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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 Chiletn

INTRODUCTION

Each year, schools throughout the United States spend millions of

dollars on diagnosis and assessment of children with suspected learning

handicaps Goslin, 1963). A significant amount of this assessment is

provided by school psychologists.adininisterini individual psycho-educational

tests to children who have been referred. Individual psychological assess-,

ment traditionally includes three areas: (a) data collection that includes

review of referral and existing assessment information, (b) assessment--the

administration of individual tests designed to measure ability, lajguage

skills, achievement, social behavior; emotional factors, psycho-motor skills,

etc., and (c) communicating results through preparation and submission of

psychological testing .reports and/or student staffings to assist in the

interpretation of testing results (Oakland & Matuszek; 1977, 1983). In

practice, the above process may eMphasize one or two of the listed areas and

virtually ignore others (Grubb, 1981). Depending on how completely each

component is addressed, the cost for each child's evaluation may.range from

$50 to several hundred.

There is evidence, ,however; which suggests that'testing.results,

especially in the form of individual psycho-educational testing reports, are

not particularly useful to teachers. and other school personnel (Fifield,

1980). In many cases, individual psycho-.educational reports are used only to

meet the legal requirements for placement of children in special education

programs. If individual psycho-educational reports are not used to diagnose

. 3 1
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problems and providing meaningfu} recommendations for remediat4on, the

process of individual assessment becomes an irrelevant and extremely

expensive exercise in both time and resources. Even though the utility of

individually administered psyCho-educational testing is a crucial issue,

there is a paucity of literature which describes or documents efforts to

systematically improve the relevance and usability of individual.psycho-

educational testing results.

This project investigated the extent to which testing report were used
6

by school personnel in the Fort Defiance Agency on the Navajo Reservation,

and identified the problems and obstacles which affect the value and the use

of such testing reports. -Based on information collected in the first phase,

the psycho-educational evaluation and reporting process were modified in an

atte to improve the utility and relevance of the assessment process in the

1 k
placement of children in special education and developing individual educa-

tiOn.al plans. As the second objective, the project developed and implemented

an inservice training program for school personnel and school psychologists

to increase their understanding 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

summarizes the evaluation data indicating the impact of the various

interventions.

Fundinfor the Study

SuppOrt for the various components and activities which constituted this

study was obtained from three sources:

1. A contract to the Exceptional Child Center from the.Fort Defiance Agency

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

2 11



psycho-educational evaluationS to Fort Defiance students referred during

the 1980, 1981.and,1982school years.

2. A contract to the Exceptional Child Center from the Port Defiance Agency

to provide inservice training addressing issues concerning psycho-

educationaltesting, placement, referral, and programming decisions for

special education' children for 1981 and 1982.

3. A grant from the U.S. Department of Education, Office-of Special Educa-
.

tion, authorized under CFDA 84.023E Assessment Research. Funds from the

Office of Special Education (OSE) were provided in response to a proposal

submitted January 9, 1981 and approved to commence September 3, 1981,

Grant #G0081-00322. The OSE grant provided: (a) the staff to conduct

the evaluation of the testing procedures and reports, including the

design of the critique and evaluation instruments011service training,

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

(c) preparation of reports.

This final report is divided into the following sections: (1) Abstract

and Summary of Recbmmendations, (2) IntroduCtion, (3) Objectives and Method-

ology, (4) Results, and (5) Discussion and Recommendations.

CIn ection 5, "Discussion and Recommendations", the results are

interpreted, discussed, and recommendations to the Fort Defiance Agency and

EA Special Education Program are provided. This final section combines

the quantitative data collected 'during the study with the perceptions of the

project staff and the principals, special education staff, and special
w

service staff of the Fort Defiance Agency. These data were collected- prima-

rily by Dr. Charles Deal,who throughout most of this studyServed as the

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

Wilcox who served thg.,last fdw months in this capacity.



Accompanying this report is the "Inservice Tkaining 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, -

together with the workshop evaluation reports. In addition, two inservice

workshops were tonbucted for the schobl'psychologists who administered the

individualpSychologic,:rassessment to children referred during the years

1981 and 1982. These workshOps'were provided August 27, 1981 lmdli7ulgtist 28,

1982. he agendas for these workshops, workshop materials, work activities,

and exercises for-participants together with a' workshop evaluatioh report are

also contained in the Resource Manual.

9
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ABSTRACT AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

4'

AOstract

It was the purpose of this project to: (araeterminejhe stringths and

weaknesses of the psycho-educational assessment process followed in the Fort

Defiance Agency on the Navajo Reservation and to initiate appropriate changes

for improvement,-(b) develop and provide inservice training for teachers and

administrative staff at the Fort Defiance Agency and to school psychologists

- who provide psychological services,'and (c) evaluate the impact-of: .(1) the

changes made in the individual psycho-educational testing, and (2) the

inservice training provided to school personnel psychologists.

The research design utilized time series measures of assessment and

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

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

analysis of the findings and recommendations contained in 321 individual

psycho - education reports, (b) a structured critique by school personnel of

79 testing reports to evaluate their educational relevancy, usability, and

accuracy, (c) an analysis of the relationship between the recommendations in

psycho-educational testing reports and rdcomm ndations on the students' IEPs,

and (d)'observational and interview data c lected systematically during Pie

project.

The findings. suggest that the utilization and educational relevance of

psycho-educational testing reports canbe significantly improved by:

1. Increasing the familiarity of psychologists with the instructional

materials, service and placement programs, and teaching philosolphies of

the school district, the building, and the individual teachers for whom

testing :reports are being prepared.

I! 14



2. Increasinq the interaction and dialogue between the psychologist and

appropriate seliool personnel before testing and particularly in staffing

after testing.

3. Adapting the format of individual psycho-educational testing reports to

ensure that illy: include essential data points necessary for placement

and programming decisions, provide a synthesis.bf available student

assessment infcirmation, highlightfimportant data, eliminate jargon, and

focus' on instructional recommendations.

Improving and expanding the descriptive information contained from tfiel

student referral process.

5. Evaluating and providing feedback to the psychologists from school

personnel concerning the usefulness and relevance of their,assessment

services in making placement and programming decisions.

From the data collected and analyzed and the e*perience in conducting

this study, the following recommendations Care presented, and discussed:

I

1. That the process by which students are referred foi- assessment services

be reexamined and evaluated.

2. 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.

3.' That culture and language bias be controlled procedurally.

4. That Navajos be trained and certified as school psychologists.

5. That future psycho-educational testing contracts increase the specificity

and the description of the services to be provided and that test result

users participate in the selection of the contractor.

6. That the instructional program in basic mathematics and reading for the

Fort Defiance Agency be reexamined.

15



4.4

Summary of Recommendations

The 'recommendations and findings derived from this study, including the

data' collected and analyzed; the experiences of providing the psychological

services, designing and condUcting the inservice training, arid evaluating the

relevance of the testing reports;-along with the inservice" training, are "

particularly applicable to the" Fort Defiance igenCY. However, the findings

also have direct application to many other B1A boarding schobls where

condi>ns and responsibilities are very similar. In addition, it is felt '4

that the recommendations and fIndings Will have meaning and apOitation in

regular public education and school districts in general. The folloWing

section presents a summary of the recommendations, further discussion of

these recommendations is contained in ChaptehP5, pages 111 through 23.

1. It is recommended that the student referral process and forms by which

.

students are referred for psychological testing be examined and

reevaluated. The referral process should serve both as a summation of

past concerns and as an entry point into the psycho-educational

assessment process. Referral information must contain certain provisions

whereby the referral question (need or reason for the referral) can be

clearly identified, thus enabling the diagnostician providing individual

assessment to respond to the information needs of the referrer. If

individual assessment is to provide more than general oriehtation type

data, it must serve the information needs of the referrer.' When such

need and concerns are not clearly presented, diagnosticians tend to use

screening and broad purpose instruments which often duplicate what has

previously been done and do not provide the desired degree of specificity

which makes information they contain relevant and usable for the,

referrer.

7
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2. To control culture and language bias in psychological assessment, it i

recommended tharconvergent data procedures (confirmation data and

obtaining second opinions) and synthesiiing,all relevant data in a report.

should be followed. Existing individual assessment instruments db.not
t .

adequately control for culture bias and available alternatives to
.

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

most effective control for instrument and professional bias appears to be
,

procedural safeguards emphasizing a variety of different instruments

designed to obtain needed specific information with results; validated

against other data to test out causative and treatment hypothesis.

3. It is recommended 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. The 'standard" testing report format

should contain the essentiar data upon which placement and program

decisions can be based. The report format should require the examiner to

either address each essential information point or provide an expfanit n

as to why such information was not considered relevant.

4. There is an urgent need for trained and certified Navajo psychologists

fluent in Navajo and familiar with the culture to provide needed

pychological services on the reservation. Until competent. Navajo

psychologists are available, the following recommendations are made:

a. Anglo schobf psychologists, in training, should be given greater

opportunities to work with Navajo and Native American children under

appropriate supervision. The current practice Of contracting for

psychological assessment services with only licensed psychologists,

irregardless of their prior experience and familiarity with the

Navajo way of life and the service delivery systems on the

8
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reservation, prevents Anglo psychologists from obtaining the

experience they need to better serve Navajo children.

b. When Navajo interpreters, are utilized, theylmust be carefully trained

.and familiar with the conCepts of standardized instructions and

responses.

5. Future psycho educational testing contracts awarded to individuals or

agencies should specify the following: (a) a standard psychological

testing report format consistent with Recommendation 3, (b) staffing and

systematic intpraction both before and after the testing is completed

between tester,and school personnel, (c) orientation and training for the

psychologists who are, awarded contracts to acquaint them with the service

options, materirls, And techniques available to serve children, (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.
1

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

Agency be reexamined to determine if sufficient emphasis is being placed

on instruction, drill and p'ractice to ensure that each child achieves an

acceptable degree of mastery in the basic skills of reading\And math. In

analyzing the performance of 598,children from the Fort Defiance Agency

who received individual assessment during the conduct of this study,
,1

virtually every child, rather eligible or not for special -education

services, was found to be significantly delayed in the primary skills of

word attack and mathematics. Furthermore, many dedicated and concerned .

teachers and. administrators expressed the concern that basic reading and

mathematic skills were not.receiving the emphasis they needed.

9
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OBJECTIVES AND METHODOLOGY

It was the purpose of this gi-oject to improve the utilization and

educational relevance of individual psycho-educational assessment reports i-n

making decisions concerning placement and in developing Thdividual Education

Programs (IEPs) for Native American )hildren. re specifically, the project

_was designed to: A

'11. Determine the strengths and weaknesses in the psycho-educational

assessment procest followed in the Fbrt Defiance Agency and to initiate

appropriate 'changes 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

psychological 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 (Campbell &

Stanley, 1963):

01. Xi 02 X2 03

0 = Observation (Use and perceived relevance of reports)
X = Intrvention (Inservice training)

Data collection and intervention procedures were carried out with three

intact schools (Chuska, Tohatchi, and Greasewood Boarding Schools). Data

I

were collected to eyaluat the psycho-educational testing reports that were

-
provided for these three chools during the years 1980 through 1982.

10 19
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In 1980, following the administration of individual psycho-educational

testing, teachers from participating schools critiqued the testing reports,

utilizing a specially designed questionnaire and structured interview. In

addition, the relationship between the findings and recommendations.contained

in student testing reports and student individual IEPs was determined (01).

Similar data were colleted following the 1981 and 1982 individual testing

'(02, 03).

During the fall of 1981, inservice training was provided to school
[

personnelof the Fort Defiance Agency (X1). The content of the inservice

training was selected to address changes iniskills and information needed by

school personnel to use testing reports more effectively. This need was

identified from the evaluation data collected from the critique of the

testing process and reports provided by teachers in the 1980 testing.

following the inservice training, changes were made in the individual

psycho-educational evaluation procedures and test report format, and in the

fall of 1981, testing was again provided to children referred by the partici-

pating schools. To improve the utilization and relevance of the testing

reports, they were evaluated by school personnel of the participating schools

in the spring of 1982 (02).

The Fok Defiance Agency requested that 1982 testing be provided in the

spring to the Chuska School and in the fall to the Tohatchi and Greasewood

Schools. Prior to the commencement of school in the fall of 1982, another

inservice training workshop was provided to the Fort Defiance school person-

nel (X2). The content of this workshop was again based on data collected

(1,

in the spring of 1982 which identified weaknesses and changes needed to

improve the use of psychological testing..

20
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Following testing in the fall of 1982, data to determine the utilization

and relevance of tie testing were collected and evalua ed by school personnel

)(03). These data, together with that collected in February0982 and spring

of 1981, were used to determine the impact of the study.

This study was organized into three broad tasks: collection of data,

inservice training and intervention, and determining impact. Each of these

tasks contain three oromore research steps. Table provides a diagram of

the objectives, tasks, research steps, timelines, and urce of support.

Baseline data was collected from the individual psycho-educational tests

administered, by the ECC to Fort Defiance children in the fall, of 1980. The

inservice training in 1981 was provided under a sepa ntract with the

Fort Defiance Agency. However, the content of the train based upon

the analysis,of the data collected during the spring of 1981. These_ steps

were pre - project activities (01, Xf).

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

administration of the fall 1981 psycho- educational tests by the ECC in

September and October, data evaluating these reports were collected and

analyzed in the spring of 1982 (Step 1.1.2, 1.2.2) (02).

The 1982 psycho-educational testing 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 shortly after school commenced.

The second set of inservice training workshops and seminars were

provided for school personnel4on August 11-12; 1982 for the Fort Defiance

Agency and the seminar for school psychologists August 28, 1982 (Step 2.2.1,

2.2.22.2.3) (X2)'. Evaluation data for the 1982 testing were collected in

12 21



Table 1 Ok.

Assessment Reparch
Objectives, Research Design, Timelines, and Source of Support

. Objectives Project Tasks

Pre- Prn.ject Activities

X1.1 Collect Data (0
1

)

'1. Determine Strengths
and,Weaknesses in
Stier nt Assessment
of the Fort Defiance.

2.1 Provide Inservice
Training and

AoPricy Intervention (X
I

)

Assessment Project Begins

L' ?. Develop and Provide
Inservice Training to
Staff and Psychologists
and Modify Testing
Procedures

3. Evaluate the Impact of
Changes in Test Prt!
cedures and Format and
Inseryice Training

22
ti

11.2 Collect Data (n2)

2.2 Provide Inservice
Training and

s Intervention (X2)

3.1 Collect Data (03)

3.2 Analyze Data

Research Steps Timelines Sourct of Support

1.1.1 Administration of Individual Psycho-
Educational Testing to Children Referred

1980
Sep Oct Fort Defiance Contract

1.2.1 Evaluation of the 1980 Psycho-Educational
Testing Reports

1981

dan-770 ECC Support

2.1.1 Inservice Workshop 1, Fort Defiance
School Personnel, "Student Assessment" August

2.1.1.1 Evaluation of the Workshop September

Fort Defiance Contract
7,

2.1.2 Inservice Seminar 1, School Psychologists August ECC Support

2.1.3 Modification of Individual Ttsting
Process and Report Format

1.1.2 Administration of Individual Psycho-
Educational Testing toChildren Refei-red

ECC Support, r
Sep - Oct- Fort Defiance Cont

1.2.2 Evaluation of the 1981 Psycho-Educational'
Testing Reports

1982
Jan776 Assessment Researc

2.2.1 Inservice Workshop.2, Fort Defiance
School Personne1,1Student Assessment" August

act

Fort Defiance Contract

2.2.1.1 Evaluation of the Workshop

2.2.2 lnservice Seminar 2, School Psychologists Fort Defiance Contract

2.2.3 Modification of Individual Testing
Procedures and Report Format, Assessment Research

1.1.3 Administration of Individual Psycho-
Educational Testing to Children Referred Sep - Oct Fort Defiance Contract

3.1.1 Evaluation of the 1982 Psycho-Educational
Testing Reports NOvember Assessment Research

3.2.1 Data Analysis to Determine Impact

A2.2__Prnaar_atIon of linal_Report_

December Assessment Research

smtnt Research
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November Of 1982 ("Step 3.1.1) (03) - The procejal phases, tasks, and -

AO

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

Population and ata Collection

The population used in this study consisted of three groups of. people

associated with the Fort Defiance Agency: students, teachers, and school.

psychologists. The Fort Defiance Agenty on the Navajo Reservation was

selected forjthis study for the following ,reasons:

.1. The Navajo Reservation is the largest-Indian reservation in the. United

States. Although it may appear to be somewhat atypical of other reserva-

,t

tions and Indian populations because of its size and remoteness, many of

the same problems that exist on the Navajo Reservation exist on other

reservations and with other tribes. Furthermore, the educational

services provided, difficulty in training staff, and environmental

factors on the Navajo Reservation are similar to other BIA schools across

the continental United States and Alaska. Havighurst (1981) reports that

approximately 18% of the Indian children are being educated in BIA

schools. In addition, 38% are attending public schools contiguous to

reservations in which from 50 to 90% of the enrollment is Native

American. Staffing and organizational arrangements for these boarding

schools are very similar to those for BIA schools.

2. The Fort Defiance Agency Sdhool 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)Exceptional C ild Center provided an opportunity to acquaint the ECC

staffjwi he organization, philosophy, and resources of the Fort

Defiance Agency. This insured the needed familiarity with the agency and

I
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cooperation and acceptance of psychological services from the Exceptional

Child Center.

Within the Fort Defiance Agency, three schools (Chuska, Tohatchi, and

Greasewood Boarding Schools) were identified to participate in the project.

These schools were selected as being representative of the geographic and

social economic conditions that- exist on the Navajo Rese- vation. They are

typical of boarding schools in the 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. Tabie 2 3ists the number of children referred and

tested from the target schools and those from the other schools in the

Fort Defiance Agency.

The participating student population included those students

attending the three target schools in which data were collected and

intervention techniques and procedures initiated.

DateCollected From the Student Population

The content of the psycho-educational testing reports for each

student referred and tested in the target schools in the Fort Defiance

Agency was analyzed and the results summarized and tabulated. This

information is presented in Table 3, page 29. From the target group

student population, data was also collected to determine the relation-

ship between 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 group. These

reports were then critiqued by school personnel familiar with students

25
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FIGURE 2

-XGES AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN TESTED J
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for which the reports were prepared. It was this data thatproOded

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 format as evidence of the
a

impact of intervention throughout the study (see Appendix C, Report

Critique Forms).

School Personnel

The administratiii, supervisory, and instructional staff at Chuska,

Tohatchi, and Greasewood Boarding Schools served as the school personnel

population for this study. A sample of schooliersonnel from the target

schools was, selected to critique the psycho-educational assessment

process and provide evaluation data on the content and format of the

individual psychological testing reports. 'This sample of reviewers

included regular teachers, special education teachers, administrators,

supervisors, and counselors. The reviewers consisted of approximately

40% of the certified personnel of the 'target schools and approximately

5% of all certified personnel at the Fort Defiance Agency. To maintain

confidentiality and to'insure that the school personnel who reviewed the

reports were familiar with the child whose report they were asked to

critique, the followihg procedures were utilized:

1. A sample of testing reports from the Wet schools was identified

11
by random selection.

From the testing reports selected
19

the school personnel who (

participated in the referral process, IEP development, and/or who

had other responsibilities for the child were identified 'as the test

report reviewers. Of those identified, approximately 75% in each

schdol were regular teachers. This number of regular teachers

17 27
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participating in the study chinged 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 individual testing reports, participated in the inservice

training, and were interviews/'individually at the beginning, at

midpdint, and at the conclu ion of the project.

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 partiCipate in this study

had completed appropriate graduate course work and 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. In 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 administered standardized tests, instructional objectives

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

18
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psycho-educational report critique form, and a structured interview, each

designed 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 provide

Measures in the following areas: ability, language skills, achievement,

social behavior, emotional factors, psycho-motor skills, and adaptive

behavior.

Appendix D provides a list of the tests and the frequency of their

use for the children referred from the 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

F
testing report, page 317.

