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The purpose of our chapter is to present some preliainary findings from
our rasearch on dynamic assessment. The ressarch project has been in
existence for a year and half, and while the data do not address sany points,
they nevertheless provide an excellent context within which to discuss issues
related to learning assesssent.

Our rssearch project, and hence our discussion, is organized around three
topics: the utility of dynsmic assesssent for predicting learning ability,
its utility for generating educationally relevant prescriptioas, and factors
associated with the implesantation of dynamic procedures.

Our thinking on dynamic assessment has been influenced in fundamental
ways by the ideas of Feverstein and his colleagues {Feuverstein, Rand, &
Hoffman, 1979), Brown, Campiocne and their colleagues (Brown & French, 1979;
Campione, Brown, & Ferrara, 1982), and Vygotsky (1962, 1978). It is beyond
the scope of this paper to present the theoretical ideas of these suthors in
any detail. Instead, we refer the reader to relevant papers in this volume
(see Feuerstein, Brown and Campione and Minick chapters). lat us say at the
cutset howsver that we are fully responsible for any departures from and/or
misconstruals of this theory base.

1.0 Overview of Ressarch lssues

When we first began thinking about how to give shape to a ressarch
project on dynamic assessment, it seemed important that our ressarch address
questions in the three broad areas of identification, prescription and
implementation. The identification area seemed important for ssveral reasons:
The first related to our initial focus on preschool childran. It is
well-docusented that until children ars about 5 years of age, static
assessments of learning ability are rslatively unreliable (Brown & Ferrara,

1980; Lidz. 1983; Reynolds & Clark, 1983 Simner, 1983). Thus, it seemad to

:
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us that dynamic Assessment measures would meet an ipportant need if, as
suggested by our initial data and the data of others (Brown & Ferrara, 1980;
Budoff, 1967), they proved to be a valid means of identifying young children
with learning difficulties.

A second reason for focusing on the ddentification issue vas to establish
the relation Detween estimates of learning ability darived from static
assesmments and those derived from the dynamic assessments wa had developed,
and perhaps more importantly, to determine the validity of these dynamic
estimates. Consider, for example, a situation in which a static measure of
learning ability fails to predict children's perfomance in dynamic
assessment. To what might this be attributable? One plausidble explanation is
that the inconsistency is due to the unreliability of one or both of ths
measures. We, of course, want to rule out such explanations. It seemed
important thersfore to begin investigating the extent to which dynamic
assesszent sstimates were predictive of pexformance on tasks in related and
different domains.

A second area that ws wished to address in our ressarch was prescription.
¥hile most would agree that it is important to go bsyond mers classification,
standardired diagnostic/prescriptive proceduras are quite rare and the outcome
data on those available have been disappointing (Acter & Jenkins, 1979).

While our work in this area is just beginning, our approach appears promising
for several reasons: In a dynamic assessment, one is able to gather
inforsa’ion about the sffectivansss of various instructional manipulations.
Purthermore, dynamic assesment emphasizes learning processes rathsr than
underlying "abilities” or "traits-. We assime that task~relevant knowledge
and general and task-specific strategies can be assessed in dynamic

assessment, Are amenable to change, and that thase changes will produce



Oynamic 4

meaningful improvements in task performance. This information in turn might
prove useful to teachers.

In the third area of implesentation we have been addressing the question
of vhether there is an association between dynamic assessment and a change in
perception about a child‘s abilities and potential. We have also bemn
investigating whether teachers see the utility of information provided by a
dynsmic assesssent, and finally, vays to communicats dynamic assesseent
prescriptions to facilitate the likelihood of their implementation.

The theoretical rationale for our project revolves ayound a "continmm of
assessment services” model. The continuum model involves initial screening by
means of an individually administered intelligence test. Children vhose IQ
results are in or above the average ri“ge would not receive any further
assesszent, vhile those who scored :.ors than 1 §D below the msan would receive
=graduated prompting” dynamic aszessment in each of the verbal, quantitative
and perceptual performance damains. (Graduated prompting is described below.)
Children who are above criterion on these tasks would be vigwed as responsive
to instruction, and po further asssssment would be provided. A young child
who does poorly on static measures, but pexforms at high levels following
graduated prompting may well be a child whose primary need is an enriched
learning snvironment such as that ptovided by & preschool experiencs. A
school age child who shows this profile may be one who could profit from éhc
benefits of a resourcs person in addition to regular classroom instruction.
Our assumption here is that these children are able to learn, but lack
sxperiences with t..s concepts and procedures or the motivation required to do
well on intelligence tests.

