhe psychologists

generally turn to using a sta battery of individual tests that '
- probes in many areas without suffigient depth to obtain the information 0
: 110
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of most value to the teacher. When the referral 1nf0rmqt10n‘15 specific,
descriptive, and contains a clear statement of what the teicher wants to

know and/or suggests what might be wrong,. the psybho]ogist is better able
to provide meaningful data which is efther new information or confirms or
refutes the teachef's‘suspicions (Mussman, 1964).

Referral forms-and procedures are often established with little
attempt to systemat1ca11y'eva1ua£g them. The tendency is to include all
of the background information which might be useful rather than just the
information necessary. To collect or respond to all the information |
requested, the teacher must devote a great dea{ of time and effort. This
complicates and 1eng£hens the form without improving {ts usefulness. As
a yesu]t, teachers either do not refer children that should be referred
or they fina ways to avoid.completing the entire referral fongi WOften
the referral qugstiég, the presenting problem, or the specific
information the teacher wants to know, is obscured by background and
peripheral information. . 1

This study suggests that inservice training alone is not sufficient
to improve the referral b}ocess. Teaching school personnel to identify
good and clear referral questjons, exercises in comp]etihg and writing
referral questions; cqmpleting réferral formé, aﬁd wa1k1ﬁg through
instructions on forms may provide negligible if not negatfve results.

Additional research is needed to gnalyze referral methods and
processes. Such research must address the;de51gn End evaluation of
referral instruments and identify the procedures that will maximize the
effectiveness while also minimizing the amount of time and effort needed

1

to process the referrals.
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To control cultural and language bias in psychological assessment, it is

recommended that the procedures of converging data, obtaining second
opinfons, .and synthesizing reports be emphasized.

Few 1ssues in education have engendered more debate than bias in
testing. .There are numerous books and articles which discuss the: pros
and cons of the issues. Although the final chapter concerning bias in
testing has not be written, a number of factors are suggested by the
literature (Jensen, 1981; Duffey et al., 1981; Rosenbach & Mowder,

1981):

a. Tée primary purpose of standardized tests is to reduce or eliminate,
to the extent possible, subjectivity, or "bias", in decision ﬁaking.
The issue that caused education to use standardized tests is the
~same issue for which standardized tests are currently under attack
(Resch]y,’1983; Kaufman, 1983; Hynd, 1983). |

b. Efforts to pro@uce_cu]tufe-free or culture-fair instruments have not
been parficdlarly satisfactory. For th; mosi part, these instruments
have faired little better than other standardized tests (Duffey eE
al., 1981). |

c. Techniques, such as ériterinn-referenced tests or behavior checklists
have' advantages, but they also have problems of sample selection and
.representatioh. Furthermore, when scrutinized for relfability and .
validity, they fare little better than currently used  standardized
tests {(Duffey et al., 1981; Bailey & Harbin, 1980).

d. Although unbiased instruments can and have been developed, they lack .

predictive va11d1ty§ thus, they are'not useful 1in predict}ng chaggé'

and reconmending_1ntervention (Bailey & Harbin,.1980). §;\é

o | | \C' o L,
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e. Although there are some promising ideas for the future, at the

present time, there are few acceptable substitute for using

standardized tests (Clarizio, 1979; Linden, Linden, & Bodine, 1974).

The'above data suggesF a measyrement dilemma similar to the dilemma
found by medicine in contrb]]ing the spread of infection. Even though
some- very powerful and effective disinfectants have been devg1oped, their
usefulness is limited for they often destroy the véry thing that they &re
designed to protect. The fgcf that disinfeciants do not control the
spread of infection to everyone's satisfaction does not constitute
grounds for banning their use. Furthermore, while research continues for .
disinfectants that are hore effective and selective, at the same time,
procedural steps and safeguards havé been initiated in most hospitals to
monitor and controi the spread of infection..

Procedural safequards in the student evaluation provigions of .Public
Law 94-142 provide some broad procedures desiéned to minimize both
subjective opinion and bias.in student assessment. -

It was not the purpose of_thﬂs dtudy to evaluate the bias in the

testing; however, the opinibns of test report reviewers and other school

personnel suggdest that the proéedura] steps 1n_1(ﬁ’a-ted and followed to
control bias and’ ensure cultural fpfqness were favorably reviewed.

: Experimental research is needed to determine if such procedures do
in fact control bias in testing or simply give such an illusion to the
users.” In the absence of such data, it is recommended that- the
procedural steps followed 1q the dispositional assessment model, such as
the one emb]oyed for this Study; be adapted and utiﬁized: These
pr;cedures include obtaining a second professional obinion on the'

diggnostic'stateménts; test’feport fihdiﬁgs, and recommendations;
A . \ .
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selecting instruments that are as free from language and culture bias as
possible; and testing causative and treatment hypotheses or assumptions

through convergent measurement data (Mowder, 1983).° :
It is recommended that a "standard" testiné report format be/ desihned
Dased on the Information needs of test result users and provisions of
PubTic Law 94-14¢2.

| The single most important variable, which tést report reviewers felt
enhanced the use and relevance of the tésting reports more than any
other, was the development and use of the Psychological Testjng.Report
_Format (see Appendix C). The properties of the report format that
reviewers evaluated as most helpful- included: the flexibility it
‘provided which encoﬁraged the 1nd#v1dud1ization of findings and
recommendations, a format which ensured that tﬁe psychologists did
address‘the spécific information needs of the test reporf users and the
provisions 6f Public Law 94-142.