Utilizing individually administered psycho -:educational tests

consists of more than simple test selection. It is a process of:

(a) understanding the reason for the referral, (b) obtaining existing

information,'(c) matching the need for new information with appropriate

assessment instruments and other techniques, (d) administering assess-

ment instruments, (e) comparing findings and results with concurrent

data, (f) verifying conclusions, (g) synthesizing information from

different sources,. and (h).communicating 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 considered 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.

2. Where possible, criterion-reference tests were utilized to identify

specific skills, strengths and weaknesses.

3. Where possible, adaptative behavior measures were utilized, teacher

rating scales were used fbr all children referred, and responses to

special behavior rating scales were obtained from counselors and

dormitory supervisors.

Tests were selected and assessment prodedures utilized to focus on

J

the re e question.

5. No test was ad istered Unless its results would contribute an

appropriate decisi or action.

6. The assessment proce s always involved more than one person. All

protocols and testing information were presented to an outside

certified school psych logist for a second opinion.

7. All assessment findings were synthesized into a report prepared with

non-jargonistic languag presented in a manner that the chifa's

parents'could read and nderstand the report.

Additional inform on on the procedures of testing, training of

school psychol and evaluation information on the individual

testing con ract is available in "Psychb-Educational Assessment of

Native America Students: A Manual of Inservice Training Activities and

Resource Mate al fok110°1 Personnel and Schqol Psychologists",11983.

This documen is a companion to this report.

20



STEP Objectives for Student IEPs

In 1979, the Fort Defiance agency"kdopted the Sequential Tasks for

Educational Planning (the STEP Program) as the basis for developing

student IEPs (Greenberger, 1977). The program provides a single page

listing of functional diagnos,is and a task analyzed sequence of

measurable ,objectives and was developed'and published by the Kajon
;7

Valley Union School District. For this study, the STEP Program was

utilized in the following manner: once a student had'been determined

eligible for placement in special education by the psychologists,-the

IEP Committee met to consider the findings and recommendations in the

testing report and review otherecords. 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 r guardian of the child. The IEP

41e.°Committee reviewed alternativ placements for the child, and in cases

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

recommendation was made. At this poir4, committee members selected the

specific task number and activities from the sequeAtial'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 instances, long -term goals, and the corresponding number of the

task recorded.

Psycho-Educational Testing Report Format

Psychologists use a variety of methods to communicate findings and

#
recommendations of individual tests to schOol personnel: The, most

common techniques are direct consultation, either individually or in

21



groups (stuffings), or through psychological testing reports. Although

.

much has been written about the need to improve methods 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

c; primarily through the use of psychological testing reports.

One prolilem in conducting research using psychological testing

repgrts is that test report formats vary tremendously. Some test

;ports consist of only the original test protocol upon which the

psychologist has written brief notes, while others contain 4everal

sections, each addressing specific information needs and synthesizing

information from various sources.

The contract awarded-to the ECC to provide psychological testing to

the Fort'Oefiance Agency specified a detailed synthesized psychological

report that addressed the areas of information required by Public Law

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

Appendix E).

Psycho-Educational Testing Report Critique Form

To collect data from school personnel to determine the usefulness

and relevance of the testing reports a Psycho-Educational Testing

Report Critique Form was 'designed. The Psycho-Educational Testing

Report Critique Form was initially developed and field tested in a

previous studOublished An 1982 (Fifield, 1982)'. 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 respondents to

rate verbatim quotations from reports - selected as a-sample of testing

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 II of the report form were the same for all

students in &he sample and focused on the clarity and technical accuracy

of the reports. The questions in Parts III and IV were designed to

determine if the information was communicated clearly, if it was

correct, and if the conclusions were useful *in planning the student's

educational program. To collect this information, a sample of reports

from each phase of the study was selected and analyzed. The conclusions

and recommendations made by the psychologist were taken verbatim from

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

scale.

Part I - Adequacy of Information. Part I of the Report

Critique Form a tked reviewers to evaluate e six dimensions'of the

testing report: (a) the extent to which th report clearly stated

li

the student's testing results, (b) the extent the report was felt

to be useful in determining the student's placement, (c) the extent

to which the reviewers found technical words and phrases_ difficult

to unddritand, (d) the overall quality of the report compared with

reports the reviewers had seen in the previous- year, (e) the extent

that the recommendations of the report addressed the referral

question, and (f) the extent,the reviewers felt the psychologists

23
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gave appropriate consideration to social and cultural factors

essential to the evaluation of Native-American children.

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

requested the reviewers to evaluate the.seven sections of the

psycho-educational report: (a) Referral Information,

(b) Background Information, (c) Behavioral Information, (d) Psycho-

Educational Findings, (e) Diagnostic Statement, (f) Summary, and

(g) Recommendations (see Appendix 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 students'

individual educational program.

lr

Part III - Usefulness and ReleVance f the Conclusion.

The usefulness and relevance of psycholog al testing reports are

determined primarily by the content of the conclusions and

recommendations sections. Part III of'the Report Critique F6rm

requested reviewers to rate verbatim conclusions which the

psychologist made about a particular student. This procedure made

it possible for reviewers to rate each conclusion individually

without having to refer to the total report.

Part IV - Usefulness and Relevance of the Recommendations.

The questions in Part_ IV of the Report Critique''Porm were designed
or

to determine: (a) the extent that the recommendations from the

psychologists were at the proper level of specificity to be useful

to school personnel, (b) the extent school personnel felt

statements in the report provided new tnformation, confirmation of

teachers' judgements, or no new information, (c) how realistic the

24
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recommendations were, given the conditions and resources available'

on the reservation, and (d) how useful the recommendations were to

school personnel in deVeloping the students' individual educational

Ow.

plan.

Structured Interview

A structured interview was conducted with each reviewer focusing on

various sections of the Report Critique Form. The interview provided a

validity check of the Report Critique Form and an opportunity to collect

informal comments about theprocess of individual testing and the

content of the reports. These data were used to develop the inservice

training workshops and seminars, to clarify, follow-up on and gather new

information about questions raised in written questionnaires.
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RESULTS

This section focuses on the three major objectives of the study as

listed in the initial grant application 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 1, design and present an inservice

training program for teachers and administrative school personnel of the

Fort Defiance Agency and school psychologists.

3. Evaluate the impact of: (a) changes made in the individual psycho-

educational evaluation process, (b) the test report format, and

(c) inservice training provided to school personnel and psychologists.

To further address Objective 1, a series of questions were formulated

and instruments and techniques were designed to collect needed data. To

address Objetive 2, inservice workshops were designed and provided for

school personnel of the Fort Defiance Agency and ECC psychologists. Two

separate workshops were conducted for each groom, the first in 'the summer of

1981 and the second in t4 sumer of 1982. The content of these workshops,

handout materials, etc., are contained in the Resource Manual. To further

address Objective 3 (Determining the Impact of the InservfarfraTaing and

Changes tn the Psycho-Educational Testing Process and Testing Report), the

evaluation data and information collected as baseline data was again

collected early in 1982 and at the conclusion of the project in ovember

1982: Comparisons were made to determine changethat occurred, the direction

of such change, and its significance.
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Objective 1 - Determine Existing Strengths and Weaknesses in the Psycho-
'Educational Assessment Reporting System and Process for the Fort Defiance
Agency

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

repdiets submitted for the target schools.

2. Presenting g-a sample of psychological testing reports to school personnel

in the target schools and having them systematically critique the report

to identify the information that was relevant and useful and to what

extent.

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-educational assessment process necessitated establishing a

common testing procedure and standard test report format to be used

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

Testing Report Format). To obtain a standard testing report format, the

requirements of Public Law 94-142 and the BIA guidelines for psychological

services were analyzed. The format-agreed upon was designed to comply with

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

e)? testing procedures followed during the course of thtsstudy are contained in

the Resource Manual, pages 283 through 286.

During the spring of 4981, 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 findings and recommendations sections in

.1
addition to a frequency count of these findings and recommendations.

j
Areas showing weaknesses were given Orticular 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 recommendation's 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-teem goals, (4) instructional strategies and

materials, (.5) support services, and (6) evaluation criteria for success.

1. Placement

The data presented in Table 3 indicate that approximately half of
1

the students tested were found eligible for special education services

under the classification of "learning disability." Over the three years

of the project, the.percentage.of students classified as learning

disabled remained fairly consistent.

Approximately one-quarter of the students tested were found to be

not eligible for placement in special education, 20% in 1980, 27% in

1981, and 29% in 1982. The number of students found not eligible for

special education increased, but this increase was found not

significant.

The number of children the psychologists found eligible for special

education services in the trainable mentally retarded category reduced

over the three year of the project; 19% were diagnosed as mentally

retarded'in 1980 13% in 1981, and 9% in 1982. This change however was

not statistica y significant. The number of students found 'eligible

28
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Table 3

Analysis of the Findings and Recommendations Contained on the
.FCC Psycho-Educational Reports for Students Tested at the

Target Schools for the Assessment R h Project

. 1980 ., 1981 1982

g_i Z, .

5-H . 0.5Categories
Findings and Recommendations o, :LT, i 4p k c., :A

Ma, 1. 4.'
Taken From Testing Reports V-I) .$.1,--) ;74' f_.-.. g pi - ?,?. 03 . r- a o

111 .--4 r-
g N 4m Pilau Pt -VI ,m Van. P.. N

ii uaz gz oz gig.z 0z S Z 0 z saz 6z z
% % % % % % % % % % x %

Placement ..

S
.

$

a. Special Education Placement Eligibility (Diagnostic Category)

Classified as Learning Disabled 54 62 32 52 60..:,. 62,- 38 59 80 31 50 51

,

Classified as Educably/Trainably Mentally Retarded- 24 21 3 19 17 10 10 13 10 8 8 9

Classified as Emotionally Disturbed' 1 2 10 3 0 0, 0 0 0 0 0 0

Classified as Not Eligible for Special Education Placement , 15 13 42 20 22 27 38 27 10 42 29 29

No Classification/No Specifics--Additional Information Requested 5 0 6 5 0 0 10 1 5 15 13 -11

Other (Visually Impaired, Gifted, etc.) 0 0 6 1 tip 0 0 0 0_ i4 0 .1
.

......

a TOTAL 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100 100

b. Other Placement Considerations and Recommendations

Recommend Placement in Special, Education (Resource Room)
for a Peroerrtage of the Day 65 69 55 64 30 52 25 43 35' 46 29 37

Placement in a Self-Contained Classroom (All. Day) 0 . 10, 3 3 17 ..8 0 10 25 8 4 11
r

N
Recommendation that the Student Remain in the Regular. Classroom 13 0 0 8 0 0 0 0_ 0 30 17 17

Recommend Small Group Instruction 47 3 30 9 33 38 27 1 30 .35 29 31
..4

Recommend Individual instruction with Tutorial Aides or Peers 5 8 0 5 13 \ 10 38. 14 15 85 25 44

Placement tn Title I PrograM -12 8 0 -9 0 0 0 0 0 15 38 19
1

6 Recommendation for Vocational Related Programs 5_,.._ 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 8 4 6

No 39ement Recommendation /The. Decision Was Not Definite ' 0 0 16 3 '0 6 13 5 15 0
. .

,
1

TOTAL 48 il 77 124 71 1 1 1 I 6

W t . , j. ".!..
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for special education under the classification of emotionally disturbed,

. vision or hearing impaired, or other handicapping categories appeared to

-be inilliinately low. The. Director of Special Education for the Fort

Defiance%Agendy pdinted out that children with health, vision, or

physical impairments are genera not referred to the psychologists but

are referred to the Indian. Health Services and determination of their

eligibility is made by INS clinics.

The most frequent placement 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, iind

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

recommended, particularly increased were recommendations for tutorial and .

peer instruction.

2. Short-Term Goals

One of the most important sections of the testing report addressed

recommendations for short-term goals. This section is pAticulirly

important because .it is the short-term goals that are most often

transferred to the students' IEPs. For the purpose of the testing

report, short-term goals were defined as those recommending immediate
r

attention that4should be accomplishleid within one year. Psychologists

were asked to recommend shoqzterm goals in the following areas:

reading, writing and spelling, math, and others (see Table 3, page 31)

The recommendations on testing reports for these goals were derived from

the results of the tests administered. As a resuil-,1 the area, the
U

number, and the specificity varied for each child tested. Efforts were
...-

made to list the.ficommendations for short-term goals in a way that would
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Table 3 (continued)

_...

.

_
.

.

Categories .

Findings and Recommendations
Taken From Testing Reports

.
.

....,

1980 1981

, ,

1982

2i r-4

6z
%

:go,
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z
%

-

.
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g II
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%

11
15-

411-'.1ri r-4
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%
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CIIIZ

%

co
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g
S

co
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%

4441
cl
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ggZil
%

.3(9

kg z
S

0 A
li.

%

ell.
IS

0 .
%

..

4411f

.-4

II

,,4 z

S

rt-Term Goals
,A,-,

Recommendations to Improve Reading Skills

General Improvement of Reading 11 18

.

16 13 26 33 63 34 15'

.

8 50 24

Word Attack 58 62 35 55

V

30 42 25 35 40 27 17 26

Phonics Skills/Pronunciation and Blending
I

32 36 39 34 35 31
9.

29 20 31 21 23

increased Letter Identification, Sight-Word Vocabulary .

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 0 1 15 15 17 16

I proved Com'rehension and Recall 16 28 25

1

20 4 23 0 15 30 27 17 23

SUBTOTAL 214 215 184 209 139 190 113 166 200 177 167 180,

Recommendations to Improve Writing and Spelling Skills

General Improvement of Spelling and/or Writing 13 10 3 10 47 20 13 28 10 .15 21 16

Specific Spelling Improvements (irregular Words, Plurals, etc.) 25 21 19 23 0 4 0 3 5 , . 0 13 6

Writing Skills (Alphabet, Grammar, Mechanics, Words and
Sentences from Dictation, etc.)

Ilk ,
12 5 16 11 17 38 13 29 1Q. 31 21 21

.
SUBTOTAL 49 36 34 44 65 63 25 59

)
25 46 54 43

.

RecommendatiOns to Improve-Math Skills.

General Improvement of Math Skills 13 13 11 17. 25 50 25 15 8

.

21 14

Pre-Math Skills. (Counting, 'Number Identification and Concepts) 9 3 6 4 5 O. 8 17 9

i.

Addition Facts (Single and Multiple Digits) 52 85 35 56 35 31 0 -29 55 31 '42 41

T
-

traction Facts (Singular and Multiple Digits,
V luding Borrowing) 74 74 4 35

'ti

67
.

61 42 0 43 60 50 '46

# ; 4v. ; 0 444t,..."1'" ;j 1: '--7...-1. Tr' '' ''0. 'fk' '"



Table 3 (continued)

Categories
Findings and Recommendations .

,
Taken From Testing Reports

1980 1981 1182
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Multiplication Facts_SSingle and Multiple Digits) 26
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32

32
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21
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28

27

50

30

19_

23
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33
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29Division Facts (Includes Long Division with Remainders)
,

Fractions (Includes Decimals) 5 5 16 7 0 0 0 0 10 4 6 7

Functional and Survival Math (Money, Time, Measdrtment,
Calculator Use, etc.) if 60 .46 35 52 22 0 0 6 40 19 50 36

Story Problems 14 3 6 10 0 0 0. 0` 0 0 4 1

SUBTOTAL 277 300 .97 271 204 152 1,13 163 260 . 142 267 219

Other Short-Term Goals

Improvement of English Language Skills. 0 15 0 9 23 50 22 45 27 25 31

English Rece.tion . 0 38

u

10 10 26 31 0 27 50 23 4 24

English Expression .. 29 33 3 26 35 29 0 28 45 23 4 23

Auditory Discrimination Training and Improvement 16. 23 3 16 9 16 25 15 , 0 8 0 3

.

_
Visual-Motor Training ( Includes Directionality)' 25 18 16 22_, 22 25 '13 23 25 19,. 4 16

Pre-academic Skills (Toileting, Dressing, Eating,
Colors, Body Parts (Hygienel, etc.) 13 6 3 9 0 4 0 4 4

Vocational/Survival Skills 3 6 9, 0 0 3 20 19 4 14

General Behavioral Skills (Includes Appropriate Class Behavior,
Attention, Independence, Completion of Assignments,
Responsibility and Attendance ,

,

. 16. 10 23 16 35 16 38 24 -35 23 46

General Social Skills (Includes Self-Concept, Confidence,
Interaction, and Participation) 18 13 29 19 43 33 50 38 50 15 21 27

SUBTOTAL 125 162 90. 127 187 125 175 148 270 165 113 171.
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increase their utefulness to the IEP Committee. Thus, the recommenda-

tions for short-term goals were, in most cases, referred directly to

instr ctional objectives in the STEP Program...

1a. Reading

The most frequent recommendations made for short-term goals were

for reading. Six categories were identified with word and letter

recognition skills being most frequently recommended (see Table 3,

page 31). Approximately two-thirds of the dhildren referred and

tested had deficits in word.and letter recognition skills signifpcant

enough to warrant specific recommendations that the instructional

program emphasith efforts to strengthen these skills. This emphasis

was consistent throughout the course of the study. Recommendations

for additional instructional emphasis in comprehension and survival

reading was identified as a need much less frequently. These data

suggest that the children tested had not mastered basic and elemen-

tary reading skills, thus, they were not ready to pursue intermediate

eading skills. Figures in the subtotal category of reading'

instruction suggest that the average testing report contained

approximately two recommendations for short-term goals addressing

this need.

b. Writing and Spelling Skills

Recommendations for improving writing and spelling skills were

made on approximately 20% of the reports. ,Writing skills were most

(frequestly recommended. Specific spelling skills, i.e., irregular -

words, plurals, etc., were recommended in fewer instances, partic-

ularly during the latter two years of the study. ..

t,
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C. Math

The second most frequent recommendations were for math. Of the

nine categories of math instruction recommended, instruction in

. elementary mathematic facts, including single and double digit

addition facts, and subtraction facts, including borrowing and

carrying, constituted two-thirds of the recommendations. The

distribution of recommendations cross- math categories was similar

throughout the study. Intermediate mdth skills were recommended in

less than a third of the reports and the frequency'of such recommen-

,o

dations did not change significantly during the study. Figures in

the subtotal category of math skills indicate the average testing

report contained two or more recommendations for math instruction.

d. Other Short-Term Recommendations

Other frequent recommendations included instruction for

improving the child's use of the English language. Although English

language 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 development in the curriculum. Some psychol-

ogists did not recommend additional instruction in this area for they

were mindful of the mount of effort currently devoted to this area.

Until basic reading and math skills are mastered, the need and the

advisability of focusing additional goals on reading, writing, and

language did not appear to be warranted.

3. Long-Term Goals

For the psychological report, long-term goals were defined as those

goals identified for the' student, toNat may take,m6re than a year to

master. Long-term goals recommended were divided into 15 categories.

34
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Table 3 (continued)

.
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Findings and Recommendations
Taken From Testing Reports
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Improvement of English Language Skills (Receptive and Expressive,
Auditory Discrimination)
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0
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Improvement of Specific Math Skills.(Application; To Age or Grade
Level Addition, Multiplication, etc.1- - 24

46
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52

0

65

17

51

54
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lg
50

.

General Improvement of Reading Skills '

Improvement of Specific Reading,Skills (Comprehension,
Word Attack, Phonics etc". 25 21 0 20 0 0 0 0 30 42 46 40

General Improvement of Writipg and Spelling Skills '16 21 0 14 30 21 50 27 25 23 38 29

Improvement of Specific Writing and Spelling Skills (Two and
Three Letter Words, Irregular Wordst Grammar,. etc4 . 14 13 0 11 0 0 0 0 0 15 4

Improved Social Skills (Self-Concept, Self-Confidence,
Interaction, etc.)

i

59' 23 29 45 '65 40 38 47 '45 31 21 31

Improved Behavioral Skills (Appropriate Class Behavior, Attention
Span, Independence, Completion" of Assignments, etc.) 19
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8
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4
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0
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8

0
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0
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0
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.

.
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Vocational Skills 10 10 10 .10
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TOTAL 370 333 352
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Table 3, page 35, indicates that the most common long-term goals

recommended included improvement in the use of English language, math

skills appropriate to the age and grade level of the child, and general .

improvement in reading. Approximately half of the reports contained

recomfrendations for long-term instructional goals in math, reading, and

English language. The next most frequently recommended long-term goals

included improvement in social skills, general 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.