Graduated prompting was placed second along the continuum because its

instruction seems most similar to the type one might see in a classroos. if

.
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this assumption about graduated prompting is correct, then ws would be
justified in using it to predict the children who could profit from regular or
enriched classrocm experiences. From our perspective at least, the assumption
has face validity. PFor example, graduated prompting instruction is only as
axplicit as needed, and classroom group instruction, by necessity, i{s often
Just sufficient to snable independent performance {n most learners.

Thers are several additional reasons favoring the use of graduated
prompting at this stage: It is a fully-scripted procedure, and hence may not
need to be administered by a professional. This may make it mors cost
effective and easier to implement on a broad scals. Furthermore, one can
derive measurss of learning speed {i.e., mumber of prampts to criterion) from
graduated prompting, and learning speed say prove to be a particularly
sensitive pradictive mesasure.

Children who are below criterion following graduated prompting would next
receive "mediation” dynamic assessment. (This procedure is also discussed
more fully below.) Children who reach this final stage of assessment wonld
presusably be those experiencing fundamental learning difficulries. The
purpose of this assessment would be to determine the child's ability to profit
from a period of intensive, contingent instruction, that is, instruction whose
content is deternined by the needs of the individual child. Another purpose
would be to derive sducationally relevant descriptions of learning processes.
These descriptions -- which we will discuss more fully below -~ would entail
information about content and processes on wvhich the child was experiencing
difficulty, as well as effective remediation strategies.

2.0 Nediation Assessment
Our continuum of assessment services model employs assessment procadures

based on Feuerstein's mediation principles, (i.e., mediation assessment) and

(d @)
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Brown and Campions's zons of proximal development procedure (i.e.. graduated
prompting assessment). In order to make our ressarch feasible, we were
compslled to develop & brief form of Peusrstein's dynamic assessmsent. His
extended agsessmants can last from & number of hours to several days, while
our pediation assesmments last only about 30 minutes. Despite the brief
nature of the assessment, our ressults confirm that a session of this duration
can provide valusable information about children's learning. Where more
indepth information is needed, for example about specific prescriptions and
their implesentation, we have used a series of mediation sessions (i.e., as in
the case of the single subject research described 1later).

Mediation procedurss were developed initially for children of preschool
age in the perceptual performance (PP) domain (Burns, 198%), and the task used
vas an adaptation of the Representaticnal Stencil Design Task (Arthur, 1947
Burns, Haywood, Delclos, & Siewart, 1985). Since then, we have designed tasks
and procsdures for young children for the quantitative (hersafter called
quantitative task or QT) and verbal domains, and for middle school age

children in the cors curriculum arsas of mathematics (for both computation and
vord probless) and reading comprshension.

Consider for a moment the mediation procedure for the Stencil Design Task
(SDT). ©On the SOT, the child is presentsd with an array of 18 colored cards.
Twelve of the cards have a shepe or pattarn cut out of them ("cut-outs”): the
remaining 6 cards are of a solid color ("solids”). The child's task is to
place a cut-out on top of a solid to create a design that matches a model
design. During mediation, the child receives training on 4 such designs. Por
rasearch purposes, children are posttestsd on 8 new designs which they are

agked to complets without assistance from the examiner.

1lu
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The components of the mediation assesssent for the SDT ars representative
of those used in other task domains. Appendix A describes the structure of
the assessment. Three general instructional components are included:
familiarization of materials and basic cognitive functions, instruction on
task-specific rules and procedures, and fgedback. As fllustratad in Appendix
A, familiarization of materials for the SOT involves helping the child
distinguigh the relsvant dimensions of color, shape, size, location and
orientation, vhile familarization of hasic cognitive functions involves
encouraging the child to compars cards on the basis of these dimensions and to
systesatically search the entire array of cards. Feuarstein (Feusrstein et
al., 1979) has suggssted that children who have Deen deprived of sufficient
mediated lsarning experiences are often deficient with respect to thess
fundamental lsarning processas or what he calls "basic cognitive functions®,
and this in turn interferaes with thair ability to perform sore complex
cognitive operations. Thus, an important aspect of the sediation asseasment
is to encourage the child to engage in these behaviors, and for the examiner
to communicate this expectation prior to specific instruction on the task.

Task specific rule instruction involves teaching the child the need for
two cards, the order for combining cards, the effect of combining different
cards, and the use of the model. Az we shall see, the 9raduated prompting
procedurs consists of instruction on these same rules, althouch the method of
instruction differs.

The third component of the mediation assessment is feedback. After the
child has completed a stencil design, the sxaminer draws the child's attention
to and discusses both the errors and the corrsct aspects of the construction.