This study, however, as recommended by reviewers, suggests that the
testing reports could be shorter. School persoﬁhe] did not use all of /*/;)
the information in the reports. Techniques to highlight specigic infor- “
mation, such as the Jiagnostic statement and recommendations, shoﬁ]d be
investigated. However, it is recommended that the repor£ should continue
to report orientation and background information, 1nc1ud1ng_a description
of the testing instruments and why they were selectled, along with efforfs
to consider cultural féctérs. )

| Future contractors that wi]j provide psychological testing services.
on the reservation should use the established Psychological Testing

Report Format or an Qdaptation thereof.

114' 143
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It is recommended that Navajos fluent in their language and familiar with

their culture be trained and certified as psychologists. Until competent

Navajo psychologists are available, the following are recommended:

(3) Anglo school psychologists in training need to be given greater

opportunities to work with Native American children under appropriate

supervision, and (b) Navajo Interpreters must be carefully trained if

they are to assist during psychological assessment.

The data supporting recommendation No. 4 was derived from observa-
tions and interviews conducted as part of the project. However, changes
in the evaluafion of testing reports suggests that the intervention
initiated during“the\project address the concerns of school personnel
interviewed.

Many of the problems of recruiting and encouraging psycholoigsts to

stay on the reservation could be addressed by training Navajos to provide

psyéhological and assessment services to their own people. However,
off—reservétion fraining programs at %piversifj campuses have only been
marginally successful. In such training programs, a large percentage of
the Navajos at the completion of their training do not return to the
reservation. Thus, it is suggested that training should be provided, at
least part. time, on the reservation itself. On-reservation tfaining
could include éourse work, practicum experience, and internships. It js
essential, however, that reservation fraining maintain high standards of, .
performance and close supervision.

It is recognized that training and employing Na%pjo psycho]ogist; is
a long ranged-solu;ion. _As an interim, the following are recommended:
a. The relevance and dsefufhess of testing services brovjdéd by off-
reservation bsychologists was clearly enhanced by knowledge of '
certain cultural and language factors. However, the only way off-

reservation school psychologists can become sensitized and trained to

'apprépriately consider cultural factors in their assessment efforts _

144 ,
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is to have the opportunity to work on the reservation under
supervision. Current contracting practices requiring a license or
séhool psychologist certificate curtqjls such arrangements. It is
recoomended that agencies on the reservation promote contracts with
-train{ng program$ that encourage the use g?“ésychologists in training -
to provide services on the reservation for practicum and internship
experience. ' :

Psychological assessment of biliagual and/or pon-English fluent
children presents problems that -are difficult~to resolve. As a
preliminary step? when nece;sary and to the extent possible,
non-language dependeﬁt tests should be.used. The majority of

the children referred in this project demonstrated English language
deficiences severe enough to necessitate using one or a combination

of unbiasd non-lanquage dependent téﬁts. However, utﬁ]izing
pon-1anguage dependent tests introduces problems of prediétive
va]idity;‘Fzﬁiability, diagnostic properties, and the usability of

the data generated. Furthermore, non-language dependent tests aré

not effective in diagnosing academic skills, psycho-motor skills, or

as a measure of social and-emotional_adjustment. To obtain measures

- 1n these areas, Navajo aides were available to interpret for the
examiner. For the 1980 testing, Navajo teacher aides were used - S
following an orientation and introductory discussion. that instructed
‘them on how to appropriately 1nterpret without add1ng or subtracting
anormation For the 1981 testing, 13 Navajo students who were
'enrolled 1n a school psychology training program at Utah State ' ;
University and spoke their native language fluently were uti]ized |

These Navajo school psychology candidates were first used as
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_interpretér. Thus, the desired testing atmosphere of challeriges,

S N

\
interpreters, then to interview for background data, and fina11¥ to
administer selected tests. During 1981 and 1982, interpreting |
direct{ons and questions, and interviewing ch11dr3p during testing
was systematically improved. This improvement was recognized by
school personnel, administrators, ECC psycho]ogiste, and data
collectors. From this experience and informatiem; there was strong
consensus -that interpreters ;ahnot just be picked up because they
have bilingual skills. If they are’to contribute, they must be
appropriately tfained, Teacher aides‘and-dorm personné] brought in
6n an incidental basis to 1nterpret, in all probability, violate
standardized testing assumpfions, thus destroying va]jdﬁty and~
reliability. | -
Two other fmportant factors relating to the use of interpreters and
Navajo testers were suggested that deserve consideration: -
First, it was observed that répport with chi]dren was c1ear1y
affected by using irterpreters during testing. Children were often more

shy and sometimes intimidated by the presence of another adult fluent in

- their native language.’ Many of the normal rapport building techniques-
that_psyohologists use such as "patter", "animation", and verbal

-reinforcers becane stilted and ineffective in the presence of a Navajo

\

expectations, acceptance, and "gaming” was difficult tao establish and

maintain.