The subtotals category for long-term goals suggest that the average

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

4. Instructional Strategies and Materials

While testing each child, the psychologists were instructed to make

notes -of specific behaviors and learning styles of the child. Utilizing

this information along with Art- and long-term goals, psychologists

were asked to identify 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 approximately 25% of the reports. Behavior modification

and management progrvi were recommended for approximately 30% of the

cases. These percentages were relatively consistent during the course of

the study. The specificity of programs and activities named in the

reports increased throughout the three years of the project from only 6%

in 1980 .to 37% in 1982. This change suggests that psychologists

36
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Table 3 (continued)
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Taken From Testing Reports
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increased in their specificity of instructional strategies and materials

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

5. Support Services

During testing, psychologists are provided an opportunity to observe

the child-under a variety' of conditions: direct instruction, independent

work, problem solving, pressures of expectations, and time constraints.

Through such observations, various health, behavior, or psyClIological

problems can'be identified. The Support Services Section on the testing

report requested the .psychologist-ta give recommendations for special

services such as medical exams, physical therapy, consultation, and

hearing evaluations that would not normally be provided by the teacher in

special education. Table 3, page 37, identifies seven categories of

specific support services recommended. The most frequently recommended

support services were for hearing examinations or-treatment. Approx-,

imately 35% of the students tested were recommended as needing additional

hearing examinations and/or Treatment. Counseling was recomthended in

approximately 30% of the cases followed by visual examinations. The

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

a half.

6. Evaluation Criteria for Success

The final section of the Psychological Testing Report Format

requested psychologists.to ibentify the criteria needed to evaluate they

success of the child's educational programs Seven categories of recom-

mendations were identified. The most frequently ecommended criteria for

success was improvement in academic skills, with proximately 80% of the

testing reports making this a recommendation. Improved social behavior

was recommended in approximately 30% of the reports, and improved
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Table 3 (continued)
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communications and language skills were recommended in approximately 20%

of the reports. Improved independent living and vocational skills, motor

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 observed 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, included:

1. A critique 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 comments, 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 that occurred when the

, same data were collected at midpoint and at the end of the project in

Objective .3, Tables 4 through 14.

Objective 2 - Based on the Assessment Data Collected in Objective 1, An
instructional Program Will Be Designed to Train: 0) reaching and
Administrative School Personnel anc B School Ps ol ists

The second objective of this 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 acconjplish this objective, two

workshops and two seminars were planned.

40
.



I. Inservice Workshop I
/

The first inservize workshop and seminar were provided during the

summer of 1981 (school personnel and psychologists).. The secondiwOrkshop

and seminar were provided to similar groups of people during the summer

of 1982. The original proposal indicated that the content of the

inservice training workshop and seminar for both school personnel and ECC

psychologis.ts was to be identified from the data collected for

Objective 1. Following the analysis of the 1980 testing reports, several

specific needs were identified by the principal investigator and the

director of special education that were felt would improve the relevance

and utilization of psychological testing reports by the Fort Defiance

school personnel. As a result of this analysis, the first inservice

training workshop was designed and presented August 11-14, 1981, to the

school personnel of the Fort Defiance Agency. Topics addressed in

Workshop I included the following:

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

from Objective 1 emphasized the relationship between a well stated

referral question and the usefulnes of the resulting testing report.

For the most part, the specificity of answers in the reports

corresponded closely to the specificity of quest ions asked by school

personnel. When referral questions were vague and general, findings

and recommendations in the testing reports were rated by school

personnel as vague and general. On the other hand, when referral

questions were specific, these data suggest that school personnel

needed information on methods of identifying and stating referral

questions. The worksilop presented information on the importance of

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

41
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along with a series of exercises in which participants prepared and

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

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

that 40% of the school personnel interviewed )in 1981 had never

referred to a testing report and did not know that they were avail-

able. In addition, 20% indicated that they did not refer to the

testing report because the information they needed was provided by

another school 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).

c. Bias in Testing:, Verbal comments from school personnel expressed

concern about using standardized tests. They emphasized the lack of
0

confidence school personnel had in standardized tests. The school

personnel interviewed were particularly sensitive to bias in testing

due to cultural or language factors. Their comments suggested they

were overly concerned and overemphasized the limitations and problems

of standardized tests; Accompanying this was evidence that school

personnel were unaware of the greA efforts to reduce bias in

instruments and procedures 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 procedurally and in the selection of instruments, and

demonstrations of nonbiased testing along with the use of other

assessment in truments (;see Resource Manual, page 3).

42 58



Table 4

The Extent School Personnel Used Psycho-Educational
Testing Reports During the School Year
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d.. Using Test Reports in Writing IEPs: Table 4 indicated that in 1980,

only 19% of the school 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

knowing how to abstract and utilize testing report data in the

development of IEPs. e.

To address this issue, a series of simulation exercises were

designed in which testing reports were provided and participints were

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

Manual, Ages 101 through 115).

e. Other Topics: In addition to the other four topics, the workshop

agenda included videb-tape presentations with accompanying work

activities on the role of the regular teacher in special education,

P. L..94-142, and the philosophy and rationale foe individual

assessment.

f. Evaluation of the Inservice Workshop

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, together with informal comments, criticisms; and

recommendations were collected and analyzed.

The evaluation results suggest that the first workshop was well

received and participants felt it was interesting and relevant.

Logistical problems such as timing, location and equipment effected

the comfort of participants. A careful record was maintained by the

workshop director and each presenter, listing suggestions for
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conducting fdture workshops. These suggestions were implemented in

the 1982 inservice training workshops.
1

2. Seminar I

The first seminar was designed for the psychologists from the

Exceptional Child Center. selected to provide psychological testing for

the Fort Defiance Agency in the fall of 19811 This seminar was conducted

August 27, 1981 with primary emphasis focusing on: (a) obtaining and

interpreting referral information, background information from student

records, interviewing teachers and Navajo children, (b) interpretation of

resource material including the STEP Program, the Brigance and other

instructional materials widely used by the Fort Defiance Agency,

(c) correlating test findings and retommendations with specific goals and

subgoals in the STEP Program, and (d) how and when to utilize a Navajo

interpreter. 41J

The above topics were identified by the principal investigator and

the director of special education in the Fort Defiance Agency by analyz-

ing data and Wormal comments of school personnel interviewed (see

Resource Manual, pages 254 through 266),.

3. Inservice Workshop II

The second workshop was designed for school personnel of the Fort

Defiance Agency and presented August 11-42, 1982. The content of this

inservice workshop was similar to that of the first workshop. It again

focused on the r ral question, bias in testing, and utilizing testing

results'in writing ItPs. However, it was not felt necessary to include

in the agenda a discussion of the location and accessibility of testing

reports, etc. ThuS, extra topics were?'added that included, Public Law

a
45 62



94-142 and instructional evaluation (precision teaching) (see Resource

Manual, pages 142 through 233).

To evaluate the second workshop, a pre- and posttest was developed.

The results of the workshop evaluation are presented in the Resource

Manual, pages 234 through 248.

4. Seminar II

The second seminar was provided to the school psychologists selected

to provide 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 provided to school psychol-

ogists in 1981. The most significant' emphasis of the 1982 seminar was on

writing and editing testing reports. Simulated exercises were provided

for writing testing reports and conducting meaningful "high-speed

staffings" to report test results and obtain additional information from

school personnel. The agenda for the second-school psychologists

seminar, exercises, resource material, etc. is provided in the Resource

Manual, pages 279 through 321'.

Objective 3 - As a Result of the Training Conducted in Objective 2, Testing
Results WilT Be roundrlo Re More' Valuable In Making Decisions -Concerning the
Placement of Native Akerican Students in Special Education Programs

The third and final objective f t s 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 handicapped Native American children: The original grant

proposal identified four broad criteria by which the impact deLthe_Interxen-

t

tion activities, i.e; change in the individual testing process and testing



3
format, awl inservice training provided school personnel and ECC psychol-

ogists, of the project could be determined:

1. As a result of the intervention activities, the testing results will be

used more frequently by school personnel.

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 proposeff in the IEPs of students and

those recommended on the psycho-educational testis reports.

4. At the completion of the project, referral forms, testing reports, and

other procedures used to communicate individual test findings and

recommendations will have been improved.

To determine the impact of tile project, baseline data was collected in

March of 1981. These same data were collected once again in February 1982

and again at the end of the project in November 1982. The differences

between the data collected at the beginning of the project, at midpoint, and

at the conclusion of the project were compared to determine the impact of the

intervention activities initiated by the project.

By utilizing three observations,
.

trends in the data could be more

clearly determined and appropriate changes could be initiated during the

project to improve the usability and relevance of individual 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 intervention ictivities, the testing results will be
used more frequently by school peAsonneT

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 timeslchool personnel checked out testing

reports from the building testing file, and (b). asking schoot personnel

utililing a questionnaire and a fdl'low -up interview.

0
Counting and recording the number dfltimes school personnel 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 outolthe building copy. In addi-

tilen, subsections of reports were sometimes copied and summarized and

utilized'in ID'. meetings. Furthermore, there was no consistent way of,

monitoring whether people actually did sign out before using testing
40

reports placed in the building testing file.

As 'h result, data,to determine the extent and the purpose for which

psychological testing 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. Table .4

indicates that in 1980, 24% of the staff interviewed had never used

testing reports and did not. know that they were available or that they

had access to them. An additional 38% indicated that they never referred

to psychological testing reports because the information they needed came

from consultation with other people in the agency (director of special

education, principal, school psychologists, counselor's). Of those school

personnel wk reported they did use psychological testing reports, 19%

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

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

during the year.
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Table 5

The-Purpose School Personnel Refer to
Psycho-Educational Testing Reports

.

. .

Purpose Reports Were Used
7185
N = 12
%

Chuska Tohatchi Gxeasewood
--T980

N =4
%

' 1981

N =9
%

--
'

1982

N =5
%

1980
N= 21

%

_,- Total

198r
Nrn 38
%,

.

i

1982'
NN 20

%

f
80-82 DF

1981

N = 13
% .

1982'1980
N = 7

%

N =5
%

1981

N = 16
%

1987
N = 8

%

Did Not Refer to the Test Reports
, .

50 38 -0 60 19 37 75 33 lig

.

57 29 2S 2.21* 39

To Determine Eligibility
for Special Education 50 62 100 40 81 63

r
25. 67 '60 43 71

_

75 2.21* 39

To Obtain General Information
on Ability and Achievement 17 23 -14 '20 50 25 0 22 20 14 34 20'

0

.51' . 39

lo Help Identify Problems
.

and Causes

.4

8 23

.

51 20 19 13 25 11

..

20 14

4

18 30

'

1.26 39

To Find Recommendations
for Planning 8. 15 29 0 13 13 0 11 11 5 11

.

20 1.48 39

*p_<.05

66

1%

6'7

J

^ Fki40.



During the course of the study, the extent that school personnel

used testing reports increased. In 1982, the number of people who
4

reported they hever.used'testing reports and obtained needed testing

information from some other source reduced significantly.

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

psych6-educationaliltesting reports. These data indicate that the

percentage of school personnel who reported that they -did not use the

testing reports reduced significantly during the course of the study and

the percentage of school personnel who reported using testing reports to

determine eligibility for special educpion increased significantly..

Although not statistically significant, the data indicate a trend for

school personnerto increase their utilization of testing reports to

obtain information on student achievement and ability, and to help

identify problems and to find recommenditions for planning. This

suggests that at the conclusion of the study, teachers were using testing

reports for more sgphisticated purposes.

2. As a Result of the Intervention Activities Testing Reports Will Be

a

erceive
able .

c oo 'ersonne as, eing 'ore Isar e an n erstan

Data to determine if the project resulted in testing reports

perceived by school personnel as bef r more usable and.understandable

were collected by using the Psycho-Edy' ional Testing Report bligue

Form. The Testirig Report, tritique Form confaineCOAtems to
4

evaluate the
No

following five subobJectives.' 10t

a. To What Extent School Personnel Felt' ndividual Sections of the
Test4Ing Report Met Their information Needs

Table 6, page 51, provides a sunpary of how school personnel

felt the specific sections of the psycho- educational testing reports

6&



A.

C..

D.

E.

F.

G.

6

ro Table 6

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

NAN

"The Extent School Personnel Felt Excerpts of Specific Sections of the Report Met Their Information Needs
.

(

,

VERY WELL, Every
Objective Was Met

GOOD',. Most of the

Objectives Were Met
FAIR, ,A Few of the

Objectives Were Met

,

POOR, Almost None
of the Objectives

Were Met No Response
1981

N . 38
. %

0
0

1982
N = 2C

%

0
0

1980
N . 21

%

1913T-

N . 38
%

187-
N . 2C

%

1980

N = 21
%

-4

42
60

1981

N . 38
%

38
44

T982
N . 2C

%

29
25

1980
N . 21

a
A

8

26

1981

N g 3E
%

23

19

1982
N . 2C

%

29
0

1980
N . 21
%_

0

0

1981

N . 38
%

0
. 6

1982

N = 2C
%

0

0

1980

N . 21

%

0

if

Re fOr ra 1 Informal ion

1980 1981

Chuska N= 12 N . 13
1982

N= 7

N . 8
5

20

38

31

43

75Tohatchi N . 57 N = 16
1r asewood . ' I 25 55 60 0 11 0 25 0 0 25 0 0

ota
, . ,

: . I . I
I.

I IS I

Background Information .

1980 1981

Chuska = 12 .N = 13
1982

N = 7 42

.

7 43 25 69 57

.

17 15 0 17

-

8

-

0 0 0 0

onTiraii N= 5 A=71 6 N . A 40 25 75 60 . 44 25 0 31 15 0 a 0 0 0 0

treasewQp --1F----:--4-- N = 9 N . 5 5 33 40 25 33 40 0 33 ME 0 0 0 25 0 0

Total It = T n 14 ... 18, Fr . )8 41 21 1 15 13 50-- 40 .10 26 5 111 3 0 5 0 ti

Behavioral Observations
1980 1981 '

Chuska N . 12 N = 13
1982

N = 7' 67 77

50

57

75 *

16

0

23
-3-8

43

---2-5

8

0
0

6

0
0

0

I)

../*"
0
.0

0

0

8

0

-27

0
0
-O--

0
orTohatchi N= 5 N= 16 N= 8 100

rT--easewoodr N= 4 4-= 9 N= 5 50 55 -80 25 44 20 0 0 6--- 0 0 0 0

Total N =ii Pi * 38 R = '215 71 61 1 76 14 34 30 3
,

0 0 0 10 0

Psycho - Educational Findings
1 980 1981

Chuska N = 12 N = 13
. 1982

N= 7

4

+75

1

77 157 8 23 43 1 7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Tohatchi N= 5 N = T6 N- 8
N- 5

100
50

56
, 55

88
60

11

0

44

4-4-

12
40-

0.

25
0
0

0
a

0
0

0
TY

0
0

0

25

0
0 0Greasewood N= 4 N= 9

,o a
,., : x a

I
to e 1 1 0 t a

Summary
1 980 1981

.Chuska N= 12 N- 13

-

1982

N- 7 58

tiff
25

-

62
38
61

86
tan
80

33
20
50

,

62
63

14

' 0
20

. 8
ID

0

0

0
a

0
0
0 .

0

0
'0

r
0
b
6

0
0
0

0

25

8

6

0,

0
Tohatchi. N= 5 K= 16 N- 8
Greasewood If = 4 N = 9 N = 5

o a . I . . 1
'I

,

.

. .... -

1 1 a

1

R ecommend at ions

1980 1981

ChuSka N = 12 N'= 13
1982

fl- '7 66

.___

6? 71 16 31 14 16 4/(7 14 0

-0
0

.

0 0 0

Tohatchi N - 5 N- = .11i N - 8 100 44 1-00- 0 4f 0- f1 11 0 0 , 0 0 0 11

----0--

-b
Greasewood N - 4 N - 9 N * 5 25- 71- 100 0 22 0 75 11 0 . 25 0 0 25 0

7 0 t al 4 Pr - 21 a - 3A 14 - 2b 0 513 On 32 5 14 a 5 B 0 , 0 5 0

Di agnost 1 c Statement

1 980 1981

Chuska N= 12 N x13
1982

N . 7 . . 69 43 8 23 43 25 0 14

r
0

. __.---

0-00b
0

0

25

0

6

0.

---D--
0
-0

0

8

0

0
To-hril-Fri: g = 5 N = 16 -1T = 8

N-
80
0

50

555

171--

80

20

0

44-

44

0

20

0

25

6
-,

.0Ipreasewood N= 4 N= 9

Total N g 21 N 38 N . 20 57 58 '
1 ' ,

-
a

. ki .

_ t



met their information needs. R ponces to questions concerning the

seven subsections of the psycho educational testing report for 1980 9

r

indicate that approximately 58% were in the most favorable category.

The value of referral information was rated in the most favorable

category by only 38% of respondents. The most favorable subsection

of the testing reports as evidenced by ratings in the most favorable

category was the psycho-educational testing findings in which 76%

felt this section met.their information needs very well.

The percentage of responses in the most favorable category

increased during the 'course of the study for subsections of the

reports addressing referral information, background information,

summary, recommendations, and the diagnostic statement. There was

little change in the percentage of rikonses in the most favorable(

category on behavioral observations, and a slight decrease in the

,percentage of respondents in the most favorable category on psycho-

educational findings. Table 6 further indicates a reduction in the

percentage of people who responded in the least favorable categories

d6ring the course of the study and the number of no responses reduced

significantly.

To determine if the change that occurred in the ratings of

reviewers between 1980 and .1982 was significant, the difference

between indepen6ent sample proportions' t test Was used.

(

t
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V

TabM,s 6a, 6b, and 6c indicate ,that the more favorable, ratings

of reviewers 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 the more favorable category as the project contin-

ued was, however, noted. Concomitant with this-was a decrease in the.

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

Response
1980 1981 1982

. % iL % 1980-82 OF

Very Well, Every
Objective Was Met. .i8 34 55 1.11 39

Good, Most Objectives
Were Met

,\

42 45 35 .46 39

Fair, A Few of the
Objectives Were Met 10 18 10 0 .39

Poor, Almost None of the
Objectives Were Met 3 0 1.05 39

No Response 5 0 0 1.05 39

53

72



Table 6b

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

Response
1980 1981 1982 t

% 1980-82 DF

Very Well, Eve4
.

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 Response 5 0 0 1.05 39

2<.05

Table 6c
a

The Extent'School Personnel Felt the Behavioral
Observations in the Reports Met Their Information Needs

Response
1980 1981 t

% % x 1980-82 DF

Very Well, Every' .....

Objective Was Met 71 62 70 .01., 39

Good, Most Objectives
Were Met 14 35 30 1.26 39

Fair, A Few of the
Objectives Were Met

.

, 5 3

-

0 1.05 39

Poor Almost None of the . .

Objectives Were Met 0 0 0 0 ....

No Response 10 0 0 1.53 39

2.<.05

54
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The extent sclioOl personnel felt that the psycho-educational

findings section of the reports met their information needs

throughout the course of the study did not present a clear trend.

The percentage rating this section in the most favorable category

Y.&

decreased while the second Most favorable category' (Good, Most

Objectives Were Met) showed a significant positive change. This

change resulted primarily from a redktion in 1982 of the responses

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

iable 6d

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

Response
1980 1981 1982

% % % 1980-82 DF

Very Well, Every
Objective Was Met 76 62 70 .43 39

Good, Most Objectives
Were Met .

C

5 38 30 2.21* 3'

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 __

i \

No Re§ponse .

,

0 0 1.05 39

*p<.05

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.

7
55
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Res onse

Table 6e

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

1980 1981 1982 t

1980-82 OF

Very Well, Every
Objectives Was Met 57 53 90 2.60* 39

Good, Most Objectives
Were ,Met a3 44 10 1.88 39

Fair, A Few of the .