The feedback portion of the assesspent is parhaps the post informative with
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respect to diagnosing strengths and weaknesses in the child's approach and the
child's responss to different attampts at remediation.
3.0 Graduated Prompting Assessment

The procedures used in the graduated prowmpting asseasment are based
dirsctly on the work of Brown, Campions and associates (Brown & Ferrara, 1980
Bryant, 1982; Caspione, Brown, Fervara. Jones, & Steinberg, 1983). 1In
graduated prompting, a series of prompts or hints is used to teach the rules
needed for task campletion. The prompts are ordersd in explicitnass, with
general proapts given first and mors explicit prompts later. One prowmpt is
Prasented to the child each time s/he cannot complets the task.

The sequeance of prampts developed for the SODT are contained in Appendix
B. Notice that the initial prospts ars vary gensral; the child is first
reainded about his/her previous construction. Subssquent prompts teach the
2-card rule, then how to identify the solid and cut-ocut in the modsl, how to
combins cards, how to search for cards in the asray, and so forth. In our
research using the SPT, graduated prompting is given on 4 designs and
unassisted, posttest performance is assessed on 8 designs. Thus far we have
developed graduated prompting procedures for young children in ths perceptual

performance and quantitative task domains.

4.0 The Utility of Dynamic Assessment for Predicting Learning Ability
4.1 Comparison of Static and Dynamic Assessment

¥hen we ware initiating our work, the available resesarch on dynamic
assessment suggested that dynamic measures were capable of further
discriminating differenceas in learning ability among children who had beesa
hosogensously grouped on the basis of static intelligence scores (Brown &
Ferrara, 1980; Budoff, 1967). The corralations that had been rsported between

various intelligence mersures and learning peasures {(i.e., performance gains,

[
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learning speed, transfer) ware eithe. low or non-significant. However, full
scale IQ vas typically the static measurc saplovr. : 4 it could be argued that
the reported correlations were spuriously low becasus: of the use of a glcbal
static measure (compounded in some cases by attenuation dus to restriction of
IQ rangs). We wanted therefors to estabiish the relation between dynamic

peasures and "non-global® (i.es., subscale) static measures. In addition, we

wvanted to extand the findings to our new tasks and dynamic procedurss.

Thus far in ocur research we have not found evidence to suggast that the
previously reported results are in any way spurious. In our first experisent,
Dareafter Study A, we calculated correlations between dynamic measures and
full- scale and subscale scores. The NcCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities
{1972) wers used as static measures. The dynasic measure vas children's
unassisted performance on the SOT following graduated prompting. Table 1

contains the obtained corrslations. The pattern of results is quite clear:

Insert Table 1 about heras

Consistent with previous reports, General Cognitive Index (GCI) bears only a
moderate relationship to measures on the SDT following dynamic assessment.
While the correlation did not achieve significance, we suspect that the
obtained score is an underestimate that is most likely dus to a restriction of
rangs in GCI scores.

The correlations between the subscale and the dynamic measures were of
particular interest in Study A and inspection of Table 1 reveals that the
correlation is significant when the task domain is the sase (e.g., SDT and
PP). While this correlation is highsr than the GCI/SDT correlation, it is

clear that a child’'s subscale scors would not be a very reliable indicator of
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his/her response to instru-tion.

A slightly differant breakdown of Study A makes the point more
forcefully. The 77 handicapped children~~the numbar includes children from a
second study, Study B, as well--were grouped according to GCI. Groups
onsisted of children whoss GCIs were below 37, from 37 to 52, from 53 to 68
and, from 69 to 108. The handicapped children in the §9-108 ars thoss
childran wvho have a 2 standard deviation difference between sudtests - many
are fros ¢ school for learning disabled children. PFiqure 1 represants the
percentage of children in each GCI group who lsarned to do the SDT following
dynamic assessment. As Jou can see, & substantial number of children reachad
criterion on our brief dynanic assessment procedure: 156 of the children with
IOs between 37 and 52 reached criterion; 53% of the children with IQs betwesn
S3 and 68; 82% of the children with IQs between 69 and 108; and even in our
lowast 1Q group (below 37), 268 reached critsrion. In spite of their static
classification, a sizable number of children in each group ware responsive to
instruction.

The results of Study A and B point to several conclusions: Consistent
with previocus work, full scale intelligence measuzes do not predict dynamic
perforsance with any great precision. More significantly, the present
research indicates that subscale measures increase prediction only slightly.
A large proportion of our children would have been misclassified with respect
to their ability to profit from instruction if static measures had been used
a® the basis for classification. It is also noteworthy that these rasults
were ocbtained for the first time using our adapted mediation assesmment and
thus are an initial desonstration of the feasidbility of ths procedure.