*

Second, it was observed throughout the study that in most cases, it

was easier_for Anglo psychologists to estab1ish and maintain a positive

-

t ask or1entated rapport wfth the ¢hild than it was for the Navajo
W . T
testers. When 1nterv1ew%ng or testing children, the Navajo school
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psychology candidates took longer, and had to work harder to establish
and maintain rapport, motivation and ontask expectations than did the
Anglo péycho]ogists Nhen the Navajo school psycho]ogy candidates did
establish optimal rapport, 1t was most often when. they were using Eng]ish
rather than Navajo. Therefore, the assumption that fluency in the
1anguage facilitates rapport and ontask behavior, motivation, etc. was
[ not verified in this study. | ’
I Three factors were identified which may account for these
/ PR Z phenomena.
/’- ~a. The level of tr;ining-and experience in psychological assessment was:
| significantly highér for the Anglo psychologists than for the Navajo
school psychology candidates. Furthermore, it was observed that, as
. the Navajo schoo]JpsychéLpgy candidates gained experience, their
skill in gstabiishing and maintaining rapport and motiyatigﬁ with
students improved.
b. School personnel pointed out that Navajo-students expect classroom
instruction, directions, and discudsions to bé'conducted in English.
. | As a result, they m;; respond to English instruction in a more task

orientated manner than when instructions were presented in Navajo.

¢. It was suggested that cultural and social factors, how Navajos

e L inter..act.__tr.a'd.j_t_mnal1ym_m_ea‘ch,'pther in_terms of dominance,
| expectation, and self d&sc]osure may- also accoupt for the behavior
described above. ) - |
\ B ’ These'obggrvations.and hypotheses need further investigation for

- which additional research is suggested.

\ d ) g | ’ | , | |




It is recommended that future psycho-educational testing contracts

TncTude the following: (a) an established testing report format,

[b) staffings and increased systematic interaction between testers and

school personnel, (c) orientation and training for the psychologists,

and (d) evaluation of the psychologist's performance and procedures

utilized by the assessment report users.

Recognizing thatjbmploying additional resident stghoFOgists,
1

especially Navajo psychologists, is a long-term solution, Iit will be

necessary to continue contracting off the reservation for psycho1og1ca1

testing services. To enhance off—reservat1on assessment contractual

services, the following are recommended:

d.

) v [
Utilizing an established testing report format. On page 103, the

need for a standardized testing report format is discussed. The_\

testing report format used 'in this study appears to be adequete, but
additional evaluation data are needed on methods of improving this
outline format. _ It is recommended that.a semi-standardized outline
format be required in future contracts and efforts be undertaken ' to
systematically improve its usefulness and instructional relevanee in
placement and progran deVe1opment decisions.

»

Staffings of children tested and systematic ‘interaction between

school personnel and diagnosticians. Throughout the study, 1t was

apparent'thet school her onnel wanted increased opportunities to

.discuss behaviora1 and 1nstruct10na1 prob]ems, recommendations, and

p]acement decisions with the diagnostic personnel. Future contracts

‘ i
should specify increased time for such 1nteraction*£nd dialogue

- between. testing personnel and school personnel in both the collecting

of assessment data and in discussing placement and progfam
decisions.

0r1entat10n tra1n1ng for contract psychologists, This study suggests

| that the re1evance of psychological testing reports and the usefﬁ*-

ness of gthe p]acemeht and ,program recommendations can be enhanced
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when the psychologists are familiar with the services, instructional

materials available, and the instructional philosophy of the school.
It is recommended that future contracts for psychological testing -
services make provisions to orientate the psycho]ogists under
contract w1th the services that are availdble in the agency, the
instructional materials that are currently in use, policies and’
procedures fo]]owed\ and the instructional philosophy of the agency
A short orientation period, perhaps a half-day, fs recommended as a

\

provision of future contracts.

d. To improve the relevance and usefulness of the individual assessment
. ‘each 51mension of the testing process should be systemat1cal|y
evaluated. Administrators or committ ft B

ees often make decisions
concerning the content and procedures of mak1ng referrals, test

report format and the assessment procedures. The rec 'endations

and decisions of such conmittees, however need syst at1c eva]uation

j;f they are to be 1mproved It is recommended that forms and

<//,procedures be subjected to periodic review and eva]uation and

appropriate phanges be 1n1t1ated based on eva]uation data

In addition, a systematic eva1uat10n plan shou]d be. estab]ished to_;f“;:’i"

eva]uate future psycho1ogica1 assessment contracts. This p]an shou]d

1nc1ude-
acc,
and he]pfu]ness of the psycho]ogists contracted

It is recommended that the 1nstructiona1 program in the Fort Defiance

~Agency be reexamined to determine . sufficient emphasis 1§ being p1aced -

.on fnstructrn and dri117 and pract

ce to ensure -mastér of Basfc sk111s.

age, demonstrated def1c1ts in’ (a) basic reading sk111s of word and

e
\ " .

[ _.»' Co ) : chr 4

LA 4

V1rtua11y every ch11d referred for 1nd1v1dua1 testing, regard]ess of

n eva]uat1on of the qua]ity of the reports, the1r usefu]ness andzi-i"

.y, It should eva]uate the procedures fo!]owed and the competence‘ﬂ”_ "




letter recognitioﬁ:'phoﬁﬁcs and word attack skii]s, and (b) basic math

skills in addition and suBtract1on, combinations, counting and grouping

as well as carrying and borrow!ng. Instructional deficits of tgﬁ§ nature

are generally caused by one or a combination of factors including:

a. An instructional program that provides insufficient emphasis on basic

" skills mastery. Such programs may progress too rapidly through tﬁe
basic sRdlls. fhey may not be appropriately sequenced or providg for
sufficient ‘drill and practice to enable the less capable students to

-.lmaste; the skills before going to other things.

b. Lack of mastery also occurs when there is insufficient monitoring of
student progréss; This permits students to "slide" by uptil they
experience severe academic difficulties.