Objectives Were Met 5 0 0 1.05 39

Poor, Almost None of the
Objectives Were Met 0 0 0 0 --

No Response 5 3 0 1.05 39

*2.<.05

Although appeared that the recommendations section'of the

testing reArts were rated as more favorable at the conclusion than

at the beginning of the stu this change was not statistically

significant:, The expected tr d towards improvement in the recommen-

dations section are somewhat con ounded by the 1981 data.

r- 56

75



Table 6f

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Recommendations
n the Reports Met Their Information Needs

Response
1980 1981 1982

5 1980-82 OF

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
Objeotives Were Met 5 0 0 1.05 39

No Response 5 0 0 1.05 39

. 0 5

Yhe.data on Table 6g suggest that school personnel felt the

diagnosti6 statement section of the testing reports improved, but the

percentage of reviewers who rated this section more positively was

not significant.

57
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Response

Table 6g

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

1980 1981 1982 t

% 1980-82 OF

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
Objectives Were Met

...

19 3 5 39

Poor, Almost None of the
Objectives Were Met 3 0 0 --

No Response '' 5

-

0 0 1.05 39

. 05

b. The Extent School Personnel Felt Excerpts From Spedif{c Sections of

the Reports Were Useful in Preparing Students' Educational
Programs

To identify the sections that were specifically useful and for

what purpose they were useful, school personnel evaluated not only

how well specific sections o the testing reports met their needs,

but lOso how useful these sections were in preparing the students'

IEPs. Table 7 presents a summary of these datA.,

Table 7 indicates that=in 1980 approximately 65% of the respond-

ents felt the information contained in the various sections of the

psychological reports was "very useful"in preparing students' IEPs.

In 1982, approximately 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 im the number of

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

58. 77"94°



Table 7

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

"B°
The xtent School Personnel Felt Excerpts of Specific Sections of the Reports Were Useful in Preparing Students' Educational Programs

.°

.

VERY USEFUL, It Helped
A Great Deal and

Was Necessary

SOMEWHAT USEFUL, But
Was Not Really

Necessary
NOT
Was

USEFUL,
pot Necessary

1981

N . 38
S

Arid

198 2-

N . 20
'S

No

T980
N a 21

%

Response
1481

N = 38
S

/

1 gla2;

N k 0)
S

1980
N 21

%

1981 /
N . 38

%

1982
N . 20

%

1980
N . 21

%

'1981
N . 38

S

1982
N = 20

S

1980
N = 21

S

Referral Information
1980 1981 1982

Chuska N = 12 N = 13 N = 7 58

-86

61 57 42 23 43 0 8 0 0 8 0
Tohatchi g = 5 N . lir a . 11 56 AR 20 38 12- TV 0 0 0 if t)
Greasewood- N . 4 R.-. 9- N . 3 25 67 T00 75 122 0 25 T1 6 25 11 '6
Tot al Fl . 21 N . 38 N =16 Si 66 80" 33 30 20 S. -3 6 5 8 0'

Background Information
1980 1981 1982

Chuska N = 12 N = 13 N . 7

,

67

to
50

62

14
31

57

88
wa

25

20

1

30

44

55

43
12

0

8

0

25

.

8
6

0
r-

0
0

11

0
0

25

0
1-
11

,

0

0
07

Tohatchi 11 = 5 N = 16 N . Tr

-Nrweasewood = 4 N = 9 N = 5

Total 1 . 21 N .18 N = 20 Z7 41 66
...

10 42 20 To 6 0 5 5 0

Behavioral Observations
1980 1981 1982

Chu5ka N= 12 N= 13 N= 7 58 77 71 33 8 29 0 8 0 8 8 0
rciliatai R-= 5- N .7-1-6- N = 8 1076-

, 50

62
77

166-
. 60

0

0

05
11

70

40
0
25

0
0

0
0

0
25

12
11

0
0ri-reasewood N = 4 N . 9 N = 5

Total N = 21 N = 38 N = 20 t7 71 80 19 16 210 5 3 il. 10 16 0

Psycho-Educational Findings
1980 i1981 1982

Chuska N = 12 N . 13 N . 7 58 77

76

86 i 33 15 14 0

.

8 0 8 0 -0
o

Greasewood N= 4- 14 = 9 N= 5 b , 11 0 50 0_ 25 il 0
Total N = 21 N . 18 14 = 20 52 78 95-1 T9 11 -3 11 3 0 16 5 0

Summary
1980 1981 1982

Chuska N = 12 N = 13 N = 7 58 62

1.

I

100 41 23 0

..

0 8 0. 0 8
.Tohatchi N ' . " 11 ii 1 i i i 1 1

Greasewood N . 4- N 9 N 5 25 86 100 2. if 11
o a , . . .

st .
. o 1 1

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 . a - 100 75 . 100 0 19 0 a 0' 0' 0 --' 6 0
Greasewood It = 4 li** 4 N . !I 23 88 /16 6 11 0 50 0 20 25 0 0
eta 1 , : ,

. S 1 ,

Diagnostic Statement
1980 1981 1982

Chuska N = 12 N = 13 N = 7 75 69
Al
66

57

100

100'

25

6
25

15

11

11

29

0
.

0
(10

0

0

-25

8

0
0

0

0
0

0

. 0
25

8

--6---
22

140---
0

Tohatchi N`= 5 N = 16. N = il- 100

25Greasewood 1(7.4-14 - 9. N -5

.kiTotal N = 21 N . 38 N . 0-- Vs
! '

74 A pi 1'3 -5- 1 -4 u .5 it 3



The changes between the 1980 and the 1982 evaluations of the

referral section, back ?round information, and behavioral observations

show a trend towards more favorable categories by a reduction in the

percentage of respondents rating these'sections as not useful (see

Tables 7a, lb, and 7c).

Tile 7a

The Extent School Pe nnel Felt,theAeferral Information
in the s Was Useful in Pfeparing IEPs

1980 1981 1982
Response % % % 1980-82 0

Very Useful, It Helped
'A Great Deal and Was

. ,

Necessary 57 60 80 1.64 39

Somewhat Useful, But Not
Really Necessar 33 30 20 .96 . 39

1

'Not Useful, and Was Not
,

4
,

Necessary 3 0 1.05 39

i
No Response 5 7 0 1.05 39

E<.05

Tattle 7b

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Background Information
in the 'Reports Was Useful in Preparing .IEPs

1980 1981 , 1982 t
Response % % % 8 82 OF"

Very Useful, It Helped
A Great- Deal and WO

.
,

, -

Necessary . 67 . , 48 80 .96 39

SomewhasXul, But Not -

.

Really:Necespry, :- 18 42 20' .16 39

Not Useful, and Was Not . ,

,

NeeesiAry 10 0 1.53 39.

No Response 5 5 0 1.05 39

p.05

60 -§ 80



Table 7c

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Behavioral Observations
In the Reports Were Useful in Preparing IEPs

1980 1981 1982

% 1980-82Response OF

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 1.05 39

No Response 10 10 0 1.53 39

2.<.05

The psycho-educational findings section of the testing reports

was evaluated as signiercantly more useful in preparing students'

'El's in 1982 than in 1980 (see Table 7d).

Table 7d

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Psycho-Educational
Findings in the Reports Were Useful,in Preparing IEPs

Response
1980 1981 1982 t

% % % 1980-82 OF

Very Useful. It Helped
A Great Deal and Was
Neessary

.
.62 77 95 , 2.83* 39

Somewhat Useful, But Not
Really Necessary 18 15 1.34 39

Not Useful, and Was Not
Necessary

_

10 3 -0

,

1.53 39

No Response 10 5 0 1.53 39

61

r

a
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4.

Table 7e shows a very significant change in how useful school

personnel felt the summary section of the reports was in preparing

IEPs. These data indicate that the summary section Wis considered to

be very useful, helped a great deal, and was necessary in preparing

IEPs by 100%-of the respondents in 1982.

s onse

41

Table 7e

,

The Extent School PeriOnnel Felt the Summary
Section inthe Reports Was Uieful in Preparing. IEPs

C

1980 1981 1982

% r % % 198082 OF
.

Very ttseful, It Helped
A Great Deal and Was
Necessary .

, ,

62

.

74, 100

,

3.59* 39

SomeWKat Useful, But Not
Real ly,Necessarx

.

28

q

% , 1.6 0

.

2.86* 39'

Not Useful, and Was Not

Necessary .5 3 0 1.05 39

t

No Response-

" / ,

5

.

.

0 1 05 _

,

39-

*2<.05

The recommendations section and the diagnostfic statement

section of the testing reports were evaluated as more positive in the

1982 data than in 1980 but the degree of change'or impr:oveilent was

slightly less than significant. The change suggests a trend that
*

these 'two sections were more effectively meeting the needs of school

Perso i and were Consfdermore useful in prepaning-IEPs in 1982
.

than X980 (see Table 7f and 7g).

2#
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Response

Table 7f

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Recommendations
in the Reports Were Useful in Preparing IEPs

1980 1981 1982

% 1980 OF

Very Useful, It Helped
A Great Deal and. Was .

Necessary
J,

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 , .61 39
.

No Response 5 6 5 0 39

*E<.05

Table 7g

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Diagnostic Statement
in the Reports Was Useful in PreparinOtps

I

Response
1980 .1981 1982 t

S 1980-82% DF

Very Uieful, It Helped
A Great Dgal and Was

. .

.

Necessary . ' 71 74 - '85 1.10 39

,Somewhat Useful, But Not
Really Necessary 19 13 10 3 39:

. Not Useful, and Was Not ,

Necessary . 3 , 39
4

.

(

10 ReSpdnse - 5 10 39

71

c. Tt4 extent School Personnel Felt the Ps cho-Educational Testin
epor s ere ccura e an 'ppropr a e

. 1 .

Jlesearch literature 'concerning psychologital testing reports

points out that the most fmportent information is contained fin the

63
83.



findings and recommendations sections (Fischer, 1976). To improve

the test report findings and recommendations, school personnel were

asked to evaluate the accuracy and appropriateness of verbatim

statements from these sections.

Table 8, page 65, presents summary data eva4\yating the extent

school'personnel felt that verbatim recommendations from the pSycho-

educational testing reports were at the appropriate level of

specificity; provided new information, were realistic given available

resources and were useful in developing students' IEPs.

The first evaluation question addressed the appropriateness of

the specificity of each verbatim recommendation. Although the

percentage of responses indicating verbatim recommendations were

"vague" or "too specific" decreased during the study, the percentage

indicating the recommendations were "appropriately specific"

increased only slightly. This change was not significant.

Response

"fable 8a

The Extent" School Personnel Felt the Recommendations
in the Report's Were Appropriately Specific

1980 1981 1982 t

% % % 1980-82 DF

.,,,

°Appropriate . 7r- 84 93 8$' .89 236

Too Specific c 5 2 . 6 .34 236

Vague _ 11 5 6 , 1.40 236
,

No Response
-

0 s_ 0 0 0 m..

2<:05

Onefregyent criticism of psychological testing reports is

44,
$,

that millinformation4is'hot prowled users. School personnel often

c
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Table 8

School Personnel Evaluation of the Accuracy and Appropriateness
of the Recommendations in the Psycho-Educational Reports

/---

.

V

.

rcent of the Recommendations
ted in Each Category,

Is the
at an
level

.1

IL

'

%

recommendation
appropriate
of specificity?

.

u

(a11

%

,

%

,

1,

2

Based
rience
dent,
mendation
with

'
/

%

on your
with

does
provide

new information?

I -H

M
Iv

a

expe-
this
this recom-

8
V

bE
... 0

0,
%

stu-

you

k
2

C4

%

Given
how realistic
this

0
...I

tal

.4

j
%

the resources,

recommendation?

4, .0

IA
:1

%

is

.?.-i'V

Vg

(4
%

.

How useful
recommendation
developing
dent's
education

.
0
44

M

Y
%

individualized
proaram?

5

11

%

was this
in

this stu-

.

Y.-..

m

%

.

I
:2

%

.

Aska
1980 = 12 R= 75 81, 4i 5 0 15 56 17 12 64 23 3 11 65 21 13

.

1981 - N =-013 R= 70
..

89 6 6 0

5

9

21

87'

55

4 0

16

81

.

68

100

10

26

0

6

0

0

3

5.,

0

47

63

100

41

11

0

64

24

0

6

3

0

1982 N = 7 R = 38 92 0 3

iatchi

1980 - N = 5 R = 35 - 97 3 0 0 17 23 20 40

-1981 - = 16 R 99 93 1 6 0 13 51 19 17 77 15 1 6 58 18. 7k
1

17

1982 N= 8 R= 41 93 7 0 0 32 66 2 0 76 0 24 0 98 2

.lasewood .

1980 - N = 4 R = 20 , 70 10 20 0 30 35 25

.

10 AS 24 10 25

.

.45 35 5 . 15

.

1981 - N = 9 R = 58 98 0 2 , 0 14 47 19 21 67 2 0 12 55 34 2
,-.

.

9

1982 - N = 5 R = 30 73 10 17 0 23 . 63' 13' 0 50 33 17 0 100 0
,

.als

1980 7 N = 21 R = 130 . 84 5 11 0 18

.

44 . 19 1 7

W
16 3 10 72 18 8

-

2

1 ,

1981 - = 38 = 227 93 2 7 5 0 12 6 15 12 '76 15 2

.

7. 54 30 6 ' 11

1982 - Ii a 20 R u 108 88 6 . 6 0 TA5L 62. 7 5 . 67 18 13 2- 87
.

* 5

N = The number of school personnel interviewed..
R = The total number of recommendations that were taken verbatim from the testing reports

for each school each year.
% = The percentage offthe total number of recomendations "R" in each category each-year.
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complain that they can predict the psychologist's findings and

recommendations long before the child is referred (Fifield, 1982):

If testing reports are to be relevant and useful, they should provipe

new information 'to the users or confirm their professional judgements

about students' academic needs. Therefore, to improve the. usefulness

and relevancy of test report inforAation,. activities of the projed

should result in increased new information for school personnel or

information confirming prior suspicions or judgments about students'

needs.

Table 8b indicates that during the course of the study,
a.

reviewers felt ther; was a significant reduction in the- percentage of
40

recommendations already known to the users or recommendations that

they were certain would be vcommended. Concomitantly there was a

significant improvement in the percentage of recommendations and

findings which confirmed prior judgements and suspicions of school

personnel. Although there was a slight increase in the percentage' of

school personnel who felt that the recommendations_ provided0

informations this increase was not significant.

Table 8b

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Recommendations in the
Reports Provided New Informatigp About the Students

A

1980 , 1981 1982

% % 1980 -82Res onseq DF

NeW"Information 18
,

12 26 9.48 236
n.

Confirmation . 44 .. , 61 62 2.82*. fi6

No New-Information , 19 15 7

t

2.84* 236

No Response", 19 .12 _ . 3,47* 236

*p.05

66/
4'.
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Recommendations contained in psychological testing repOks are

often criticized because school personne7 feel they are unrealistic

with the existing resources on the reservation. Table 8c Oovides

data in which school personnel evaluated how realistic verbatim

recommendations from the reports were with the existing resources on

the reservation. These data suggest that efforts to improve recommen-

dations to make them more realistic were not successful. A signif-

icantly higher percentage of school personnel rated recommendations

as completely unrealistic at theconclulion of !the'projec, than at

the beginning, and the percentage of recommendations rated as

realistic reduced slightly.

Table 8c

The Extent School Personnel Felt-the Recommendations Were
Realistic Considering the Given Resources

1980' ';1981- 1982 t

% %'4( S 1180-82Response DF
. .4

,Realistic 71 76 67 .66 236

Somewhat Real ittic 16 15 18 .41 236

Completely-Unrealistic 3 .2 13 .2.80* '236
...

No Response 10 7
_

2 2.71* 236

*E<.05

Table 8d provides. data that evaluates the extent school

personnel felt the recommendations we're useful Irpde'veloping

students' IEPs'. The table shows a significant increase in the ,

.

percentage of responsei in the most favorable category at t

completion of the study. These data appedr inconsistent with the\

data contained' n Table 8c, for ajiterat interpretation would

r.

67,
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suggest that even though school personnel 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 4ent.School Personnel Felt the Recommendations Were
Usbrul in Developing the Students' Educational Programs

Res ons
1980 1981 1982

% % % 1980-82 DF

Very Useful 72 54

,

87
._

2.94* 236

Somewhat Useful 18 30 5 3.28* 236

Not Very Useful 8 . 5 8 0 236

No Response 11 0 1.63 236

*2<.05

eI

Evaluation by School Personnel of the Clarity, New Information,
Accuracy, and Usefulness of the Findfngs on ,Testing Reports

To determine the clarity, new inforMation, accuracy, and

usefulness of the findings of testing reports, reviewers were asked

to respond to four evaluative questions. These data are presented in

Table 9, page 69. Although certaii sections and criteria improved

significantly, a consistent trend for improvement was not indicated
0

by.school personnel evaluating the results section of the testing

reports.

,At 'he beginning of this 'study, slightly over half of the

repondehts reported that they.Ou'ld understand "very clearly" what

the Mychologists meant when they read the.verbatim findings. At the

erid of the ipprqximately 90% indiCated they could understand
eo

"very.clear y whit the psychologists meant by a verbatim statement

68
89
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Table 9 .

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

A B D

.

scent of the Findings
ted in Each Category

Can you
the psychologist
by this

%

understand

statement?

%

1111

1 A

%

what
means

.8

Ill
gill

: %

Does

provide
'information
student?

1

h
Z S
2..0

%

this statement
you

8 rig
-ri w

ei
u)5

%

with
about

%

new

the

1

2
%

Based
Hence
student,
rstatement

8
%

on your
with

is

correct?

.8
%

expe-

this
this

.9

%

e

i

,

lop/
%

Was this
useful
this

educational

a
,

statement
in planning

student's

m

%

program?

.

1

%

.

w

%

iska .

1980 - N = 12 F = 65 83 14 3 0 0 40

.

46 ' 9 5 69 25 3 3 72 15 11

°1981. - N n 13 F = 86 80 13 5 2 40 50 9 1 67 '15 2 15 57 27 7 9

1982 N = / F = 43 91 7 2 06 0 53 42 5 0 77 .2S 0 0 58 23 2 16

latchi

1980 N = 5 F = 30 43 50 .. .7 0 0 100 10 0 0 40

i
0 0 60 100 0 0

.

0

1981 - N = 16 F - 109 . 70 26 3 0 2 50 37 14 0. 64 28 0 . 7 71 27 3 0

1982 - N = 8 F = 48 97

50

8

36°

0

14

0

0

0

:c

0

46

32

48

50

6

14

0

5

100

68

0

18

0

9

0

5

100

36

0

55

#

q

5

0

5

?asewood
1980 - N = 4 F = 22 .

.

F981 - N = 9 F = 57 88 11 2 0 40 42

i

40 16 2 54 9 5 32 65
N

19 4 12

4982 - N= 5 F= 38 92 5 3 0 0 32 50 18 0 71 29 0 0 100 0 0

als

1980 - N = 21 F . 117 67 27 6 0

.

54 35 8 3 6? 17 4 18... 73 19_

.

4 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 91 7 2 0

,

0 44 ' 47 9 0
..

84 16 0 0 94

N = The number of srhattpersonnel interviewed.

F = The total number of findings that wereq.taken verbatim from the testing reports
for each school each year.

% = The percentage of the total number of findings "F" in each category each year.

90 ti

c

91



in the findings section. This change in the ratingt was significant

(see Table 9a).

Response

Table 9

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

1980 1981, 1982 t

S '5 % . 1980-82 OF

Ver Clear 67 78 91 4.78* 244
.

Somewhat Clear 27 619
,

7 4.27* 244

Hard to Understand 6 3 ' .2 1.59, 244

Impossible to Understand 0 . 0 0 0 OP W. 7

No Response 0 0 0 0

e

*p<.05

Reviewers did not favorably rate the testing report as

providing-new information for them: Table 9b indicates that the

percentage of iftespondents rating specific findings as providing new

information decreased slightly over the course of the study. This

was accompanied by a slight increase in the percentage of reviewers

who felt that the findings section provided more confirmation of

previous suspicions. Neither of these trends, however, were

significant (see Table 9b).