Dynamic u'

4.2 The ielation Between anic Assessment and Within-and Across-Dosain
Transfer

Our long range purpose in conducting experiments such as Study A and
Strdy B is to investigate the predictive utility of dynamic assessment
procedurss. e hope over the course of our work to demonstrate that dynamic
assessment can ssrve as a valuable tool either alons or in combination with
static, normative peasures for estimating children's future learning on a
task. A first stsp in the process is to establish that dynamic estimates are
not redundant with static estimates (i.e., perfectly correlated) . Study A and
B accomplish this goal. Although strictly speaking, the low corxelations that
wa raported could be attributed to the unreliability of either or both the
static and dynmmic measures, the consistency vith which soderate corrslations
are observed argues against the unreliability hypothesis.

A second step in the process is to explore the relation betwesn dynamic
assessmant performance and performance on transfer tasks vithin and across
task domzins. In other words, we neesd to assess the concurrsnt and predictiwve
validity of dynamic measures. We have data from Study A and Study B and from
two sinjle-subject projects that bsgin to address these issues. While some of
our d«’a analyses are in preliminaxy stages, particularly in the case of study
8, thers is sufficient information available to suggest that performance
following dynamic assessment is predictive of within-domain transfer
performance, but not predictive of across-domain performance.

Consider Stiady A once again. The design is one in which children firat
receive a session of dynamic assesssent on the SDT, either madiation or
graduated prompting, followed by unassisted or independent performance

{hereafter IP) on the SDT and on three, within-domain transfer tasks. Table 2

15
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Iinsert Table 2 about here

contains children®s scores on each of the tasks and illustrates that there is
a relation between parformance following dynamic assessment and performance on
the transfer tasks. Children who do well on the SDT, and by this we mean
children who meet or axceed a criterion of 75% accuracy, also do well on two
other stencil tasks (one involving stencils of animal shapes and the other
involving the same geometric shapes as the SDT but in an appropriate
figure-ground relationship), and the Animal House Coding Task (raw score) .
Similarly, children who do poorly on the SDT tend to do poorly on the transfer
tasks.

The differences on transfer performance batween above and below criterion
children are statistically significant when considering the graduated prompt
conditions. The trausfer lifferences did not raach significance in the
mediation groups, although the means are in the sime direction. The mediation
results are most likely dus to the relatively good transfer performance of the
below criterion children, and suggast that mediation instruction promotes
greater gsneralization. Although we have not examined our ideas expirically
we suspect that the mediation and graduated prompt procedurss may differ in
temms of the relative emphasis placed on metacognitive skills. The mediation
procedure, for exampla, devotes instructionsl tise to ssarch and self=checking
strategies. Transfer of strategies such as thase may account for the better
performance of the below criterion pediation children over their graduated
proapting counterparts. Bafore leaving this issus =~ we will return to i<
shortly -- we should say that the chserved differences in transfer performance

do not imply that one procedurs is "hetter” than the other; the value of sach

ERIC 16
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procedure is establishad by reference to the function it is designed to serve.
As suggested earlier, the graduated prospting procedure may prove to be more
valid than the nediation procedure vhen used to predict a child's responsas to
classroom instruction, assumming that classroom instruction is more similar to
the graduated prompting than the mediation type of instruction.

The results of Study A suggest that dynamic assessment, that is,
instruction of a brief duration, may prove helpful for pradicting how well
children will performs on related tasks. We have also obtained similar results
with more seversly handicapped children. Because of the dagres of handicap,
we have used a single-subject research mathodology, and have extendsd the
mediation over 3 mmbher of sessions. In the first experiment, bassline
measurss consisting of IP on the SDT and the two stencil transfer tasks wars
collected over a series of sessions (the actual number vas staggered across
the 3 children who participated). The mediation ssssions followed, and
continued until such time as an improved and stable level of performance was
obsarved on the SDT (IP measures on SDT were taken at the end of sach
pediation session). At this point, mediation instruction was discontinued,

and maintenance of learning was assessed Over Sevaeral mors sessions. FPigure 2

Ingert Figure 2 about here

depicts the SDT results for the 3 children {fictitious namas are used to
protect the children’s identities). The results of particular intersst hers
ares the transfer results. Indspendent performance on thess tasks was assessad

in a session following sach of the mediation sessions. rFiqures 3 and 4, wvhich

Insert Figures 3 and 4 about hare

1:
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depict SDT and transfer results of two of the children, show quite clearly the
spontanecus transfer of SDT learning to the other stencil tasks. Main, this
illugtrates tha corraspondence between performance following dynmmic
assessment and perforsance on related tasks. These results ars in contrast to
much of the training research conducted with sentally handicapped persons
wherein transi'er of lesrning has been the exception rather than the rule. The
present findinys may be dus in part to the smlti-session pature of our
rasearch desigi. There does seem to be a time 1ag between improvement on the
criterial tasy and improvament on the transfeor task. These latter
improvements would be missed if, as is usually the case, coly a single
transfer session was used.