It is recommended that the currtculum be reexamined. along with
instructional materials, methods, and monitoring -provisions to determine
*-if appropriate priority is being as;igned to the mastery of basic skills

~.

. o by students.
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Procedural Phases, Tasks, and
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!

N

158




- § - '
' -+ ~ : ASSESSMENT -RESEARCH STUDY
Fort Defiance Agency

Procedural Phases, Tasks, and Steos N
1 January 1982

I. Phase One--Assessment of the Utilization and Educational Relevance of Psycho-
Educational Assessment Reports in the Fort Defiance Agency

Pre-Project Activities

Task A--Collection of Baseline Data ' /

. L ,

Step 1--Identification of the primary users of the 1980-81 individual psycho-
educational testing reports in the Fort Defiance Agency. )

Step 2--Identification of the level and/or the extent the 1980-81 psycho-
educational testing reports are used in the Fort Defiance schools.

Step 3--Identification of the types of information on the 1980-81 reports
which the teaching staff felt to be most useful. )

Step 4--Identification of the information on the 1980-81 testing reports
which was seen by teachers and other school staff as being least
useful.

Step 5--Determination of the relationship between the recommendations and
findings in the 1980-81 psycho-educational reports and the recom-
fnendations contained from the students' IEPs. -

Step 6--Determination of how valid the teaching staff at the Fort Defiance
Agency feels that the recommendations and findings on the 1980-81
testing reports are. This will be undertaken by comparison-and
calculations of the perceptions of the teaching staff in review-
ing testing reports. ' 3 .

| Step. 7--Collection of information on the 1980-81 psychological reports
" from the teachers at the Fort Defiance Agency as to how the report
~ can be improved in wording, formzt, presentatiom, length, etc.

Step 8--Analysis of the above data. |
Step 9--Submission of the progress reﬁort, Phase One, Task A (June, 1981).

Task B--Development of In-Service Training Workshops for (a) Fort Defiance
_ - Staff, and (b) School Psychologists Selected to Provide Psycho- .

. Educational Testing in September, 1981 to the Fort Defiance Agency.
(These workshops will be supported by an in-service training and
testing contract awarded by the Fort Defiance Agency. These workshops
and above activities %re not part of the Assessment Research Project
budget. The workshop"s content among other things, however, will address
an orientation for the'Fort Defiance staff and school psvchologists of
the prdject to ensure consistency and understanding of the procedures
and so forth when the project begins in September, 1981.)

Step 1--Develop objectives, procedures, manualss etc. for in-service train- - -
ing at Fort Defiance Agency.
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Step 2--Conduct Fort Defiance, jn-service training.

Step 3--Develop objectives, procedures, manuals, etc. for im-service
' training of psychologists.

Step 4--Conduct a training worksﬁéﬁ fbr;the psychologists,

Step 5--Prepare an evaluation report of the in-service training at the
Fort Defiance Agency (Fall, 1981).

-

Commencement of the Assessment Research Grant Proposal As
Approved by U.S. Department of Education, Office
of Special Education Rehabilitftion Services

September 3, 1981 .

Task‘C--Starf Up Activities for the AsSessment Research Study
Step 1-:ABpropriate revisions#f time¥frémes and tasks.
Step z--_ﬁnploy_menf of staff.
Step 3-;Revision of thé Psycho-Educaéional Assessment Format.
Step 4--Monitoring test administrétion.

Step 5--Preparation of the report and evaluation of psycho-educational
-.assessment. : . .

Task D--Assessment of the Utilization and Educational Relevance of Psyché-'
- Educational Assessment Reports for the Fort Defiance Agency (1981-82
Academic Year). - :

Step 1--Identification of the primary users of the 1981-82 individual
' psychological testing reports in the Fort Defiance Agency.

v

Step 2--Identification of the level and/or extent of the 1981-82 psycho-
educational testing. reports were used by the Port Defiance Agency
staff. : ’ o

Sfép 3--Identification of the types of information on the 1981-82 psycho-
educational reports which the Fort Defiance staff felt was most

usefulz

- Step 4--Identification of the information on the 1981-82 testing reports
which teachers and other school staff at the Fort Defiance Agency
félt was least useful. - | g .

Step 5--Determination of the relationship between the reccmmendations and
findings on the 1981-82 psvcho-educational reports and the recom-
mendations contained on the student's IEP.
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Step 6--Determination of how valid the teachers and staff feel that the
recommendations and findings of the 1981-82 testing repcrts are.
This will be determined by the sample of the teaching staff re-
viewing the reports and correlating it with other data.

Step 7--Collection of information from the 1981-82 testing reports as to
how to improve the'reports in temms of format, warding, presenta-
- tion, length, clarity, etc. .

Step 8-~Analysis of the above data. f )

Step 9--Preparation of Progress Réport, Phase One, Task D.

II. Phase Two--Development of Inservice Training Programs to Improve the Utiliza-
tion and Educational Relevance of Psycho-Educational Assessment

Analysis and examination of previous data collected, including Progress Reports
Task A--Insegugce Training for Fort Defiance Staff

Step 1--Devélop objectives, procedures, materials, etc. for in-service
 training of Fort Defiance Agency staff.