4 92
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Response

Table 9b

The Extent School Personnel Felt S ementl in the
Reports Provided New Information out-the Students

1980 1981' 1982 t

% "1980-82 DF

New Information
Provided , 54 44 44 1.57, 244

Spspicion Verified 35 42 47 1.93 244

4

No New Information : 8 13 9 . .28 244 .

No Response 3 1 0 1.90 244

Table 9c presents data concerning the accuracy of verbatim

statements taken from test rePott finding's. These data indicate that

thelpercentage of reviewers rating the statements in the most favor-

able category improved significantly. In addition, the percentage of

reviewers that reported findings were inaccurate decreased, along

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

Response

Table 9c

The Extent School Personnel Felt the
Statements in the Reports Were Accurate

1980 1981 1982

% % % 1980-82 DF

Correct 62 64 84 3
.
98*
.....,..,,

244
r _

Partially Correct 17 19 16 .21 244

Incorrect 3 2 0 1.90. 244

No Response .
.

18 15 0 5.07* 244

*2<.05.

8.
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Verbatim findings from the testing reports were rated as

significantly 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 either "very useful" or "somewhat useful" (see

Table 9d).

Table 9d
ti

The Extent School Personnel Felt Statements in the Reports
Were Useful in Planning the Students' Educational Programs

Response
1980 1981 1982

% 1980-82 DF

Very. Useful 73 65 94 4.56* 244

°Somewhat Useful ,19 25 6 3.11* 244

Not Useful - 7 4 0 2.97* 244

No Response 1 6 0 1.09 244

*p<.05

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

Table 10, page 73, presents summary information inlicating the

clarity and appropriateness of the psychological testing reports.

Respondents were given, and asked to read a typical testing report 9f

a child with whom they were acquainted. They were asked to rate six

questions abqut the report from most 'favorable to least favorable 4-

(clarity of the report, usefulness In determining placement,

frequency-of unexplained technical words or phrases, comparison' of°

the report with other reports, how well the report addressed the

4
referral question, and how adequately the examiner took into

consideration culture and social factors).
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Table 10

Evaluation by School Personnel of the Clarity and Appropriateness
of the Overall Psycho-Educ4tional Testing Reports

.

.

,

,

thuska \ Tohatchi .Greasewood TotalWO
N . 12

%

1981

N = 13
%

92

11g7'
.N . 7
%c

.

'' 86

IMF
N . 5

%

60

11311T-

N . 16
%

63 .

1982

N . 8
%

88

1980
N . 4

%

,25

1981
N . 9

%

,

88

191121

N =. 5,

%

.

80

1980
N .121

%

67

MA
N . 38

%

.

82

19$2

N . 20,
%

.

85

How clearly did this report state
this student's testing results?

Very Clear, I Understood Everything 83

Moderately<Clear, There Were Very
Few Things I Couldn't Understand

, 14 40 31 12 75 11 20 '33' 18 15
...,

Moderately Unclear, There Were
Several PointsA.Couldn't Understand 0 0 0 0,

-

.4

Not At All Clear, There Were Many
Points I Couldn't Understand 0

ti

0 :

,

*

No Response ,

.

Was this report useful in determining
this student's placement?

Very Useful

i.

58 46 57

4

8' 43 88 2'S 44

,

57 45 75

Somewhat Useful . 42 46 43 2 56 it- 75 55 20 43 53 25

Not Useful 8 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 3 0

No Response

How often did you find technical words
or phrases which were not adequately
explained?

Little Jargon Was Used

1e

58 62 57

.

80 38

4

75 100

-.

67 60 71 53 65

Some Jargon Was Used, Rut the Report
Was Usually Understandable 33- ' 31 43 20 \50 12 0 33 40 24 39 30

Substantial'Jargon Used,
Hard to Understand 0 0 0

/

0\ 6

.

12 0 0 0 0 3 5

Fregi#1 Use of Jargon, Extremely
Difficult to Understand

2

0

0' 0
. .

No Response 4 0 8 0 0 6 0 0 0 0 5 0

95
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Table 10 (continued) ,

, .

,

.

., .-

Chuska Tohatehi, .

. . .

, Greasewood

,

.

.

1980
N = 21

74

.Total
1981

N = 38
%

.

1982
'N a 20

%

--MI

%

.:

N= 1 3
%

.:

N= 7
%

080
N = 5
%

1981

N 16

%

. 1982
N =8
-/

1980
N =. 4

.%

1981

N = 9
%

1982
N = 5

% *

Now .does this renort compare with other
reports you have seen in the past year?

a

About the Same # 16 51A

..

43 0
A

50

.1

813

.

. 100,

.

66. 100

4.

4: 29

,.

55

1

75

Worse Than the Others
.

0. 0 0

.

0 0 0 0

.

J 0 0 0 0 O.

Better Than the Others 75 39 57 100 50 12 0 11 0 67 37 25

No Response . 8 . 8 0 0 0 0

.

0 22 0 . . 5 8 0
a

Do these recommendations address the
questions raised by the referring
teacher? .

Referral Question Well Addressed 83 . 70 86

..
.

80' 88

4.

100 25

%

0 80 71

..

+79

4

9?

Referral Question Partly Addressed 16 8 14 20 6 O.- 75

.

11 20 '1 29 8 . 10

Referral Question Not Addressed 0 0 0 0 . 0 11 0 1 3

0

-

'43.

11
.

-......

47

.0

.

-65

,

.0 6

.

. .
/

60 50

1
0

75

r

2

0

33

_.

0

60

No Response 0

-

.

.

42

23

l

I
53

0

57

Do you feel that the examiner gave
appropriate considerations to societal
and cultural factorsain this student's .

case? (..-

CompletelyAppi-opriate Consideration

Partly Appropriate Considerat-4on4on ,42 30

,

,

43
J40 43

J

25 75 66 40 48 . 45 35

u
Partly Inappropriate Consideration 16 15 0 0 6 0

.
0

,

1 0 0
..

10 8 0

Completely Inappropriate Consideration 0 0 . 0 ' 0 * 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

No Response . 0 0 0 0 O. 0 0 0
w

0 0 0

J7

I

t
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As table 10a indicates, although respondents felt that the
.

clarity of the testing reports improved during the course of the
4

study, this increase was not statistically significant.

Response

Table 10a

..The ExtInt School Personnel Felt the Reports
Clearly. Stated the Students' Testing Results

1980 1981 1482

% 1980-82

fi

DF
---7

.

Very ci r I
Unders °ad Everythingt, . 67

.

82 85 "41.38

.

9
,

Moderately Clear, There
Were Very Few Things I
Cguldn't Understand

,

33

.

18 15

.

1.38 39

Moderately/Unclear, There
Were Several Paints I
Couldn't Understand.

_

.

0 0 0 --

\ID 0 .

.

0

.

0 --
.

. 0 5

) 46

Table 10b reports the rating of school' personnel on tpe aver-
. . 4 0414

all usefulness of the reports in determining the students' placement.

As in the precious question, there was an increase in the percentage

of reviewers who rated the overall usefulness of reports in,the most

favorable category, but the change that occurred betWeen 198Q and

198i was not significant.

r

400

75
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Table 10b

The Extent School Persdnn
;
1 Felt the Reports

Were Useful in Determining Students' Placembnt

1980 1981 1982
1980.-82 F'

VeryOseful 57 45
,

75 1.24 39

A
'Somewhat Useful N. 43 N-...32: 25 1.48 39

...

Not Useful 0 3 0 0 ....

No Response 0 0 0 0 i--

.05`.

School personnel often complain about jargon and technics

words used in testing reports that are not adequat4ly explained

(Rucker, 1967b and Shively & Smith, 1969). Table lOc prepts data

determining the extent school, personnel felt the reports contained

such jargon. It indicates that little - jargon Ws 9sod, and what was

used, was easy to.understand. Over' the course of the study, it

appears that reviewers felt there was a slight increase in the amount

`of' jargon used, but that such jargon and technical wordi were easier

to understand, due to explanations ln the report. This change,

however, was not, statistichll significant.

II

R
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Response

Jo,
A

The Extent Sdhool Personnel Found Technical Words
.or Phrases in the Reports Difficult to Understand

Table, lOc

o

1980 . 1981 1982 t

% % 1980-82 DF

.

Little Jargon Was Used
I, \21 53 65 . .41 39 i

Some Jargon, But
Generallx Understandable 24 39 30 '. .43 39

'Substantial Jargon Used, ,

Hard to Understand 0 . 3 5

.

.03 39

Frequent Use of Jargon,
Extremely:Difficult to
Understand 5

s 0 1.05

.'.

39

t

No Response 0 ,, 5 . 0 0 _-

One approach for evaluating testing reports is to compare them

with other reports that 'school personnel. have used in. the past.

Table 10d presents the i-eliblts of this comparison.

When interpreting the data of Table 10c, it should be noted that

the 1980 reviewers compared'testlng reports that were part of this

study with reports prepared by individuals not associated with the

Exceptional, Child Center; thus, this second. group of reports con-

.

taihed a different testing format and different procedures used for

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

were compared with ,the previous .year's reports which were a part of

(
this study. . 7 _ i

Table 10d shows that in 1980, 67% of the reviewers felt that the

testing repor.ts prepared by ECC psychologists were better than the

reports prepared by individdals not associated with the 28% felt

77
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that they were about the same, and no one felt that they were not as

,good as other reports they had used.

The 1981 testing reports were compared with those from 1980 and

followed the same general format of the 1980 comparison. The per-
.

cart age of reviewers who felt that the 1981 reports were better than..

the reports of the-previous year' dropped to 37%, And 57% felt that

oh - .1

,they were about the same. The 1982 dita suggest that only 25%ipf_the

reviewers felt that the 1982 testing reports were better than those

* 7

provided in 1981, and 75% felt that they were about .the same.

Although the change teported between 1980 and 19is.significant, it

is the change that occurred between 1981 and 1982 that is of partic-

ular iMportance to this study. -This change, although positive, was

not sighifiant.

Table 10d

The Extent School Personnel Felt the Reports
,Compared With Other Reports Seen in the Previous Year

,Response

1980 1981 1982

% 1980-82 OF

Better Than Others 67 37 25 2.98* 39

About the Same 28 55 75 3.41* 39

Worse Than . O. 0 0 0 --

No Response 5 8 1.05 39

*p<.05

Another complaint of school. personnel of psychological testing

reports is that they do not address the question asked by theperson

referring the child (Rucker, 1967i). Table 10e 'presents data which

78
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addressed the questjkin of how, adequately reviewers felt that the
4

testing reports responded to the referral questions.

In 1980, 71% of the reviewers rated the reports as addressing

the referral question very well (in the most favorable category), and

in 1982, 90% rated t 'ke reports in the most favorable category.'

Although this finding was positive and encouraging, the change

reported was not statistically significant.

Table 10e

The Extent School-Personnel Felt the RecommendatiOns
in the Reports Addressed the-Referral Question

Response
1980 1981 '1982 t

% 1980-82 DF

Referral,Questioni' mell

Addressed 71

,

78 90
,

1.59.
AO

.39

Referral Question .

Partly Addressed 29 :.8 "'" 10 1;69 39

Referral Question
Not Addressed 3 0 0 __

No Response, 0 11 0 0 __

p<.05

School personnel, particularly those working with minority

students, are often critical of psychologists and skeptical of

testing reports that do not give adequate consideration to social and
A

cultural factors unique to the minority population with which they
F

are wifrking (Oakland, 1977). This type of criticisM often results in

school personnel dismissing testing results as being bias.

Table 10f provides MR concerning the reviewers opinions of the

extent the psYchologists considered the social and cultural factors.

gr
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unique to the children being evaluated. In 1980, 43% of the

reviewers indicated that then felt the examiner had, completely and

very appropriately considered cultural Ighd social factor,s. In 1982;

65% of the reviewers rated the reports in the most favorable

category. This change suggests that the intervention during the

,
study caused psychologists to give greater consideration to social

and cultural factors unique to the children being evaluated; however,

the percentage of change was not statistically significant.

11

Table 10f

The Extent School Fiersonnel Felt the Psychologists Gave
Appropriate Consideration to Social and Cultural Factors

1980 1981 .1982 t

Response S S % 1980-82 OF

Completely Appropriate ,

Consideration 43 47. '65 1.45 ---

.

39

Partly Appropriap
Consideration F 47 45 35 .79 39

.... ,

Partly Inappropriate
Consideration ...,

Completdly Inappropriate
Consideratidn 10 0 0 1.53 39

to Response ... .0 r 0 0 ' 0 ....

2.<.45

3. There. Will Be a Greater Relatlionship Between the instructional Program

'Proposed In he WI and the Recommendations In-theAlsyco-Educational

Testing tepoks

One major assumption of this study was that if the information

contained in the psycho-lducational testing reports it relevant, useful,

accurafe, and realistic, such infOrmation will indeed be used by school

personnel. However, even though an educator, parent, or any test result.



user evaluates a testing reportas helpful, accurate, and relevant, such

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

results (Ownby and:WallbroWn; 1983). Goldman points out that testing

results may be used at different levels (Goldman, 1981). Fifteld (1982)

believes that if individual testing results are utilized only for general

Orientation purposes, confirmatiojof professional judgements," or to

satisfy curiosity, the investment in time and other resources is note

warranted.-

The needJor individual testing is often justified on the basis that

it is necessary and valuable in making placement and programming deci.

sions in preparing the students' individual educational programs (IEPs)

o/
, (Kabler, 1977). Some studies have'proven that testing reports are used

4.1. exi sively in deyeloping IEPs for studOnts placed in special education

(Fifield, 1982; Kabler, 1977). In certain instances, the results and

recommendations sections of thd testing reports provide a major source of

data for the students' IEPs. .4n-other instances, it has been observed
at.

that the IEP committee ignores individual test findingi and recommenda-

tions. The. IEP, regardless, provides a document of placement and program

recommendations which can be compared with the findings,amd recommenda-

tions on individual psycho-eddcational test'! g reports. For this study,

the degree of concurrence between findings and r commendations on IEPs

and testing reports served 'as an index of the degree school personnel ,

used testing reports and the purpose for why they were used'.

Data to compare the findings and recommendations contained on IEPs

and tetting'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 of data.
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These data _were collected for each observation period of the study. The

studentimpulation from:whichto draW the samples consisted of all the

students placed in special education in the target schools.

Reason for'Referral. A preliminary step before comparing 'the

relationship between IEPs antisting reports was an analysis of the

findings and recommendations contained in the psychological testing

reports for the students placed in special education of the target

schools. The data presented` on. Table

the reasons cqildren'were referred for -te

page 83, indicated changes 'fin

ting during the' course of the

study. Fpr the 1980 testing,_ behavioral and health problems accounted

for a very small percentage of the referrals, but for the 1981 teiting,

behavioral and health .problems accounted for 24% of the referr;a1S. In

1982, behawidral and/or health problems did not .singly account for any.

referrals; however, behavioral problems combined with academic problems, .

accounted f6r 27% of the referrals.

Clarity of Referral Question.. The need for a clear and precise .

referral question was a problem for this study. the person making the

referral does not know what information is needed or wanted, it is

difficult for them to appropriately critique a testing report and-

determine if the report Orotrides information that is helpful. For this

reason, the referralquestion was stressed in the inservice training.

For' 1980, Table 11 indicates that 56% of .the referral questions were

judged as good,_and 41%_as_fair.

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

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

questions were judged less favorably at the conclusion of the study than

they were at the beginning:
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Table 11 -

Referral and Placement Information From the Testing .

Reports of Students Placed In Special Educption

Item

Totals
1980 1981 1982-

g 98 N 42 N g 33
, .

1. REASON FOR REFERRAL

A. Academic Problem
av ora ro s em ,

C. Health Problem
D.r-Academic and ehavibral Problemt er

. 93,
1

79 70

7 0

2. CLARITY OF THE REFERRAL QUESTION

A. Poor, Vague andihnclear
Adequately Stated ueation

uestioh

fl
', B. Fair,

T- Good WTI Stated ueif on
o e erra cues on

2 7 '12

41 -26 4

56 67

3. RECOMMENDATION FOR PLACEMENT

A. Learning Disability
8. Mintil Retardation
C. Einotionally DisfUrbed-

OTher

I

98 76 85

1 1 9

Cr '` 3

11

r 1 4 3,

4. PLACEMENT CLASSIFICATION

A. Self-Contained
B. Resource ROOM
C. Small Group
0, One-toOne
El ether

1. 10. ,3

-78" 45 73
33` 18

0 Z2 3

1

*This data not - reported for 1980 and 1981.

4
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Interpretation of this data suggests that the inservtce training had

little effect on how well referral questions were stated. Poor, vague,

and unclear referral questions slightly increased over the course of ithe

.study. However, the director. of special education and other school

personnel attributed this increase to the difficulty of getting referral

forms. and.tbe logistics process of preparing and submitting referi.als

rather than the' effectiveness of the inservice training.

Recommendationkfor Placement. Of the children in the three target

schools placed in special education, approximately 8.6% were classified as

earning-disabled. This high percentage of children classified as

learning disabled can be explained. As noted in the literature, most

psychologists 'and IEP committee members are sensitive to the issues of

bias in testing, inappropriate placement, libeling, and other practices

which may discriminate. The special education classification of learning

disability is felt to contain the least amount of stigma. When

psychedlogists and EP committee members had, miigivings concerning a

'classification because there was not clear or consistent evidence of

which handicapping category was most appropriate, yet there was apparent

evidence that the child needed individualized help, this dilemma was

resolved by selecting learning disabilities as the classificatioh of

choice. In a similar matter, to comply with regulations that require-

children'to be placed in the least restrictive environment, very, few

students. were recommended for 'self - contained' placement. The majority of

students were.recommended for placement in a resource room, and a,

significant number of children were recommended for small group type

instruction.
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The relAtionship between the recommendations contained in the

students' IEPs and their testing reports was determined.by using Pear-ton

ProductlioMent Coefficient of Correlation. In addition,the specifi4ity

of recommendations, i.e:, no recommendation, general/broad, or detailed

and specific ltm.mendations, was factored in the correlation coefficient
4

and a percentage comparison was made between the recommendations

contained on the testing reports and the IEPs.

Relationship Between Short-Term Recommendations on Testing Reports

and IEPs. Table 12, page 86, presents the relationship between

short-term recommendations contained in the testing reports and those

contained on the IEPs. 'Ten categories of short-term recommendations were

identified and. recorded on the IEPs and the testing reports. The

percentage of each recommendation for each category, along with its

specificity rating is presented on Table 12. In addition, the

k\correlation coeffi cent between the IEPs 'and the testing reports is

presented on Table 1 .

The correlation coefficient between short-term goal recommendations

on IEPs and testing reports indicates that the relationship improved

betwien 1980 and 1982. The average change was.18. However, not all

categories of short-term recommendations improved. The categories

showing the most significant increase math concepts +.50,

language and auditory skills4.22, functional math +.28, reading

comprehension +.24, social skills +.38', and visual motor skills +.28.

The learning skills also showed an increase, but not at a significant

level. The relationship between /EP and testing report recommendations

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

tions -.10 was less in 1982 than in 1980. None of the reductions in
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'Table12
I

Relationship Between Short-TermlecoMiendations Contained on the Testing Report and the IEP
, 14

4

Item

No RecorrmelAatihn ,

Brovtd,d .- ., '
,1* lenera1; Broad--
:RecilmnehdatiO'Provided

Detailed or Specific
Recommendation Provided

r Between
Report:and

Test

1981
N = 42

ii%

.37

IEP

1982
N = 33

%

.42

Change in r
Between 1980

and 1982

,

-.3 .

1.988

N = 98

%

0

10

IWO;
N = 42

%.-._

14,

1952`

N * 3,3
.%

.

49

.

Mt
.N = 98

%
-

25.

liai:
N 4. 42,

%:.

12'

190
N. = 33

' x

.

1966
N = 98

. %.

65

1981
N'.= 42

%

74

1982
N = 33

%

49-

1980
N = 98

%

.45

,

1. READING MECHANICS
Test Report .

IEP' 17 ' '7. :39- 4T 9 36- . 0.0 52

2. READING C .SION
Test Resort '43

Jr

45
48....

15
33_

18
30

12'
19

21
0

.
39
11

-

43
33

64
.17

.

.39
.

.