Having spoken about within-domain performance, let us address briefly the
case of across-domain performance. Ws have conducted two axperiments, Study B
and a second single-subject design, that bear on this issus, and in both cases
wo looked atthocomnpondmcnb.tmnpcrfommaﬂmﬂthm. In
contrast to the results froa within-domain tasks, we have not found svidence
of spontanecus transfer. HNor have we found any evidence to suggest that
responsivensss to instruction in one task domain predicts responsivaness to
instruction in a second. That is, the children who achisve cur lsarning
criterion following dynamic assessment (either mediation or graduatad
prospting) on the SDT do not consistently achieve criterion following
instruction on the QT. Nor are the below criterion SDT children always below
criterion on the QT. )

To summarire then, our work thus far suggests that there is a relation
between performance following dynamic assesssent and perforsance on tasks in a
related domain. Study A shuwed that handicapped children who met a lsarning

crite_ ion tended to do well on a series of near transfor tasks, vhile those

15
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childzen who did not meet the criterion did not transfer nearly as well. In
contrast, we have not found evidence indicating across domain correspondence.
Study 8 failed to show that classifying handicapped and non-handicapped
children according to learning status on the SDT improved appreciably our
ability to predict learning status on the QT. We should make the disclainer
however that we have yat to complate corrslation analyses on Study B data;
wvhat we have presented ars the results of preliminary chi-squares.
Norstneless, we expect that this will leave our major conclusions unchanged.
The within domain transfer observed in the single sudbject experisent
deserves further ccmment. At first glance it might scam ap if the resalt
contradicts our conclusion that performance following dynamic assessment helps
us to predict performance on similar tasks since the children, who were
selectad because of the severity of their handicsp, showad evidence of
spontanecus transfer. The result also seems to fly in the face of other
roports (Belmont & Butterfield, 1979, Brown, Bransford, Parrara, & Campione,
1984; Campione et al., 1983) indicating the utility .f learning and transfer
profiles for identifying children who are “"truly” mantally handicapped. These
not withstanding, wa suggest that our conclusion holds since the children did
perforn poorly at first both in response to sediation, and on the transfer
tasks. It was only after several intensive mediation sessions that children
began to improve on the SDT, and the transfer effects wars dslayed by several
pore sessions. FNonetheless -- and we wish to stress the point becauss wu fear
that it is often lost -~ the children did possess the ability to learn the
task if provided with the appropriate intervention, and wvere able to transfer
the acquired skills. Conclusions, ours and thoss of others, about
"non-lesrnsrs” or "non-transfersrs” need to be interpre!sd cauticusly, that

is, in relation to the learning critsria and tasks selec: od by the

1y

exporinanter and not in an absoluts sense.



4.3 Ths Utility of gzgmic Assessment for Predicting learning Ability:

Dimtim for Future Ressarch

e ————————— S ————————

Our rssearch suggests several comclusions about the utility of dynamic
measures: First, Study A and B results indicate that static and dynamic
measurss do indeed produce differsnt estimates of learning, and that this
discrepancy is not an artifact of taking a fullscale rather than a subscale
msasure. Furthermore, there is an sver-increasing body of evidence that
argues agains: the possibility that this discrepancy is attributable to the
unrelisbility of either the static or dynamic msasures. The stability of the
static/dynamic corralations across replications weakens any claim about
unreliability.

A second conclusion that emerges from our ressarch relates to the
validity of dynamic measurss. (It i{s important of course to establish that
the information derived from our dynamic asssssments, its uniqueness and
reliability notwithstanding, will help us to predict learming and
psrformance.) The results of Study A indicate that responaiveness to
instruction on the SDT is predictive of performance on transfer tasks, &
striking correspondance in view of the fact all of the children had been beslow
criterion during the first phase of the study and & correspondence that
bolsters validity claims. Our single subject work leads to a similar
conclusion,. ‘the learming curves obtained from the mediation closely parallel
{with a tims lag) those cbtained from untrained transfer measures, indicating
that a child's response to imstruction on one task is closely t.tod to
uninstructed learning in another. Taken together the data represent evidence
of the concuryent validity of dynamic assessmant.