Step 2--Preparation of training manual.

Step 3--Review of training materials and procedures by content speciaiists
at the ECC and content specialists from Fort Defiance.

Step 4--Prepardtion of in-service training evaluation materials.

Step 5--Analysis of workshop evaluat1on and preparatlon of evaluation
Teport. _ s

TasL B--In-Service Workshop for Psychologists Assigned t&+“Provide Individual
Testlng, Fort Defiance Agency, August, 1982

Step 1--Design objectives, procedures, and materials for the workshop.

Step 2--Review by content specialists at the ECC of objectives and materials
for the workshop.

) Step 3--Eva1u§;ion workshop _

» “Task C--Administration of Psycho Educatlonal Testlng, Fall, 1982 Part1c1pat1qg
Schools Following Revised Procedures and Revised Formats

.’
7
/

Ebaae Three--Evaluation of Project Impact

" Task A--Determlne Project Impact ;

ters ofithe 1982 individuzl psycho-
tho Fort Defiance Agency.

‘Step 1--Identification of the 311ma*j
educational testing, réﬂortc i
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Step 2--Ident1ficat10n of the level and/or the extent the 1982 psycho-

educational testing reports are used in the Fort Defiance schools.

Ste, 3--Identification of the types of information on the 1982 reports
which the teaching staff felt to be most useful.
v
Step 4--Identification of t;!’informatlon on the 1982 testing reports
which was seen by teachers and other school staff as being least .
useful. / , .

Step 5--Determination of the relationship between the recommendatlons and-
findings in the 1982 psycho- -educational reports and the recommenda-
tions contained from the students' IEPs.

Step 6--Determination of how valid the teaching staff at the Fort Defiance
Agency :feels that the recommendations and findings on the 1982
testing reports are. This will be undertaken by commarison and
calculations of the perceptlonb of the teaching staff in review-
ing testing reports

-Step 7--Collection of 1nfonnat10n on the 1982 psychologlcal reports from

the teachess at the Fort Defiance Agency as to how the report can
be improved in wording, format, presentation, length, etc.

Steﬁ 8--Analy51s of the above data.

Step 9--Submission of the progress report, Phase One, Task A (June, 1982).

Task B--Analysis of Data Collected

Task C--Preﬁaration for Submiasiqn'of Final Report °

IV. Dissemination of Findings

&
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Appendix C -

Example of the Psyého-Educathna] .
Testing Report Critique Form
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ERIC

A i Tex Provided by ERIC

BEST CG¥Y AVAILABLE

t

Psychosducatlone! Testing Report Critique Form

INSTRUCTIONS: Pleage review the sttached psychoeducatione! testing report tor
& student with whom you worked isst yesr and compiete ?hls‘crlflquo
~ form by placing e check (V) on the Iine next fo the
s statement flhof Is closest to your- oplinion.

+
-

-

Student:’ . School ¢
!
How clesrly did this report stete Very cleer, | understood everything. Please note some exampies of things
this student's testing results? . a which were unclear to you for
Moderetely clesr, there were very few the interview:
. v things | couldn'+ understand.
. ’ - . l’bdinhly unciesr, there were several
v e Points | couldn't understend.
) Not at el clesr, there were many

. ——— points | couldn't understand.
Was this report usetul In ~ Very Usetul . .
datermining this student's . E .
placement? ——— SOMewhat usetful N

L] -
. NOt useful
P ¥

How often d!d you find technical The frequent use of Jergon made the Please note the phiases or Jargon you
words or phrases which were not report extremely difficuit to tound confusing for the Interview (It
adequately explained? —— understand. you prefer, go through the report and

. circle them In red): -
There was substentlel Jergon used
which made the 'report herd to .
v————. understend, '

Some Jergon was uuli. but the report \
————— W83 usually understandable.

Little jargon was used.

How does this report compare with
other reports you heve seen In

‘the past year?

e AbOUt the same. - Comments:
———u Worse than the others.

e . Better than the others

-

-

Oo these recommendations sddress
the questions raised by +he
refarring teacher?

- b
Referrel question well addressed. Plasse note some specitic questions -
> . which were not addressed. '

Reterral question partily nddruud.l
———un. Referrel quuf!.on not addressed. . _

.

o

Do you fesl that the examlner geve

approprlate conslderztion to soclal
and cuitural factors In this student's

case?

"

——— Completely appropriate consideration . Plessy note some . Kad
S specitics:

Partly sppropriate consldereticn glven. \

Partly Insppropriete conslideretion

—— Glven.

Completely Insppropriate consider-
—~—wm atlon given.
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Ll.sfod below sre uvo;nl of the " BEST COPY AVA"-ABLE A

sections trom this student’s

report along with their stated How well did this section

ob ject]ves. of the report meet these
stated objectives?

How useful was this section
In preparing this student's
educational progrem?