.65 .63 +.25
, 59

3. MATH COM INATIONS
Test port .. 20 .19 g 23. 7 6 55 74

i. 0.

:35. .22

,

.22 -.13
IEP . 31 ., 33 85" 41 2 -9 26 64 86

4. FUNCTIONAL
Test Rep t 84

- i
98 , 70 8 .2 0 6 0 30

.

:35 .00 .63 +.28 ,

IEP. ' 84 100, 79 7 0 2 0 21

5 , MATH CO, EP S ,

Test ' ,ort 79 .. 95 33, 4

I/P

,.

5
.-

'' 3
.

15 0 64-
..

.18 .00 .68 - +.50
,IEP 69 100 17 : 0 9- 12 O. 46

S. LANG,AGE AND. AUDITORY SKILLS
Tst Report 45 c 33

.

'. 30 21 21 15
.

.32

.

45 55

,

f.

`

.04 ,, .00, .26

'.

+.22
..

I , '. 20 45 24 '46 10' 9
-1

45 61
-J

Loci' L SKILLS .

est Report

e

75 71 ; 58 12 12 9 11 11 33 . .21. .31. .59 +.38
IEP - ! 88 95 711 5 6 4 -0 124-

L LEARNING SKILLS -- ATTENDING, ETC.
Test Report 81. 74. 82

,..

9 ' 12 3
AI .

. 8 . 14 15 .01 .30 .17 +.16
. IEP 88 11 MI 4 5 0 .6, 2 12

I. VISUAL-MOTOR SKILLS
Test Report .b 86 64 84 4 : . 21 .9. 9

' .

7-

,

14 ' 6 ..1,6 .24 ..44 +.28.
-e;°.."''...*'.1t

. !Ely
.4

-86 95 . 9T 6, . Z 61 . 6 3

OTHER RECOMMENDATIONS .

Test Report 91 86 70 5 5 0 4 : 10

,.'
30

.

.13 .41 .03 -.10
HP .14 87 82 15 7 0 I 7 18
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\ relationship were significant, however, the sections showing improved

relationship were significant.:_,/

The dca presented on.Table 12 suggest that the intervention through

inservice training aridior changes in the psychological testing report.

format and process did improve the relationship between the recommends-
4

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

contained in IEPs.

Relationship Between Recommendations for Long -Term Instructional

Goals Contained on Student Testing Reports and Their IEPs. Table l'3,

page 88, presents the relationship between recommendations for long-term

instIctional goals` contained in the testing reports and those on the

IEPs. As indicated in 1980, the IEPs dii, not reporl long -term goals;

thus, no relationship could be recorded. Furthermore the percent of

psychological testing reportsthaVontained long-term goals in 1981 and
.11

1922 increased and recommendations became more specific.-

The opposite occurred with student IEPs; in 1980, there were no IEPs

"41

that contained long-term tgoals, yet in 1981, 88% of the IEPs contained

long-term goals for reading instruction.. This was reduced, however, to

19% in 1982: In 1981, 71% of the IERs contained recommendations for math

instruction, but in 1982, only 21% contained such recommendations. In

the other four categories of long-term goals, fewer IEPs reported such

goals and those goals reported tended to be very general .

During the course of the study, inservice training activities

focused on imptoving short-term goals in IEPs. The impact of this

emphasis is suppoisied by the data pretented in Table 13. The

relationship between the.long-term instructional goals on the IEP and

those in the testing repOrtcould only be, reported for 1981'and 1982

data, .The average change was k.3. and .,was negligible.



Table 13

Relationship Between Recommendations for Long-Term Instruction
Goals Contained on the Testing Report and the IEP :

-----"--------Wire-EF711adienaon

. . .

Item
14:4

N = 98
%

Provided
1981

N * 42
%

.

TO12
N = 33

%

SGeneral, Broad
Recommendatioh Provided

Detailed or Specific
Recommendation Provided

e Between Test
t and _MP Change in r

1980
N 98

%

1981

Nv= 42
%

1982
\N = 33

%

1980
N = 98

%

TM
N = 42

%

-TD82

N = 33
%

. 98
S.

1981

N = 42
%

1982 .
N 1,71

Bgtween 1981
'and 1982

1.

2.

3.

4.

5..

5..

LONG-TERM READING INSTRUCTION
Test Report 10

0

.

5

12

9

73
73

0 \

-86

81

58
11

15

0
10

5

,

33

)
.14 .21 +.7

1EP

*
LONG-TERM MATH INSTRUCTION
'Test Report

)

19 24 '3 72 69
k

46 7

,

, 7 52 .00* .20 407 -.13.

IEP 1 29 . 74 0 64 12 0 L 7 * 9

LONG-TERM GOALS IN LANGUAGE
.

DEVELOPMENT
Test, Report - )

.

45 39

.

42 74 24 11 5 36 .13 .31 +.18

IEP Oi 85 6 41 9 0 5 b

LONG-TERM ALS IN SOCIAL SKILLS '
Test R port

.

43 55 32 57 18 12 0 27.3 .00*

-

.30 .18 -.17

IEP 0 81. 91 19 .6 0 3

.

LONG-TERM LS IN VISUAL-MOTOR
DEVELOPMENT

Te'st Report 89 83

,

91 7 17 9 2

0

6

0

0

5 ,

0
if

30

I

.00*

.00*

.07

(..------"

A
.11

.00

.26

-.7

+.15

,.

IEP 0

77

98'

83

100

.

61

13

.

15

2

12

0

-LONG-TERM GOALS IN SCIENCE,
SOCIAL STUDIES, AND OTHER.
CONTENT. AREAS

Test Report
IEP 0 93 94 0 0 3

* Thil data was not reported In the IEPs for 1980.

The' average change in r for long-term instructional goals

113 44w 114

4

?;,iA



Relationship Between Recommendations for Specific Materials and

Strategies, Sup04eMental Services, and Criteria for valuating

/
. '

Effectiveness on thtTestin9 Reports and the IEPs. he last three areas

on the testing reports'and IEPs that requested specific recommendations

included: (i) specific materials and instruction, (b) supplemental

services, and (c) the criteria for evaluating the effectiveness of the

program. Thele data are preiented in Table 14, page 90. The 1980 Ts .

4id'not report recommendations for Vese three categories, and in 1981

less than 20% of the IEPs reported, recommendations for theie categories.

This imprdved in 1982 with 58% of the IEPs reporting recommendations for

specific instructional materials, 39% reporting rec

supplemental services, and 12% providing evaluation

program's effectiveness.

ations for

eria or the

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 long-term

goals, the focus of the IEP inservice training offerred by the agency

focused on short-term goals and comparatively little attention was given

to recommendations in the'above areas; thus reelecting the focus, the

correlations shifted from positive to negative between 1981 and 1982 with

an average change of -:49. This- relationship change was significant but

not 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 providcha rating of

agreement between the testing reports.* LEPst As presented on Table

15, the deRee of improvement in the rerationship of findings on testing
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Table 14

Relationship Between Recommendations for Specific Material or
Instructional Strategies, Supplemental Services, and Criteria for

Evaluating Effectiveness Contained on the Testing Report and the IEP

.

Item

No Recommendation

PIM
N4,98
%.

Provided
General, Broad

Recommendation PrOvrde.
Detailed or Specific
Recommendation Provided

r Between Test
Report and IEP

______

Change in r
Between 1981

and'1982

,.
.

11.=-42

%

.;

N ='33
%

.:1

N = 98
%

..
.

1 4 - 4 2

%

.:

14 - 3

%
1

.:4

14 - 9 8

%

.:

14 - 4 2

%

.J.

N 33
%

.:'I

14 - 9 8

%

.:

14 - 4 2

%

'5
14 - 3

%
3

.

,,..

1. .RECOMMENDATION OF SPECIFIC
MATERIALS AND INSTRUCTIONAL
STRATEGIES ,

Test Report

,:

25 14 18 10 10 9 63

..- .

.

76

.

Ai- 73

-.

'

.00*
.

.10

f
-.19 -.29

IEP 0 8& 4i 0 1 12 39 0 2 18

2, RECOMMENDATION FOR SUPPLEMENTAL ..
SERVICES

Test Report 43
, b

26
91

15

61

2

0
74,

.5"

12
9

53

5

. ,

0
0

73
---307-

.00* .11 -.32 -.43
IEP

.

3. CRITERIA FOR EVALUATING .

EFFECTIVENESS .-
t

Test Report 22

,.

5 0 8

/

,

95

,

.

, 24 68 0 76 .00* .70

.

-.04

4fr

.-.74
In) CI 98 82T 0 7 fr 0 0 1

* This data was snot reported in the IEPs for 1980.

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

, ; - ,,,,, ,, :

. - : . . ..
' '.

1 1 7.
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Table 15

Overall Rating of How Well the Testing,Reports Agreed
With the IEPs and the Quality of the Reports

a
Cam" .

Item

Poor
'1980

,

Fair Good -Otrict A.reement

N = 98
%

1981

N 42

, %

1982
N = 33

%

19$0

N * 98
%

N = 42
%

.:

N = 33
%

.:4
N . 98

% .

':
N a 42

%

':'
N 33

IL

'::t
N ='98
%

. .

N = 42
%

.:i.

. N ..'33

%

1. Overall Rating of How Well
the Testing Reports Agreed
With the IEPs

...

-

30
. .

26
.

12

.

44 41 49 23 31 24 * *

,

15

/

2. 'Rating of Overall Quality
of Testing Report , 4 4 0 \40 41

/

12 53 52

.

,

88

-

.

.

t.,This data not reported for 1980 and 1981.
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reports and IEPs was small. The evaluators felt ,that approximately 24%

of the reports had good agreement with the IEPs and nearly half had fair

agreement:

In analyzing the 1982 data, instances were identified in which it

was apparent that thetesting_report was ulrd'almost exclu.sivel4to .1en

I develop the IEP. A new category (direct agreempnt) was added to the data'

8

and the frequency of direct agreement betwe sting renorts sand

was recorded for1982. This direct agreement occurred in approximately

1.5% of the reports reviewed in 1982. *6
'.../

Data collectorsmNere also asked to, provide a rating of the overall
16

.'

quality of the testing reports. These data are. presented t0p14 15 and

indicate that data 'Collectors felt there was a significanOMplOvement in"
. ,

the quality of the testing reports0over the .course ofNtilestudi".1, ,,

At the Completion 'of the Projects Referral Forms TeOingiRepof0, end
-Other-Procedures Osed to tommunicate Individual TestlFindingts(and--
Recommendations Will Have Been Improved

The data collected to address the above objective incluAiiverOis',.
Pa'95)

.and written comments from interviews with targerchdol personnel iiongi,
o

with the Test Report Critique Form which contained both foreedfchoke/04-
- Life

open -end comments. The Test Report Critique Form asked reviewers to .

a

0,

N

t

evaluate the referral and report forms and other activities used in the,

agency to communyte test' findings to users (see Appendix C).. These

examples and comments were used to' stimulate further inquiries during the

interview.

The nature of the interview faCused on criticisms and"suggestions

-from school personnel- for improving fi ycho- educational assessment

process and the testid§ reports. The y solicited opportunity for

respondents to provide positive comments was to the question, "How did
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the testing report compare with other'testing reports?" Individual

comments were tabulated and the percentage of criticisms, recommend a4.

tions, neutral tponses and positive responses were calculated. These

data are found on Table 16, page 94.

The 1980 data indicate that 62% of the comments were critical of
4

psychological testing. The percentawdcritical comments of:psycholog-

icaT. testing reduied during the Study, but not. significantly. In 1980,

,criticisms focused Ofimarimly 6,17 the availability of reports, turnaround

time (from referral.to report), and the nature of the referral. In 1981,

criticiSms,focused primarily-on the validity of the findings_ end cultural

considerations. In 1982, most criticisms addessed the availability,of

reports, cultural considerations, and the .reality of recommendation's.

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

specificity of the recommendations, the assessment process, and issues

concerning communicating testing results with staff. In 1981, most

recommendations addressed the issue of increased specificity of the.

findings and recommendations in the report )and techniques for improving

culture consideration, in the assessment of children. In 1982, the

recommendations focused on the validity of the findings, turnaround time,

the assessment process and a variety of other, comminti.

Seventy-two percept of the complimentary comments in 1980 concerned
414

the quality of the reports. Other areas.complffiented incided the

sp cificity of recommendations.and'the consideration,psychologists gave

to c ltural factors. .In 1 981, only 19% of the comments about the

quality o the-reports were complimentary. Culture consideration and

;Ialidity findings received 19% and 14% of the compliments respec-

tively. 1982,. 22% of the complimentary comments concerned the use of

i
93' 41'
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'Table 16

Summary of Written and Verbal Comments of School
Personnel Concerning Psychological Assessment

. .

.
Category of Written and/or
Verbal Comments 1

"1980 1981 4982 Totals

1
v
'8

N=93
S

ii

1

N=39
'x'

"°^4

g
N=18

%

11
ini
B

N=0

_%

I
14

u
N=98
%

I
'

N=50

%

Z gi.
'N=37

%

1 g
N=23

%

1.

g
N=33
...a%

11

1

r
N=17

%

.g..i.g
N=9
%

Nk5
%

11

-*.g

N=224
%

I
N=106

%

..!

g
N=64

%
r -.I

1

ii
i g
N=28
%

Referral 13 5 0 4 10 3 4 0 0 0 20 7 7 2 7

Communications--Stafetn,- 2 13 5 0 .0 0 0 0 0 0 3 5 2 0

Turnaround (Referral to Report). 18 0 0 * 7 6 3 12 O. 0 11 0

Availability of Reports .
20 3 0 * .10 2 3 0 .12 .0. 0 0 15 2 2 0

Format of Reports 10 21 0 . *- 1 2 5 0 0 0 it 0 4. '8 5 0

.Specificity . 8 18 11 _* 9 24 -/ 0 0 12 6 0 0 9 19 3 0 ,

Test Appropriateness 3 3 .0 * 1 0 0 0 0. 0' 0 _0 2 . 1.. '0 0

Culture Consideration '5 8 11 14 28 19 0 15' 6 11 0 11 17 16 0

Validity of Findings 8 8 0 * 20 6 14' 0 .9 18 22 0 14 8 11 0

Reality of Recommendations 4 3 Q * 6 6

.

3 0 12 6 11 0' 6' 5 3i. 0

Technical Data and Jargon t 3 3 0 7

bb.

2 -14 .0" 9 ... -6 '11. 0, 6. .3 9 0*

,
.

essment Process 3 15 0 6 6 11 0 6
#

12 0
.

20 5 10 0°' 6

alit of Resorts -. 0 0 '72 *- 1 0 19 0 6 0 11 0 1 '0 .33 0

Need More Training About Testing_ * .. * 4 0 0 0 3 0:: 4

More Familiarity Needed With Students' .ik.. * 26 0 0_ 0 0 0 0 0 21

Other Comments : 3 0 * 2 4 3 '65"; 3 24. 0 60 7 2 64

Use of Results '* * * *' '5 0 8 0 12 -6 ee .0 '4 1 8 0

Tht"sli".198°." 198"1a2----1--..1-L.-2iLQaeL.-..1:l*--.-:t----wp---------*---1..-----a-----.r.-----a" "- ""-."'..n: 5
. ` 1."3 2982 irn

Afi

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

findings.

Across the three years of the project, over half of the comments 0

were critical of psychological assessment, 25% were recommendations for

improvement, 15% were complimentary and only 6% were nonevaluative

statements. The categories of written and/or verbal comments addressed

most frequently 'by reviewers concerned: (a) cultuPe considerations Aln

which 11% criticized the reports, 17% provided recommendations for

improvement, and 16% were complimentary of the attention given to

cultural factors (b) the findings in which 14% were critical of the

findings section, 8% provided a recommendiiion for improvement, and 11%

were complimentary of the findings section, and (c) quality of the

reports in which 33% were cOmplimentary and only 1% was critical 'of the

. r

quality of the' reports.

The data presented in Table 16 and the analysis of the verbal and

written comments suggest that as the study proceeded, the staff'reviewlng

the reports focused on particular elements of each category and issue.

In 1980, nearly all of the complimentary comments addressed the quality

of the reports.( In 1.981 and 1982, whet the quality of the reports was

beidg composed with, the earlier reports of this project the.complimen-

tory comments covered a variety of categoreis and were more specific. In

1980, most of the comments were general in nature, but in 1981 and 1982,

reviewer comments identified technicalities and specific items in the

reports to comment on.

The data contained in the Summary Tables 6, page 51, 7, page 59,

8, page 65, and 9, page 69, ail suggest poiitive trends in the "abiltxy

of the testing report". to communicate test findings and 'recommendations



more effectively to users. Table 4 suggests that the. extent testing

. .

reports ere used increased durin,Pe. curse of the study and signif-

icantly more school personnel jndianted theyffreceived needed testing

information from reports rather than few consultants. in addition,

Table 5 indicates that testing reports were not only used more

frequently, but for more sophisticated purposes, i.e., to fdentify

recommendations and/or determine the nature and cause of learning

problems.
4

The referral form on which school personnel referred children for

testing was the same all three years of the study. The inservice

training provided by the vency 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) the

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

delay between the time the child was referred and tests, 'were admini s-

tered, and (c) that children had to be referred by -school personnel early

in the school year\. (This criticism concerned the date for detel"mining

the number .Of' chi ltiren el igible 4or special education. )

Notes were kept of informal comments, suggestions, and recommenda

tions throughout the course of the study and then tallied with the

comments that comprise Table 16. These data suggest the following

&

It;

t-

..11!

conclusions concerning the communication between psychologists and school .'

'personnel.

1. School personnel would prefer to have Navajo school psychologists who

they felt would be more familiar nd considerate of important

Cultural and language factors.
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2. The forms from which students were referred were too long, compli-

cated, and the process of referring students moved too slowly,

3. There was insufficient time allowed for school perionnel to consult

with the psychologists..

4. Testing reports should be more readily available to school

.personnel.

The most complimentary comments, both formal and informal, provided

by school personnel about the assessment process included the following:

1. The psychologists were competent and took time to obtain information

from the school personnel.

2. The testing reports were comprehensive and complete with findings and
i

recommendations that were appropriate.

3. The reports were well written and individualized, whereas a computer

prepared t.eport would have stock statements used throughout.

The staffings at the conclUsion of testing were very positive and one

of the best parts of the entire testing process.

5. The opportunity was appreciated to give opinions and provide recom-

mendations on.improving the individual psychological assessment

process.

5
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DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

It was the purpose of.this study to improve the usefulness and rele-

vance Ofrindtvidual ps)tho-iducational assessment in making placement and

program decisions for,Native American children. The study focused on three

BIAboarding schools of the Fort Defiance Agency on the Navajo Reservation.

Consequently, there. are many organizational, physical, and historical

variables unique to this- setting and agency, thus to generalize the findings

and recommendations to other BIA schools or public schools in general, has

some risks. Nonetheless, the findings of the study and the experience gained

through conducting the study appear to have application to other BIA.schools

and public schools in general. This section will identify some of the

factors, organizationally, programmatically, and /or culturally unique to the

setting in which the study was conducted, discuss the findings with regard to

these variables; and provide recommendations ft/which action can be taken..

Durtng the c6urj of the study, a. variety of changes occurred in the

agency, personnel, policy and dynamics. Some of the changes that occurred

are reflected in the data, but others were masked by statistical procedusres.

To interpre*the findings and determiple recommendations that will

improve the relevance and usefulnest of testing data, the thanges that

occurred during the- course of the'study along with factors that could not be

changed to accommodate the study must be ilaified and discussed:
re

1. dependent Variables

Only a limited. enount of restructuring of various dependent vari-
. : . .

ables was possible.' The, educational programi in the schoorrom which

data were collected needed-to remain intact, thus certain activities

of the study, i.e., schedulingfor-testing, inservice training, changes
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4.1%

12

4



in testing format, and the referral forms had to be arranged or main-

tained in a manner that would not violate the normal activities in the

schools of educating ch ldren. _

2. Personnel Changes

During the study, there were many changes in district personnel.

The staff turnover rate similar to other BIA boarding schools, was

approximately 40% of th faculty. This influenced the results of the

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

Staff turnover also resu ted in certain changes in educational philos-

ophies and practices thr ghout the district and in the individual target

schools.