The above mentioned results wers darived from tasks sslected from the

same domain, that is, the perceptual performance domain. The scross-domain

1%
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data suggest 3 diffarsnt conclusion. We have not found evidence of between
domain transfer (between Q and PP domain) in our single subject research. Nor
do Study B data show a relaticnship between responsiveness to instruction in
one domain and responsiveness in another. As far as we can tell then, dynamic
seasures, if and when impl-mented, would need to be taken in each domain for
wvhich learning is to be predicted.

One final point deserves reiteration and that is the relation between
graduated prompting and mediation asssssment. The data from Burns (1985),
Study A, and Study B show that the two procedurss do not produce different
numbers of above- and bglow-critarion children, and as such, appear to be
equally effective for teaching the task at hand. The mediation procedure does
seen to De somewhat more sffective for promoting transfer. We are doubtful
however that this will prove to be an important factor in determining their
relative pradictive utility becauss what's important for prediction is a rank
ordering of children's performance and not the absolute level of performance.
As discussed earlier, we do balieve that the two procsdures may serve
different assessment functions. The GP procedure by virtue of its scripted
nature seems ideally suited for prediction. As suggested by the work of Browm
and colleagues (Bryant, 1982; Caspions et al., 1983), using a measure of the
number of prompts needed to rsach criterion in conjunction with sgtatic
measures (instead of the pre-to postgain measures that we have been using
because of the comparative nature of our research) say significantly improve
the precision with vhich ws can assess relative learning ability. Or, as
suggested by the contimnm model, it may be more feasible to use as a sscond
stage in the process of assessing individuals who have already been identified
as having possible learning difficulties. The mediation procedure on the
other hand may prove to be better suited as a diagnostic/prescriptive davice

2L
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in viev of what appears to be a rslatively greater smphaiis on contingency in
instruction and metacognitive skills.

With this as background, we can consider suggestions for directionas of
future research. Genearally-spesking, further research is warranted on the

concurrent and predictive wvalidity of the msasures, and in view of our

pravious caamsnts sbout prediction, it would seem to make most ssnse to focus
efforts on the graduated prospting procedurs.

One avenus that sesms important to pursus is the relation batweaen dynamic
measures in the same tasx Jomain (given the evidence amassed thus far, the
perceptual performance domw.n i< the most logical initial choice). We have
investigated the relation between dynamic assessment and static transfer and
between dynamic assessment and spontanecus learning but not batween prompting
on a predictor (i.e., SOT) and prompting on a transfer (i.e., Animal Stencils)
task. We would hope of course that & rank ordering of children on the basis
of their responsiveness to instruction would be similar across tasks.

As suggested earlier, an aspact that should be given consideration is
that of using a measure of number of prompts to indsx learming rather than, or
in addition to, a measurs of gain. We are in the process of deriving this
measure from the reseaich we had already coxpleted, and may well find that it
reprasent.s o more sansitive sgtimate. Brown and colleagus who routinely use
this measure, have discussed the merits of the approach (see Brown & Ferrara,
1980}, rot the least of vhich is that it enables one to discriminate between
mmm.mmmmmunuummeo_tmtmm
neaded to make these gains.

The above mentioned racommendations follow from studies alrsady
completed. Let us now consider the research sgenda from a broader

perspactive: It seems clear we need to investigate other types of criterion
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measures in our validation studies. Ffor example, wa need to look at the
extent to which dynamic measures can predict to classroom tasks, to learning
in classroom environments and to learning in response to interventions
generated by the assessment. Ultisately, w would want to do this
longitudinally as well as concurrently. While field research ssems somewhat
presature at this point, one way to begin to address these issues might be to
undertake instruction of a curriculim unit under laboratory conditions and
look at the relation between dynamic measures and various criterion referenced
measures.

Another issue which has no doubt occirred to the reader is that the
ressarch cc.ducted thus far nesds to be extended to other task domains; our
ressarch has focused on perceptual performance and to a lassser extant on
quantification, although work on developing dynamic procadures and criterion
and predictor tasks in the verbal domain is ongoing. In addition, the
ressarch needs to de extended tO older children, though again, we have begun
to develop Procsdures and tasks for elementary age chiilren.