In column A evaluate how well
tha section of the report met

Its objectives. % ?
in cojumn B evaluate how useful -
the sectlon was In pianning this ? . 38 2
student's educational program. ) e g 5: “ G’? ¥ g
. ~ v — _:, .
Place @ checkmark (v) on the line i 3! 33 « ¥ .5"" g-. ;b
corresponding to the statement 2 sb. 85, §5. s § ¢7 <3
that Is closest to your oplinlon. . E,'fi i;i- .;5 ';g i a0 gy & g
> . . . Sgy §e& 4@
) * xqo0 ® ,_'_x >
REFERRAL INFORMATION ’ ﬁg! gt'} £ 5:) ¥y &3 §¥
[
ObjJectives: 1. Provide bsckground sbout student
(+ribe, ysar ot Intermountaln, etc.)
2. List reterring tescher(s) snd
thelr concerns.
3. List records reviewed and Inform—
stion cbtalned. . — —— —
4, List findings and recommendations
of screening cosmittee.
BACKGROUND |NFORMAT 1ON
ObJectives: 1. List persone! informatidg, sbout
the student, femily, tri health,
* schoo!, spacial Interests Metc. : .
2. List the problems ss the student
. Sess them. — — —
3. State the student's sbillty to use
English to commynicate.
4
BEHAY IORAL OBSERVATIONS
ObJectives: 1. Describe how student coopereted ks )
during testing (rapport, motivetion,
Interest, language, enjoyment, etc.) .
2. Note any specitic strengths or —_— — —_— — R
ditficultles. .
. - LY -
PSYCHO-EDUCATIONAL FINDINGS
) ObjJectives: 1.° Describe test,’ vhat It measures snd
) why It Is used.
2. Report resuits ss ranges, percentlles,
snd grade placements.
3. Report personal ity and soclal factors
as smotional Indicators. ) .
A
, SUMMARY .
4
ObJectives: I: List student's strengths.
2. Summerize testing findings. —— o a— —
RECOMMENDAT | ONS
ObJectivas: 1. Recommend placement category.
2. List other placement considerations. .
3. List long and short=term goals. : .
4. Suggest Instructional meterials -
" ' and strategias. - —_— — | s
5. Suggest support services.
3 ' 6. Suggest a means of eveluating the :
student's educationel progrem.
DIAGNOSTIC STATEMENT i
ObJectives: 1. Recommend most appropriete ) v
piscement category for student
and refer to specific guldelines : : . -
or regulations. v
2. Quallify statsment to include other
5 information t0 be provided by the /
placement committae. ' .
1 ) b '
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T

Based an the testing data, the psychologist
hes made severa) COMCLUSIONS, ‘o{w are
soma slatemunts about the student taken
directly from the psychologist's report,

Please rate each statement tn the categories
to the right by placing a checkmark (v*)
in the box which represents your epinioa.

. . ' . » .

Alfred was glven both the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test and the Primery tanguage Questionnaire to assess
Ms facility with the English language. On the PPVT,
he achieved a pevcentile score of 4. This was an

age equivalengy score of 7 years, 7 sonths. On the
Prisary Language Quastiospaire, which is a series of
quastions asking his preferances for speaking Madajo
or English, he Indicated that he prefers spaaking
English but does speak both lamguages. .

1a ordar to understand Alfred’s ability to discrimin-
ate sounds iIn the English language, le was glven the
tepman Auditory Discriminatfon Test. Nis score on
this test indicated he had difficulty discriminating
sounds in the English language.

Alfred was given the Raven Progressive Matrices to
assass reasoning ability. Nils score placed him -

* petween the 25th and 50th percentile when cospared to
other children his age taking this test, f.e., within
an avelage range of reasoning ability.

The Developmental Test of Visual-Hotor Integration, a

paper and pencl) copylng task, was utilized 40

assess visual perception and motor behavior. Alfred

obtatned an age equivalency score of 11 years 9

sonths . K T
. N
Tha (st subtest was reldiag which cossisted of .
letter-word identification, word attack, and pnn?a
_conprehension. e received -a grade equivalent of °1.6.
“{n overall rcadjng skills. On the letter-word fdent-
{fication test, he could identify latters ind read
thrée-latter wonds. giinder word attack, he could

sound consonants singly, but was mot certaim of vowkl .
sounds or cosbinations of consonants and vowels.

-

The wathomaticy score coasisted of two arcas, caleula-
" thon and applied mathematics. lle recelived a math- .
smatics grade equivalent of 3.6, . }

Bis written Yanguage skills, uhich were assessed

throuyh a dictatfon section and a proofing section,
placed bim at o grade vquivatent of 1.6,
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Can you umderstand what
the psychologist weans by
this statesont?

Hard to Uncerstand
impossidle to Unqerstm

Yery (lear
Somewhat Clear

Noas” this statement pro-
vide you with new infor-
mation about the student?
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fased on your experiencé
with this student, is
this statesent correct?

1
Mas this statement Lseful

“{n planning this student’s

educational program?
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-

One of the ses of testing 15 to provide 15 the recomsendat lon at 4n Based on your e '
xpar fence Given the resources e at N
RECOMMLNDATIONS or sugyustions i.lMCh may be _ appropriate level of speci- with this student, does this Intermount ain, how r::lstlc ::u:::g'l:‘;ez::p:::m
helpful In planaing the studest stcd;:c.ltlml. - ficity? recomsendat lon provids you is this recomssndation? this student's individ-
g:ogra-. Listed balow are some of the specific with new information? ualized education progras?
COMMENDAT IONS taken directly from the report. oo prog
Please rate each of thew,:

1 Dign't Know This Wowld

Be Recommended

This Student Needed
Completely Unrealistic
Somewhat Unrealistic
Rea) istic

Very Useful

Somewhat Useful

Not Very Useful

-
Appropristely Specific
Recommended

o
This Confirms What I Felt

Vague
Too Specific
1 Knew This Would Be

- valuation findiags and test results iadicate that . ‘
Afred is elligible for spacial education services - 8
ualar Lhe category of learaing disabilities

Al {red may benefit from one-to-oma instruction to ’
rosediate reading and written lan 1?‘ deficits. : ’

This may also be accomplished by g:v ag him work .
with a programsed learning system. .