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

Department of Education and BIA regulations .14d guidelines 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

interpretation regarOing certain provisions such as timeframes, parental

\consent, parent part cipation, and confidentiality by different schools

and individuals. Proyisions of P blic Law 94-142 were not violated, on
.

the contrary, the tendency was towards a very strictmand narrow inter-

pretation of such p6visions. In certain cases, this/interpretation

seemed to interfere th the intent of t "Education for All Handicapped

Children Act" by impeding the identifica ion, 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 th'e practices and interpretation of Public law 94-142 in the individ-

ual schools.
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4. Count Day

The BIA Education Office changed the "count day" (the date

eligibility for children in special education was determined for which

additional funds were providga through the 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

committees scheduled. To accommodate these changes, additional individ-

ual testing was scheduled i the spring and different times throughout

the year. Throughout the study, efforts were taken to keep these

variables consistent; however, the students in the Fort Defiance Agency

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

were considerably greater than is generally experienced in elementary

schools. The changes in the "count day" and students transferring from

one school to another resulted in an undetermined amount of

contamination.

5. 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 teacherl were hired, additional

self-contained units were established, and more psychologistsand speech

pathologists were employed. This expansion in services and personnel is

evidenced in the data collected to determine the impact of the study. As

additional options for placement services became available, 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
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understanding of psychological and special educational services,

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

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

services to children. Some of these changes could be interpreted as

normal growth in sophistication and improvement in the agency, others

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.

Objective 1 - Strengths and Weaknesses in the Psycho-Educational

Assessment Process or the Fort Defiance Agency

The data collected to address project Objective 1 indicated three

significant weaknesses in the psycho-educational assessment process:

appropriate utilization .of.tontract psychological testing services, the
,1

referral process, and accessibility of testing reports.

1. Utilization of Contract Psychological, Testing Services

The Fort Defiance .School Agency, like many other BIA Agencies,

has experienced difficulty in recruiting and maintaining profes-

sional personnel such as special 'education teachers, and support

staff including psychologists, speech therapists, physical thera-

pists, and occupational therapists. Contributing to this difficulty

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

as well as cultural and environmental factors which are different

3

and unfamiliar to most professionally trained people in these

speciality areas. To obtain the professional services normally I

provided by specialty trained personnel, BIA agencies are sometimes

forced to send children to off-reservation schools or institutions

101
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in metropolitan area Another option includes entering into

consortium agreements for speech therapists, occupational

therapists, physical therapists, and psychological 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 psychological service agencies.

Contract psychologists generally travel to the schools on the

reservation on a prearranged date, test-the children referred, and

return the completed psychological testing reports so they can be

used in making placement and program decisions by IEP committees.

This procedure is, at best, a stop gap measure, 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 psychologists, such

economic advantages must be compared with the need and availability

of other psychological services which can only be provided by

^tie

resident psychologists. Comments recorded on the Test Critique

Forms and provided in interviews with school star` pointed out that

each year different groups of psychologists have been awarded the

contracts to provide student assessment services. Each group uses

different instruments, report formats, scheduling, and assessment

procedures.

To maximize the use of contract psychological testing services,

two approaches are suggested:
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a. Selecting and Monitoring Contract Psychological Test Services

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. Selection based on cost encourages

bidders to provide the minimum of services. They may administer

the tests as rapidly as possible, utilizing an assembly line

approach which liMits the interaction between psychologiSts and

school personnel. In their efforts to reduce cost, they may

also use computer generated reports which may not reflect the

-individual strengths and weaknesses of the student, individ-

ualized recommendations, or the reality of resources available

on the reiervation. 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 thtpsychologist must

'be'familiar with local resources and provide individualized

' reports. To ensure that these provision's are provided, the

contractor should be monitored and their process evaluated.

The criterion of requiring a current state license to.

practiCe psychology is not an appropriate requirement because

most state licensed psychologists are not necessarily prepared

.to offer school psychological assessment services. Thell

appropriate requirement should be a valid school psychologist

certificate which ensures that the contract psychologist has

completed appropriate course work and training in school

03. 132



psychology. Furthermore, to improve psychological services to

Native American children, greater opportunities need to be

provided for psychologists in training to obtain such experience

under close supervision.

b. Utilizin. an Established Testin Resort Format

The data in this study indicate the value of utilizing an

established testing report 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 useful and relevant to the test

report user (Rucker, 1967; Shively & Smith, 1969).

2. 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 formi

and the procedures were, in the view of school personnel, too

complicated to facilitate referring children in a timely and

appropriate manner.

It is recommended that additional research and development Ipe

undertaken on the referral forms to reduce and eliminate unnecessary,

or duplicated information. It is suggested that the referral

information be placed in packets with clear instructions to assist

in identification, screening, and referring children for

psychologicalIstesting (Christenson et al.,')982).

3. Accessibili of-Testing Reports and Confidentiality'

Conce n for confidentiality of testing reports appeared to be

taken to an extreme in some of the schools. As a. result, school
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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-educatio 1 testing data does not need to be

extremely confidential Indeed, to be usable, primary emphasis

shbuld be on recommendations for intervention rather than on

sensitive descriptive and causative' factors.
ti

The testing report format used in this study 'was designed to

focus on recommendations and the reports were written, edited, and

supervised with a full understanding that they would be presented to

and discussed openly with parents.

It is recommended that testin§ reports be made more available

to school personnel, that they be shared with parents, and that

school psychologists prepare repotA that are designed for such

general use.

Ob ec ive 2 - Provision For Inservice Trainini of School Personnel and
syc o p9 s s

The evaluation data of the workshops and seminars provided as part

of the study focused on the opinions of participants. No systematic

attemp s were made to measure knowledge or skills acquisition of

participants. Changes that occurred du'ring this study occurred

for a variety of reasons. One may have been the inservice training.

Data evaluating the workshops, along with the informal comments and

<,

discussions with participants, emphasized that school personnel feel

that they are "overly inservice trained". School personnel expressed

concern that supervisors and administrators participated very little and

that many other school personnel who needed the inservice training found
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excuses to not attend the workshops. School personnel, particularly

teachers, resented inservice training being imposed from the administra-

alb without their participation in the topics se ed, schedule, and

methbd of presentation. Evaluation data indicate that participants

valued the simulated exer demonstrations, and small group

participatory discussions much more than video-tapes and lectures.

A variety of logistical problems were experienced in coordinating

the school personnel workshops; these interfered with the smooth,

well- organized task directed workshops that had been planned. In order

to control cost, participant comforts such as air conditioned

facilities, comfortable chairs, and coffee were eliminated. As one

participant indicated, the school personnel' workshops were conducted "on

the cheep".

When awarding contracts for future idservice training on the

reservation, it is suggested that cost containment not be the

controlling fictor. Provisions should be made for the workshops to
O

expand the opportunity for participants to interact informally with

presenters, and that comfort, freedom from distractibility and small

group or individual activities be expanded:

- Determining the Impact of Intervention and Traininj
ProvIdedtv:the:Studr

Dataoto:determine the impact of intervention'and training provided

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

conclusion of the project. These data indicate*that enumber ofthanges
I I

did occur reflecting the impact of .the study. Some, -of these cnanges

Were determined .be, significaland:others,'.although.
.

not tignificint, clearly indicate cpositi'ye trend. The .data suggest

Vs.
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that the testing reports were rated more useful and relevant when,an

abstract of the report was added at the beginning along with summary

sections. The ratings also improved when the psychologists expanded on

the recommendations and made them more -specific{,

One major limitation contracting psychologists must overcome'is

their unfamiliarity with existing services. They seldom have sufficient

contact with the district to become acquainted with the available

resources, the strengths and weaknesses of different programs and

personnel, the instructional materials ut.ilized, and the philosophy of

instruction that exists. Each day following testing, a staffing of the

children tested was held to discuss test findings and recommendations.

During the staffings, the psychologists made notes on.the comments of

school personnel about services and materials that were available. This

information was shared with other psychologists in debriefing sessions

and then summarized and discussed in the seminars. This increased

awareness of the available resources 4nd hOLy. were valued reflected

in the recommendations section of future testing reports. The more

favorable evaluations of the usefulness and relevance of the 1982

recommendations section of the reports suggest that this. had a positive

impact.

The impact of the inservice training provided to school personnel

was positive in some aspects, but not in othei-s. Even though

A

information and skills in preparing better referrals were stressed in

both workshops, the referrals at the end of the study were judged as

less adequate than they were at the beginning. However, there was a

trend that suggested school personnel were using testing reports more

frequently and for more sophisticated purposes. Furthermore, at the end
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of the study, 15% of the IEPs were judged to contain recommendations

transferred almost directly from the testing report. The use of testing

report's to assist in placement and programming decision was a major

emphasis of the two workshops.

The opportunity to dialogue with the psychologists and the data

collectors was highly valued by school personnel for they often

r.
expressed their apprgciation for the chance to express their opinions'

sand provide recommendations concerning psychological assessment. During

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

the opportunity to "walk through"- the various sections of the reports.

This appeared to be a mean ,A learning experipce. Informal comments

suggested that reviewers liked evaluating specific verbatim items from

the reports. During these critiquing sessions, it was noted that the

reviewers increased their sophistication as the study proceeded for

the individual comments on the Test Report Critique Form indicated a

tendency for reviewers to be mare critically demanding of the testing

reports.

It was observed when analyzing the test report critique data,

reviewers tended to develop a negative impression of the reports when

specific items of information were not included. When psychologists did

not state the rationale for a test selected, what the test was meant to

provide, did not comment on background infOrmlilton or developmental

history, or explain efforts to consider cultural and language

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

not adequately addressed. Such explanations were needed to insure the

test report user thattheanychologist was' cognizant of such fectors and

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 .reviewers were asking for increased specificity in the

rrecommendations section, more background information and explanation,

yet on the other halt(' they were. critical of the increased length that

occurred as a result of the increased specificity. The changes in the

test report format made during the study did indeed lengthen the testing

reports. Efforts were made to counterbalance this by eliminating the

wordiness of reports, duplicative information and material, and

utilizing more summary sections (see Resource Manual, pages 373 through

379),

The length of the testing reports was, to a large extent,

determined by the individual writing styles of the psychologists. The

seminars addressed report writing and editing skills in an effort to

reduce the lengt .

The study indicates that the results section and the

recommendations section have the greatest application 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 sections and reordering them

should also be considered.' Concomitantly, additional investigation is

needed to determine which sections could be eliminated to make the

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

successqvid suggested materials could be reduced and incorporated into

other sections.

138
109



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 Defiance Agency

but have application as well tb other BIA boarding schools as well as public

education in general.

1. It is recommended that the process and forms by which students are
referred for psychological testing 7e examined and reevaluated to ensure
that they contain provisions whereby the referral question can be clearly
identified enabling the psycheggists to respond to the information needs
of the referer.

The data in this study suggest that the information teachers receive

from psychological testing reports is consistent in specificity to the

information they request. A vaguely or poorly,stated reason for

referring 0 student for testing results in a testing report that contains

equally vague and unspecific recommendations. This relationship seems

analogous to referring an automobile to a mechanic and asking for a

complete "mechanical". With such a referral, not only is the mechanic

likely to overlook the very problem necessitating the repair, but may

also spend an inordinate amount of time determining what the user wants.

Likewiiel a psychological test referral that requests "a complete

psychological" or "needs testing" does not identify a starting point

permitting the psychologists to formulate assum ns about cause or

possible recommendations that can be validated with convergent testing

data. When confronted with vague referral questions, the psychologists

generally turn to using a sta battery of individual tests that

probes in many areas without suffi ent depth to obtain the information
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of most value to the teacher. When the referral information is specific,

descriptive, and contains a clear statement of what the teacher wants to

know and/or suggests what might be wrong,.. the psychologist is better able

to provide meaningful data which is either new information or confirms or

refutes the teacher's suspicions (Mussman, 1964).

Referral forms and procedures are often established with little

attempt to systematically' evaluate 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 deal of time and effort. This

complicates and lengthens the form without improving its usefulness. As

a result, teachers either do not refer children that should be referred

or they find ways to avoid completing the entire referral form,: Often

the referral question, the presenting problem, or the specific

information the teacher wants to know, is obscured by background and

peripheral information.

This study suggests that inservice training alone is not tufficient

to improve the referral process. Teaching school personnel to identify

good and clear referral questions, exercises in completing and writing

referral questions; completing referral forms, and walking through

instructions on forms may provide negligible if not negative results.

Additional research is needed to analyze referral methods and .

processes. Such research must address the;design and evaluation of

referral instruments and identify the procedures that will maximize the

effectiveness while also minimizing the amount of time and effort needed

to process the referrals.
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2. To control cultural and language bias in psychological assessment, it is
recommended that the rocedures of converging data, obtaining second
opinions,,and synthesizing reports be emphasized.

Few issues in education have engendered more debate than bias in

testing. .There are numerous' books and articles which discuss thee 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. The primary purpose of standardized tests is to reduce or eliminate,

to the extent possible, subjectivity, or "bias", in decision making.

The issue that caused education to use standardized tests is the

same issue for which standardized tests are currently under attack,

(Reschly, 1983; Kaufman, 1983; Hynd, 1983).

b. Efforts to produce culture-free or culture-fair instruments have not

been particularly satisfactory. For the most part, these instruments

have faired little better than other standardized tests (Duffey et

al., 1981).

c. Techniques, such as criterion-referenced tests or behavior checklists

have' advantages, but they also have problems of sample selection and

representation. Furthermore, when scrutinized for reliability and

validity, they fare little better than currently used standardized

testsqDuffey et al., 1981; Bailey & Harbin, 1980).

Although unbiased instruments can and have beerfdeveloped, they lack

predictive validity; thus, they are not useful in predicting change

and recommendirig intervention (Bailey & Harbin, 1980).
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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 suggest a measurement dilemma similar to the dilemma

found by medicine in contrblling the spread of infection. Even though

some-very powerful and effective disinfectants have been developed, their

usefulness is limited for they often dettroy the very thing that they are

designed to protect. The fact that disinfectants do not control the

spread of infection to everyone's satisfaction does not constitute

grounds for banning their use: FutherMore, while research continues for

disinfectants that are more effective and selective, at the same time,

procedural steps and safeguards have been initiated in most hospitals to

monitor and control the spread of infection.,

Procedural safeguards in the student evaluation provisions of Public

Law 94-142 provide some broad procedures designed to minimize both

subjective opinion and bias.in student assessment.

It was not the purpose of thils 4tudy to evaluate the bias in the

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

personnel suggest that the procedural steps inkaed and followed to

control bias and' ensure cultural fairness 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 in the dispositional assessment-model, such as

the one employed for this study, be adapted and uti.lized. These

procedures include obtaining a second professional opinion on the

diagnostic'statements', test report findifigs, and recommendations;
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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" testing report format be/designed

based on the information needs of lest result users and provisions of

Public Law 94-142'.

The single most important variable, which test report reviewers felt

enhanced the 'use and relevance of the testing reports more than any

other, was the development and use of the Psychological TestingoReport

Format (see Appendix C). The properties of the report format that

reviewers evaluated as most helpful included: the flexibility it

provided which encouraged the individualization of findings and

recommendations, a format which ensured that the psychologists did

address the specific information needs of the test report users and the

provisions of Public Law 94 -142.

This study, however, as recommended by reviewers, suggests that the

testing reports could be shorter. School personnel did not use all of

the information in the reports. Techniques to highlight specific infor-

mation, such as the diagnostic statement and recommendations, should be

investigated. However, it is recommended that the report should continue

to report orientation and background information, including a description

of the testing instruments and why they were selected, along with efforts

to consider cultural factors.

Future contractors that will provide psychological testing services

on the reservation should use the established Psychological Testing

Report Format or an adaptation thereof.
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4. 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:
(a) Anglo school psychologists in training need to be given greater
opportunities to work with Native. American children under appropriate
supervision, and cb) Navajo interpreters must be carefully trained if
'they are to assist during psychoTogical assessment.

The data supporting recommendation No. 4 was derived from observa-

tions and interviews conducted as part or the project. However, changes

in the evaluation of testing reports suggests that the intervention

initieted 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

psychological and assessment'services to their own people. However,,

off-reservation training programs at university campuses have only been

marginally successful. In such training programs, a large percentage of

the Navjoi at the completion 0; 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 training

could include course work, practicum experience, and internships. It is
I

essential, however, that reservation training maintain high standards of

performance and close supervision.

It is recognized that training and employing Navo psychologists is

a long ranged- solution. As an interim, the" following are recommended:

a, The relevance and usefulness of testing services provided by off-

reservation psychologists 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

appropriately consider cultural factors in their assessment efforts
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is to have the opportunity to work on the reservation under

supervision. Current contracting practices requiring a license or

school psychologist certificate curtails such arrangements. It is

recommended that agencies on the reservation promote contracts with

training programs that encourage the use or psychologists in training

to provide services on the reservation for practicum and internship

experience.

b. Psychological assessment of bilin,gual and/or pon-English fluent

children presents problems that are difficult,-to resolve. As a

preliminary step, when necessary and to the extent possible,

non-language dependent tests should beused. 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-language dependent tests. However, utilizing

non-language dependent tests introduces problems of predictive

validityrilliability, diagnostic properties, and the usability of

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

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

as a measure of social and emotional adjustment. To obtain measures

in these areas, Navajo aides were available to interpret for the

ekaminer. For the 1980 testing, Navajo teacher aides were used

following an orientation and introductory discussion that instructed

them on how to appropriately interpret without adding or subtracting

Information. For the 1981 testing, 13 Navajo students who were

enrolled in a school psychology training program at Utah State

University and spoke their native language fluently were utilized.

These Navajo school psychology candidates were first used as
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interpreters, then to interview for background data, and finall), to

administer selected tests. During 1981 and 1982, interpreting

directions and questions, and interviewing childrep during testing

was systematically improved. This improvement was recognized by

school personnel, administrators, ECC psychologists, and data

collectors. From this experience and information-, there was strong

consensus that interprefers cannot just be picked up because they

have bilingual skills. If they are'to contribute, they must be

appropriately trained. Teacher aides and -dorm personnel brought in

On an incidental basis to interpret, in all probability, violate

standardized testing assumptions, thus destroying validity and

reliability.

Two other important factors relating to the use of interpreters and

NAvajo testers were suggested that deserve consideration:

First, it was observed that rapport with children was clearly

affected by using interpreters 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 psymiologists use such as "patter", "animation", and verbal

reieorcers became stilted and ineffective in the presence of a Navajo

interpreter. Thus, the desired testing atmosphere of challedges,

expectations, acceptance, and "gaming" was difficult to establish and

maintain.

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

was easier for Anglo psychologists to establish and maintain a positive

task orientated rapport with the child than it was for the Navajo

testers. When interviewing 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 piychologists. When the Navajo school psychology candidates did

establish optimal rapport, it was most often when they were using English

rather than Navajo. Therefore, the assumption that fluency in the

language facilitates rapport and ontask behavior, motivation, etc. was

not verified in this study.

Three faCtors were identified which may account for these

phenomena.

- a. The level of training and experience in psychological assessment was-

significantly higher for the Anglo psychOlogists than for the Navajo

school psychology candidates. Furthermore, it was observed that, as

the Navajo school psychology candidates gained experience, their

skill in establishing and maintaining rapport and motivation with

students improved.

b. School personnel pointed out that Navajo students expect classroom

instruction, directions, and discuftions to be conducted in English.

As a result, they may respond to English instruction in a more task

orientated manner than when instructions were presented in Navajo.

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

interact traditi_onally_with each other in terms of dominance,

expectation, and self disclosure may-also account for the behavior

described above:

These observations and hypotheses need further investigation for

which additional research is suggested.

t
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5. It is recommended that future psycho-educational testing contracts
include the following: (a) an established testing report format,
(b) staffings and-increased systematic interaction between testers and
school personnel, (c) orientation and training forgeliTychologiiii;
and (d) evaluation of fhe psychologist's performance aryl procedures

utilized by the assessment report users.