5.0 Presliminary Findings on Dynamic Assessment and Educational Prescriptions

An issue of major concern to us has been the utility of dynamic
procedures, in particular mediation, for deriving prescriptive information.
The need for such msasures goss undisputed. The available diagnostic tests
ars not very well standardized (Arxter & Jenkins, 1979), nor do they provide
information about a child's learning processes, that i{s, information about
tosk-specific and general leaming strategies or about resedial strategies.
Dynamic procedures on the other hand would seem to be idsally suited for such
purposes. Indeed, Feuerstein’'s LPAD is in large part used to diagnose

—~ognitive functioning.
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5.1 Observations of Young Children's Learning

Our work on prescription has focused on observational msasures of youny
children’s general cognitive strategies. The long-range goals of this work
are to identify a set of behaviors that can be coded reliably and which
reflect cognitive strategies determined to underly successful perfomsance, and
to identify instructional methods that will foster the developmant of such
strategies (and eliminate the use of ineffectiva cnes).

We should make it clear that our amphasis on general cognitive strategies
does not imply that we believe that knowledge base and task-gpecific
strategies are unimportant. To the contrary, we viev assessmsent of thess
skills as equally critical. Out of necessity, however, we had to initially
narrov our research focus, and both previous research and the age of our
target population led us to chocse general strategies as a starting point.

Age entered into our decision in that we reasoned that knowlsdge base would bs
less of a factor for young children on the tasks we had selectad than it would
be for older children on school-like tasks. The uss of an observational
methodology does not imply an exclusive commitment. In fact, we are in the
process of developing a scheme for analyzing the errors ycung children make
during mediation. Hopefully, this will provide further information about
"bugs” in a child’'s thinking.

The starting point for our studies on prescription was an invastigation
by Burns and colleagues (Burns et al., 1985). Her study involved observing
four- and five-year old children as thay performed a series of tasks
(including the SDT). Observations were coded using the bshavior categories

contained in Table 3. A subsst of these (the six categories marked vith

Insert Table 3 about here

R4



Dynamic 20

asterisks) were found to discriminate high from low test scores and/or the
performance of low SES from high SES children. For four of tha categories
{the exceptions being Information Giviang and Visual Scan) high frequencies
wvere associatad with poor and/or low SES performance. For the two exceptions,
lowv frequencies were associated vith poor and/or low SES performance.

The nature of the strategies prasumed to underlie these categories
deserves ccament. In developing the coding scheme, Burns was influenced by
Feuerstein's propositions concerning deficient cognitive functioning, as well
as by other cognitive models (Brown, Bransford, Farrara & Cawpions, 1984;
Brosm & Deloache, 1978; Bransford & Stein, 1984; Flavell, 1979) esphasizing
the importance of setacognitive skills such as planning and sonitoring . For
example, the Visual Scan., Looking at the Model, and Inappropriate Manipulation
of Matarials categoriss could be considersd to be behavioral representations
of Feusrstein's deficient cognitiva functions of unsystematic search, lack of
comparative behavior and trial and error behavior, respectively. Other
categories, such as Used All Blocks, Information Giving and Corrects Self
appear to capture problem definition, monitoring and planning strategies.

In all our ressarch on dynamic asseszopant, we have videotaped the
experissntal sessiocns. These are then coded to derive measures on the
behavioral categories described above. (It also provides a record of tester
behavior which is coded £o insure that the tester has adhered to the
prescribed dynamic procedure). We will discuss the ressults of two of our
studies, Study B and a single-subject project, as they relate to prescription.

In Study B, handicapped and nca<handicapped children were assigned to
either s mediation, graduated prompting or static (i.e., task demonstration
only) asssszment condition. For part of the study, children received the

folloving sequence of treatments: 1. pretesting on the SOT, 2. mediation,
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graduated prompting or static assesssent on the SOT, 3. posttesting on the
SDT. Observational data are available for all sessions, and thus far have
been coded for the Corrects Self categories.

Our purpose in collecting these data was to investigate the degree to
which dynamic assessment was ho.pful in tsaching general strategies that
facilitata performance. e wished to knov whether our interventions could
positively influence strategy use, in which case this might de usefully

compunicated to teachers. Figure 5 depicts the changas observed in

Insert Figure 5 about here

salf-correction. As can be seen, dynamic assesmment is generally sffective
for creating change in strateqgy use for the SDT.