1t is recomsended that short-term goals for Alfred
include the following:

a.. Iacreased attendance at school through beha- .
viora) prograsming. o ) : . .

L. Increased division skills (see STEP Program -
short Division, M). S —_— _—

€. Increased rcadl'ng skills (see STEP Program -
Genera) Reading Skills, J14, Comprehension
of Nritten Haterial, 1), “ —_— —_— —_—

d. Increasad self-confidence (see STEP Program i - . . . N
Self-Confidénce, I18). L ,_ .

It is recomsendad -that long-term goals for Alfred .
include the fullowing: : .

a. Hastery of l;ulc math {addition, subtraction,
multiplication, division) skills.

L. Mastery of spalling and sight-word vocabulary, .
{.e., consistent recognition of four- to five- . ‘ .
letter words. : . s : *

Because thura was no record of a vision or hearing
test In Alfred's file, his poor sound discrimination,
and his close proximity to test materials, it ¥s- . ) . '
appropriate that he receive Loth cvaluations to de- - -
termine (f.poor vision or hearing may be interfering

= . 188+ e _i_assr.cﬁ?vwm@\_ N 1
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Fort Defiance Assessment Research
.IEP Summary Sheet

Student: Classroom Teacher:
School: Resource Teacher-
Examiner- Qther IEP Committee:

Date Tested:
,-;4'

7

Referral Question? " Yes No Source:
Nature of Referral:” Academic Behavior Physical Other:
-Quality of the Referral: Poor Fair Good

How well did the IEP address the referral guestion? Poor Fair Good

el

RECOMMENDATIONS AND OBJECTIVES

Placement: LD MR ED PH Other
Comments:

{4

~

Short Term Goals:
Reading (Mechanics/Comp. ):

%

-

Math (Computation/Fune¢./Concepts):
Language (Expressive/Rec@ptive): \

Auditory Training: .
c_‘ ’

Social Skills(Behavioral/Interpersonal):

Learning Skills (Attention, Attendance, Etc.):

’

Motor Develophment:
Other: -

Long Term Goals: ' B - s
Materials and Strategies:
Supportive Services (Speech, Medical, Etc.):

Evaluation Criteria:

OVERALL RATING: 1 - Puor 2 - Fair 3 - Good
Completeness of the Report:
Appropriateness of the Report:
Dexree of Specificity:

@ erall Impression: - : 170 .
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TESTS ADMINISTERED AND FREQUENCIE

» 1980 1981 1982
A. Ability Tests: : .

1. The Coloured Progressive Matrices (Raven's Color) 36 47 108

2. The Standard Progressive Matrices (Reven's Standardi 11 41 58

3. Hiskey-Nebraska Test of Learning Aptitude M9 20 16

. (Hiskey-Nebraska) ' o

4. Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (Revised) 212 27 9

(WISC-R) _
- 5. Leiter International Performance Test (Leiter) 33/) 29 68

k\\x<i;\1he Columbia Mental Maturity Scale (CMMS) . 5 18 15-

B. Achievement Tests:.

1. ‘woodcock Johnsdh Psycho-Educationa] Battery Part ) 126 86 121
II Achievement Tests (Woodcock-Johnson) | |
2. MWoodcock Reading Mastery (wooqcock Readipg) . 11 4 0 .
3. Key Math . . 2 3 1
4. Wide Rang¥ Achievement Test (WRAT) 33 8 'fNO" )
5. Peabody Individual Ach1evement\Test (PIAT) 0w 0.
6. Brigance Inventory of Early Deve]opment (Brigance-K) 3 a « 0
Brigance Inventory of Basic Skills (Brigance E) e
7. Diagnostic Arithmetic : o -h'JT » 1 ,q'ﬁ
C. Language Tests | “' . i
1. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) 07 58 143,
2. Quick Test (QT) R ' : 38 49 ,4§
3. Wepman Auditory D1sér1mfhétion Tést (Wepman) 152" 102~ - 184

/ o~

D. Psycho-Motor Tests: _
1. Draw-A-Person (DAP) | " 144 ne- 192

2. Developmental Test of_Visua]-ﬁétor Integration (VMI) 143 118. 192 -, °
3. Bender Visua]—Motof Gestalt Test (BVMG) 1 o0 0

. : 141
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E. Social and Adaptive Behavior Tests:

1.
2.
3.
4,
v s
-3
. ¥ )
§
-
,
"
'Y
®
B v
728
v one
I‘
2= v
[’3
‘.
I
- %

Teacher Rating Scale

- AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale

R

Berks Behavjbr Rating Scale (Berks)

Walker Behavioral Scale

T “’ . TOTAL'NUMBER TESTED
A ’ j
’ 0‘ ‘. \

« . a . n i
. N 4
| ° |
i ’ ?
3 : / '
/ ; . - 1
' - % N \ |
H . _1'«
ol { : ( 3 -
| 142
. - « s_" l
) o