Recognizing thatJtmploying additional resident psychologists,

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

necessary to continue contracting off the reservation for psychological

testing services. To enhance off-reservation assessment contractual

services, the following are recommended:

a. 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 adequate, but

additional evaluation data are needed an 'methods of improving this

outline format._ It is recommended thaf.a semi-standardized outline

format be required in future contracts and efforts be undertaktn'to

IL systematically improve its usefulness and instructional relevance in

placement and program development decisions.

b. Staffings of children tested and systematic 'interaction between
school personnel and diagnosticians. Throughout the study, it was

apparent that school ersonnel wanted increased opportunities to

.discuss'behavioral and instructional problems, recommendations, and

placement decisions with the diagjnostic personnel. Future contracts

should specify increased time for such interaction\jnd dialogue

between testing personnel and school personnel in both the collecting

of assessment data and in discussing placement and program

decisions.

, c. Orientation training for contract psychologists, This study suggests

that the relevance of psychological testing reports and the usefi-

ness ofothe placement 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 psychologists under

contract with the services that are availAle in the agency, the

instructional materials that are currently.in use, policies and

procedures follower, and the instructional philosophy of the agency.

A short orientation period, perhaps a half-day, is recommended as a

provision of future contracts.

d. To improve the relevance and usefulness of the individual assessment,.
.'tach dimension of the testing process should be systematically
evaluated. Administrators or committees often make decisions

concerning the content and procedures of making referral test

report format and the assessment procedures. The rec endatons

and decisions of such committees, tiowe'ver, need syst atic'-vvaluation

)t they are to be improved. It is recommended that forms and
4

I( procedures be subjected to periodiC review and evaluation and
c

.

appropriate Fhangel-be initiated .b.ised on evaluation data.

In addition., a systematicevaluation plan.-should be.established to

evaluate future psychological assessment contracts. This plan should

ncl ude n evaluation of the 'qual ity of the reports, their' useful ness

_

acc y. It should evaluate the procedures followed' and the competence
,.

and helpfulness' of the ,psychologists, cOnir acted .

It ts recommended that the ;instructional prograM in the Fort Defiance ,

A enc e reexamined to .determine if,sufficlent em:hasi s is bean 'laced
on nstruct .on and r i p r a t t ce to ensure-mastery o a c s i s
in reading and math for all Children.

0 -
r

Virtually every child referred for individual -testing, regardless of

age-,i. demonstrated. deficits in: (a) basic reading skills of word and

, "7,7Z
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letter recognition,
ow
phonics and word attack skills, and (b) basic math

skills in addition and subtraction, combinations, counting and grouping

as well as carrying and borrowing. Instructional deficits of t* 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 the

basic s 1 . They may not be appropriately sequenced or provide for

sufficient drill and practice to enable the less capable students to

master the skills before going to other things.

b. Lack of mastery also occurs when there is insufficient monitoring of

student progress. This permits students to "slide" by until they

experience severe academic difficulties.

qt is recommended that the currfculum be reexamined, along with

instructional materials,' methods, and monitoring-provisions to determine

1* if appropriate priority is being assigned to the mastery of basic skills

by students.

i
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Y./ ASSESSMENT-RESEARCH STUDY
Fort Defiance Agency

Procedural Phases, Tasks, and Steps
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

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

Step 2Identification 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-
hendations contained from the students' IEPs.

Step 6Determination 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.

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, format, presentation, length, etc.

Step 8- ,.- Analysis of the above data.

Step 9-- Submission of the progress report, Phase One, Task A (Jtne, 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 Ore not part of the Assessment Research Project
budget. The workshop's content among other things, however, will address
an orientation for tho'Fort Defiance staff and school psychologists of

the project to ensure consistency and understanding of the procedures
and so forth when the project begins in September, 1981.)

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

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

Step 4--Conduct a training workshop forothe psychologists.

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

Canmencement of the Assessment Research Grant Proposal As
Approved by U.S. Department of Education, Office

of Special Education Rehabilitgtion Services

September 3, 1981

Task C--Start Up Activities for the As essment Research Study

Step 1--Appropriate revisions/bf time-frames and tasks.

Step 2--inployment of staff.

Step 3Revision of the Psycho-Educational Assessment Format.

Step 4--Monitoring test administration.

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

Task D--Assessment of the Utilization and Educational Relevance of Psycho-
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.

Step 2--Identification of the level and/or extent of the 1981-82 psycho-

. educational testing. reports were used by the sort Defiance Agency
staff.

Step 3Identification of the tres of information on the 1981-82 psycho-
eduCational reports which the Fort Defiance staff felt was most
useful.

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

J

Step 5--Determination of the relationship between the recommendations and
findings on the 1981-82 psycho-educational reports and the recom-
mendations contained on the student's IEP.

131 160 (



Step 6Determination of how valid the teachers and staff feel that the
recommendations and findings of the 1981-82 testing reports 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 terms of.format, waTding, presenta-
tion, length, clarity, etc.

Step 8Analysis of the above data.

Step 9--Preparation of Progress Report, 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--InseAlice Training for Fort Defiance Staff

Step 1--Develop 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 specialists
at the ECC and content specialists from Fort Defiance.

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

Step 5--Analysis of workshop evaluation and preparation of evaluation
report. /

Task B--In-Service Workshop for Psychologists Assigned t&Provide Individual
. Testing, 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--Eval4tion workshop

-Task C--Administration of Psycho-Educational Testing, Fall, 1982 Participating
Schools Following Revised Procedures and Revised Formats s

III. pease Three--Evaluation of Project Impact

Task A--Determine Project Impact

Step 1--Identification of the :Primary sers of. the 19S2 individ=1 psycho

educational testing,r0norts i th Fort Defiance Agency.
t
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Step 2--Identification of the level and/or the extent the 1982 psycho-
educational testing reports are used in the Fort Defiance schools.

Ste, -Identification of the types of information on the 1982 rePorts
which the teaching staff felt to be most useful.

Step 4.-Identification of thlPinformation on the 1982 testing reports
which was seen by teachers and other school staff as being least
useful. r

Step 5--Determination of the relationship between the recommendations and.
findings in the 1982 psycho-educational reports and the recommenda-
tions contained from the students' IEPs.

Step 6--Determipation of how valid the teaching staff at the Fort Defiance
Agency 'feels that the recommendations and findings on the 1982
testing reports'ire. This will be undertaken by comparison and
calculations of the perceptions of the teaching staff in review-
ing testing reports.

s'

Step 7--Collectibn of information ori the 1982 psychological reports from
.

the teachers at the Fort Defiance Agency as to how the report can
be improved in wording, format, presentation, length, etc.

Step 8--:Analysis of the above data.

Step 9--Submission of the progress report, Phase One, Task A pane, 1982).

Task B--Analysis of Data Collected

Task C--Preparation for Submission of Final Report

IV. Dissemination of Findings

1
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111:1Cit.iiil AVAILABLE

PsychoeducatIonal.TestIng Report Critique Form

INSTRUCTIONS, Please review the attached
psyrhooducational testing report for

a student with whom you worked lest year and compute thls,crltique
form by placing 0 check (voi on the line next to the
statement that Is closest to your-opinion.

Studenti
School:

How clearly did this report state
this student's testing results?

11.1.111

Very clear, I understood everything.

Moderately clear, there were very few
things I couldn't understand.

Moderately unclear, there were several
points I couldn't understand.

Not at all clear, there were many
points I couldn't understand.

Please note some examples of things
which were unclear to you for
the Interview:

Was this report useful In
determining this student's
placement?

Very Useful

Somewhat useful

Not
a
useful

11

How often did you find technical
words or phrases which were not
adequately explained?

The frequent use of Jargon made the
report extremely difflcudt to
understand.

There was substantial Jargon used
which made the'report herd to
understand.

lose Jargon was used, but the report
was usually understandable.

Little Jargon was used.

Please note the phteses or Jargon you
found confusing for the interview (If
you prefer, go through the report and
circle them In red):

How does this report compare with
other reports you have seen in
the past year?

About the same.

Worse than the others.

Slitter than the others

Comments:

Do these recommendations address
the questions raised by the
referring teacher?

Referral question well addressed.

poferral question partly addressed.

Referral question not addressed.

Please note some specific questions
which were not addressed.

Do you feel that the examiner gave
appropriate consideration to ,sot's!
and cultural factors In this student's
case?

Completely appropriate consideration

Partly appropriate consideration given.

Partly inappropriate consideration
given.

Completely Inappropriati consider-
- ation given.
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Listed below are several of the
sections from this Student's
report along with their stated
objectives.

In column A evaluate how well
the section of the report met
its objectives.

In column B evaluate how useful
the section was In planning this
student's educational program.

Place a chocks:irk (d on the line
corresponding to the statement
that Is closest to your opinion.

REFERRAL INFORMATION

PEST COPY AVAILABLE A

How well did this section
of the report meet these
stated objectives?

I Iistt
ill III gi

B

How useful was this section
In preparing this student's
educational program?

Objectives: I. Provide background about student
(tribe, year at intermountain, etc.)

2. List referring teecher(s) and
their concerns.

3. List records reviewed and informr
etion obtained.

4. List findings and recommendations
of screening committee.

....---

f

.

-___

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Objectives: 1. List personal inforosti about
the student, family, tri health,

.

school, special interests etc.
2. List the problems as the student

sees them. .
3. State the student's ability to use

English to communicate.

4

BEHAVIORAL OBSERVATIONS

Objectives: 1. Describe how student cooperated
during testing (rapport, motivation,
Interest, language, enjoyment, etc.)

2. Note any specific strengths or
difficulties.

.

/

'

4

-_-- .

PSYCHO-EDUCATIONAL FINDINGS

Objectives: 1.' Describe test,' what It measures end
why It Is used.

2. Report results'as ranges, percentiles.
end grade placements.

.,./

3. Report personality and social factors
as emotional Indicators.

........ . .-...-.

.

SUMMARY ,

.

Objectives: 1. List student's strengths.
2. Summarize testing findings. ...110

.

.+....---- =11 -
RECOMMENDATIONS

Objectives: 1. Recommend placement category.
2. List other placement condiderations.
3. List long and short-term goals.
4. Suggest instructional meterimis

.
and strategies. ---.

.

---.

4

.

_

3. Suggest support services.
6. Suggest a means of evaluating the

student's educational program.

---- ---..
.

)1AGNOSTIC STATEMENT

Objectives: 1. Recommend most appropriate
placement category for student
and refer to specific guidelines

.

or regulations.

.

I

.

.

.

----

.

r-. -_ .

---,

.

...

2. Qualify statement to Include other
Information to be provided by the
't placement committee.

.

:,,

._,
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used on the testing data the psychologist

has made several CONCLUSIONS. Below are
some statements about the student taken
directly from the psychologist's report.

Please rate each statement ie the categories
to the right by placing a checkmark
In the box which represents your opinion.

Alfred was given both the Peabody Picture Vocabulary
Test and the Primary language Questionnaire to assess
his facility with the English language. On the PPVT,

he achieved a percentile score of 4. This was an

age.equivalency score of 7 years, 7 months. On the
Maury Language Questionnaire, which is a series of
questions asking. his preferences for speaking Nafajo
or English. he indicated that he prefers speaking

English but does speak both languages.

In order to understand Alfred's ability to discrimin-

ate sounds in the English language, he was given the

Ilepman Auditory Distriminakian Test. His score on

this test indicated he had difficulty discriminating

sounds in the English language.

Alfred was given the Na4en Progressive Matrices to

assess reasoning ability. his score placed hi.

between the 251h and 50th percentile when compared to

other children his age'taking this test, Lt., within

an average range of reasoning ability.

The developmental Test of Visual-Motor integration, a

paper and pencil copying task. was utilized 4o

SWISS visual perception and motor behavior. Alfred

obtained an ago equivalency score,of 11 years 9

months.

The (tot subtest was raiding Which consitted of
letter-word identification, word attack" and passage

comprehension. He received e.grade equivalent of'1.6-

in overall reeding skills. On the letter-word ident-

ification test, he could identify letters and read

three-letter words.40nder word attack, he could
sound consonants singly. but was not certain of vowel

sounds or combinations of consonants and vowels.

The mathematics score consisted of two areas, calcula-

tion and applied mathematics. lie received a math=',.

emetics grade equivalent of ILA.

His written language skills, which were assessed

through a dictation section and a proofing section.

pinred him it a grade equivalent of 1.6.
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the psychologist means by
this statement?
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One of the purpose& of teitiee Is to provide
RECONMLMOAT1ONS or suggestions which bey be
helpful in planning the student's educational

program. listed below are some of the specific
RECOMMENDAIIONS taken directly from the report.
Please rate each of thew.

valuation findings and test results indicate that
A fred is eligible for special education services

un r the category of learning disabilities,

Al red may benefit from one-to-one instruction to

ra Mate reading and written laneuage deficits.
This may also be accomplished by having him work
with a programmed learning system.-

It Is recommended that short-term goals for Alfred
include the following:

a.. Increased attendance at school through beha-

vioral proeramming.

b. Increased division skilli (see STEP Program -
Short Division, II).

c. Increased reading skills (see STEP Program -
General Reading Skills. Ole. Comprehension
of Written Material, if).

d. Increased self-confidence (see STEP Program
Self-Confidince, le).

It is recommended that long-term goals for Alfred
Include the following:

a. Mastery of basic math (addition, subtraction,
multiplication, division) skills.

b. Mastery of spelling and sight -word vocabulary,
i.e., consistent recognition of (Gee- to five-
letter words.

Because there was no record of a vision or hearing

test In Alfredq file,-his poor sound discrimination,
and his close proximity to test materials, it is
appropriate that he receive both evaluations to de-
Lemke if poor vision or hearing may be interfering
with his learning ability. L.
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Is the recommendation at an
appropriate level of speci-
ficity?
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with this student, does this
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Now useful was this recom-
mendation In developing
this student's individ-
ualised education program?
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Student:
School:
Examiner.
Date Tested:

Fort Defiance Assessment Research
.IEP Summary Sheet

Classroom Teacher:
Resource Teacher.
Other IEP Committee:

,

Referral Question? Yes No Source:
Nature of Referral: --rademic Behavior Physical Other:
'Quality of the Referral: Poor Fair Good
How well did the IEP address thee Faerral question? 76-(37- Fair Good

..,.....

RECOMMENDATIONS AND OBJECTIVES

Placement: LD MR ED PH Other
__.....,

Comments:

Short Term Goals:

Reading (Mechanics/Comp.):

ti

Math (Computation/Func./Concepts):

Language (Expressive/Receptive):

Auditory Training:

Social Skills(Behavioral/Interpersonal):

Learning Skills (Attention, Attendance, Etc.

Motor DeveloOMent:

Other:

Long Term Goals:

Materials and Strategies:

Supportive Services (Speech, Medical, Etc.):

Evaluation Criteria:

OVERALL RATING: 1 - Pbor 2 - Fair
Completeness of the Report:
Appropriateness of the Report:
Degree of Specificity:
Overall Impression:

3 - Good

139
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Appendix D

Individual Tests Used by
Psychologists and Frequencies
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TESTS ADMINISTERED AND FREQUENCIE

A. Ability Tests:

1. The Coloured Progressive Matrices (Raven's Color)

2. The Standard Progressive Matrices (Reven's Standard)

3. Hiskey-Nebraska Test of 'Learning Aptitude
(Hiskey-Nebraska)

4. Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (Revised)
(WISC-R)

5. Leiter International Performance Test (Leiter)

The Columbia Mental Maturity Scale (CMMS)

B. Achievement Tests:.

1. Woodcock-Johnsdn Psycho-Educational Battery Part
II Achievement Tests (Woodcock-Johnson)

2. Woodcock Reading Mastery (Woodcock Reading) -

3. Key Math ,

4. Wide Rang Achievement Test (WRAT).

5. Peabody Individual Achievement\Test (FIAT)

6. Brigance Inventory of Early Development (Brigance-K)
Brigance Inventory of Basic Skills (Brigance-E)

7. Diagnostic Arithmetic 1
-.1;11

1980 1981

36 47

11 41

119 20

. 12. 27

331 29

5 18

126 86

11 4

2 3

33 8

0 14

3 0

C. Language Tests

ri

.1982

108

58

16

9

68

15

121

0 .

g,
1. Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test (PPVT) 107 58 143

2. Quick Test (QT) 38 49 .45

3. Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test (Wepman) 152' 102 184

D. Psycho-Motor Tests:

1. Draw-A-Person (DAP)
.4

2. Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration (VMI)

3. Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test (BVMG)

144 116 192

143 118
1

'1 0

192

0
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E. Social and Adaptive Behavior Tests:

1. TeacTier Rating Scale
t

170 128 201

2. AAMD Adaptive, Behavior. Scale 32 17 18

3. Berks Behavfor Rating Scale (Berks) 6 12 28

4. Walker Behavioral Scale 4 10 26

TOTALNUMBER TESTED 170 128 201

a

la
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Appendix E

'Psycho-Educational Test
Report Format
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CONFIDENTIAL
Interview and Draft Report Form

'Revised, 1981

Student:

Date of Evaluation:

Birth Date:

Age:

Grade:

year month day

/ I.

year A; month day

111111LOMMM=1.11...
year month day

School:

Examiner:

Tests Administered: (list all tests)

ABSTRACT

Reason for the Referral

Procedures Used to Examine the Chilla_ed to Minimize Bias

Findings

Recommendations

REFERRAL INFORMATION

.Tribe Primary Language

Secondary Language

ParehtfinHome: Mother , Father

Foster Placement Adoption

Brothers Sisters Family Position

144 111



Pronounced Health Problems

Vision

Medications

Hearing

Hospitalizations

Retention Transition

Special Help Received: Special Education

Remedial Redding Tutorial

N, 1

Previous Evaluations (Date) (Examiner)

Tests Administered

Previous Recommendations

Problems the Student Perceives (e.g., academic, social, etc.)

Interests (e.g., clubs, sports, etc.)

PS

BEHAVIORAL OBSERVATIONS

Communicatioeskills, receptivity, accessibility, rapport,

motivation, persistence distractibility, language skills,
enjoyment of the tasks, shifting from one task to another,
any .outstanding physical features, and specific difficulties

and/or strengths.

145
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PSYCHOEDUCATIONAL FINDINGS

ti

O

t.

Start each test with a new paragraph. Include a short state-
ment as to what the test measures and"why it was ed.

Language Dominance

Receptive Language (QT /PPVT. - Report mental age)

Intellectual Assessment
.84

4

p

1'1"

Report as categories, bands, percentiles, range, etc." Do not
report dIQ'scores.,

0

Psy ho -Motor Skills

(Perceptual-- Moor)
hmitilissclee3/

1

17

146

1. 7

4
r

111



Reading Task Analysis

Report grade levels. Describe both comprehension and word attack/

analysis skills. Strengths and weaknesses.

Math Task Analysis

O

4

Spelling Task Analysis

147
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Socio-Emotional Findings

SUMMARY

IJo

'1

148
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RECOMMENDATIONS

1. Diagnostic Statement

This statement should be in the words used in the BIA
regulations (see example). If student does not meet BIA
guidelines for classification, so state.

t

2. Other Placement Considerations

I

E.g., small group, one-to-one, reduce reading level .of
material in regular classroom, any particular education*1
placement considerations, behavior modifications, voca-
tional programming.

For students pot'qualified for speOal education, address
the student's educational related problems, if any, in,
terms of what needs to be done in the regular classroom
or any'other resources needed).

of

a

; 4.
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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 personality 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).

ti

a

Long-Term Goals

Long-teri goals are a projection of the achievement-and
levels of functioning anticipated for a student over a

period of two to four years; longer in some instances.
These will be of a more global nature than short-term
goals, but should be based upon extensions of the short-

term pals;

These may include: academic achievement, social chap
functional education, health, vecattonal, etc.

4

:
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5. Instructional Materials and Strategies

Any suggested
materials, AV

a.

materials or techniques such as small-group
materials, oral/written suggestions, etc.

6. Supportive Services

Counseling; formal or informal, teacher counseling. Address

any concerns or referrals for vision, hearing, health, etc.
40

7. Evaluation Criteria for Success

Mastery of academic skills, impulse control, improvement

. of 'self-concept, more group' pArticipation, acceptanCe of

responsibility, independence, confidence, etc., decreased'
absenteeism, control over emotions.

151/ 182,
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