170
32

170

128
17
12
10

128

201
18
28
26
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Appendix E

"Psycho-Educational Test

‘Report Format



AN

CONFIDENTIAL

Interview and Draft Report Form
‘Revised, 1981

t

Student:
Date of Evaluation: / /
X year month day
Birth Date: _ /. 7
year % month  day
Age: { i
year month day
Grade:
School:
Examiner:

Tests Administered: (1ist‘a11 tests)

.’/

ABSTRACT

Reéason for the Referrai

-

Procedures Used to Examine the Child _afd to Minimize Bias

Findings
~ Recommendations
- ~
REFERRAL INFORMATION
.Tribe | Primary Language
Secondary Language |
NG * , B -
Parent§ in Home: Mother . Father
A0 _
Foster Placement | | Adoption
. Jas _ . .
Brothers Sisters__ ~_ Family Position
144 ) . T




v

A FullText Providad by ERIC

_Previous Evaluations_ - (pate)

Fronounced Health-Problems

Vision Hearing
Medications | Hospitalizations
Retention‘ Transition

Special Help Received: Special Education

Remedial Redding Tutorial

(Examine;)‘\

Tests Administered

Previous Recommendations

Problems the Student Perceives (e.g., academic, social, etc.)

- a

Interests (e.g., clubs, sports, etc.)

BEHAVIORAL OBSERVATIONS

ERIC

<&

Communication skills, receptivity, accessibility, r&pport,
motivation, persistence] distractibility, language skills,
enjoyment of the tasks, {shifting from one task to another,
any outstanding physicall features, and specific difficulties

and/or strengths.



Y & .
P -
: , . .
’ PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL FINDINGS
N Start each test with a new paﬁ%graph. Include a short state-

ment as to what the test measures and' why it was gsed.’

Language Dominance \ ‘

’ 2
Receptive Language (QT/PPVT - Report mental age)

-~

.' -~ - s S’; } N ' ‘ "

Intellectual Assessment .
( s )

-~

Report as categories, bands. percenti]es, range, etc. Do not
report IQ scores.

l

e

‘ . o 7 } - | . I -
% = P_l{;-Mntor Skills | | | L

(Perceptual - M or)' o T ,

R Gross Muscle | , v
. Small MuscIe . -
N M ,

- 177 : -

v " . ' ) :
. . - . 146 N .
S0, . /‘{ ) K . (q
SN T e lind BRI
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Reading Task Analysis

b

"~ Report grade levels. Describe both comprehension and word attack/

analysis skills. Strengths and yeaknesses.

Math Task Analysis ' | o \

J oo

\, (]
Spelling Task Analysis C - ﬂ”\;%g\
. /[
( .
% X - “
- ! €
e - . . \
. .
178 .

147~ .
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Socio-Emotional Findings

A
SUMMARY
5
o
. .9 . - )
.
LY )

148
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RECOMMENDAT IONS

1.

Diagnostic Statement

This statement should be in the words used ih the BIA

regulations (see example). If student does not meet BIA

guidelines for classification, so state.

Other Placement Cohsiderations

- E.g., small group, one-to-one, reduce reading level .of

material in regular classroom, any particular educational
placement considerations, behavidr modifications, voca-
tional programming. .

For students not qualified for spegial education, address

. the student's educational related problems, if any, in

terms of what needs to be done in the regular ciassroom )
or any ‘other resources needed' - : e

9 ! r |
. o / ~ ¥
. N LN
. .
s ~N \n B 9
‘4 )
! a'-
N
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\ .
L
. - *
. t
. il
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N
Short-Term (Annual) Goals

An annual goal represents the achievement anticipated

for the student over a period of one school year. This

is an educated guess or estimate of where the student

will be at the end of one year, if a prescribed intervention
program is followed.

Many goals will take more than one year to accomplish.

The annual .goals should be viewed in a sense, as the short
range goals leading to broader expectations that will enable
students to achieve their maximum potential upon leaving
school.

The areas which may need to be addressed in making short-
term goals include: Reading, math, visual-motor skills,

-writing and spelling, interest; motivation, social and/

or persomality changes. -

In this section._the tester should indicate the entry point
where instruction should begin in a subject area, state

the first few instructional objectives, and then the recom-
mended sequence that should be followed (refer to the STEP
Program). | . -

‘ .

~—

L]

Long-Term Goals

levels of fun ‘
. perfod of two to four years; longer in some instances.
These-will be of .a more global -nature than short-term

functional education, health, vecattonal, etc.

oo : iy ) .
Long-term goa1s are a projection of the achievement -and .
unctioning anticipated for a student over a y

goals, but should be based upon extensions of the short-
term goals; . '
: a

These may include: academic achievement, social changés,

. .3

¥ ’
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'
e LT PR
el N 181
. W . e R :
e ‘. "‘ - ‘_ e



5. Instructional Materials and Strateqies -

Any suggested materials or techniques such as sma]lrgroup'
materials, AV materials, oral/written suggestions, etc.

6. Supportive Services

Counseling; formal or infé}mal, teacher counseling. Address

any concerns or referrals for vision, hearing, health, etc.
. .

7. Evaluation Criteria for Success \

Mas;ery of academic skills, impuTse control, improvement .

. of self-concept, more group participation, acceptance of
, responsibility, independence, confidence, etc., decreased .
oy absenteeism, control over emotions. .

0 E o, sy 1820 T

A Full Text Provided ,
I i . " . . I .
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