#hile the results of Study B are encouraging, it is nevearthelass clear
that some handicapped children do not benefit from our interventions. This of
course makes it difficult to specify prescriptive infommation that might
help teachers help these students learn more effactively. To address this
issus, we undertoock a series of longer-term asssessments. One of these was a
single-subject Project whose performance data was mentioned sarlier. What was
not discussed at tha_t point wvas the nature of the mediation that we provided.
After the first sessions of mediation, we began to tailor the intervention to
address particular behavior categories. Using both bshavior category
frequencies from the first several sessions and examiner judgements, we
identified a strategy that appeared relatively problesatic for 1;.hc chila.
Following this, all subsequent sessions esphasired rssediation of the targsted
behavior in addition to the standard mediation interventions. Lovw frequencies
of visual scanning and self-correction were identified in Bobby and Mam,

respectivaly (see Figure 6).
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Insert Figure 6 about hsre

Consider the case of Bobby. Th. child was cbsarved to search only a
portion of the stencils before sslecting one. To overcome the problem, the
examiner first taught the child to use his "eyes" to look at all of the
stancils. The sxaminer would model the bshavior of using her syes to look at
each stencil. The looking vas done in a such sxaggarated wvay, and the child
vas sncouraged to imitate. The exsaminer next established the ruls that the
child wvas required to place his handg at the tadle’s edge and to find the
correct step:;il using his "eyes™ before sslecting it. As the rule bacame more
sutcaatic and the frequency of scanning increased, the exminer occasionally
ussd the verbal reminder to "first find it with your eyes". Of course.
throughout the sessions the child received Praise vhenever he scanned
appropriastely.

Note what happened in the casc of Bobby whose tailored mediation
commenced on trial 5. Referzing to Figurs 6, we can see that the examiner's
interventions resulted in increased visual scanning on the SDT and on the
transfsr tasks as well. The improvesent on transfer, though not as dramatic
as that observed on the SDT, is nonetheless remark. .e since the examiner did
not intervens during performance on thess tasks. HNotice also that at the
point where the examiner begins to focus on visual scanning bshavior is the
point at which he bDegins to evidence sc=e consistercy in improved performance
on the SDT. In view of this, it seems worthwhile to consider modifying future
designs in such a way as to allow detemmination of whether the abserved
improvaments in performance are dus to the tailoring, the standard mediation
or both. For sxample, for a child such as Bobby, it would mean using a

control
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child who exhibited relativaly little vigual scanning behavior and who
raceived only standard mediation.

To summarize, the results suggest that mediation is gsnerally sffective
for remedisting strategies that help children perform effectively. In
addition, we have described the strategiss we asssss and our procedures for
assessing them. Pinally, we descrided a model for conducting longer-term
assessments that can be used vhen standard mediation is not sufficient and
from which one can derive and test prescriptions that are tailored to the
individual child.

4.3 The Utility of Dynamic Assessment of Ganerating Prescriptions:
Directions for Future Research

while our research is at a preliminary stage, it seems clear that even a
relatively brief session of dynamic assessment can provide valuable insights
into a child's cognitive processing. In our work with young childrsn ve have
focused on the assasssent of gsneral cognitive strategies that reflect
planning, monitoring, and so forth, while with older children -~ we regret
that space does not permit detailed discussion of our work with these children
-- we havs been more concerned with task-specific knowladge and
strategies. Any prescriptive assessment will ultimately need to address all
three aspects.

Another important aspect of research on prescription is the method by
which the frescriptions are derived, and cur work illustrates a mmber of the
available options: observation, interaction, and exror analysis. In sach
case, the requirement is that the method can reliably produce valid
prescriptions. Whila our work is just beginning, we feel we have sade
progress in this direction. For exumple, the cbservational measures thac ve
have used with young children are easily derived, and the results of Burns et
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al.'s (1985) study, and our single-subject pProject indicate that the bshaviors
ars closaly associated with task performance. Wa also suggested a meathodology
for establishing a more dirsct causal link between bshavior and performance,
and shich could be sasily applied to esach of the behavior categories.

Thers ave several other aveanuss of ressarch that could dbe pursued. One
that seems important is to establish the validity of the behavior categories
for other tasks, in particular tasks that a child might receiva in school. A
sscond, perhaps more basic, avenue would be to gather convergent and
discriminant validity data on the strategiss assumed to underly the behavior
categories.

Another isportant aspect of a prescriptive assesssent is the naturs of
the instruction given to children. Our initial attempts at developing
sediation for older children clearly demonstrated that the method of
instruction influences the richness of the information that is generated about
children's learning. Similarly, it appears from Study B that standard
pediation, mors so than graduated prowpting, is an affective technique for
changing strategy use.

It is & delicate balance indeed. It is necessary to find an
instructional approach that makes the child’'s cognitive processes as explicit
as possible and at the same tims pProves effective for ramediation so that thls
information can be communicated to teachers.

5.0 ractors Related to the Implementation of Dynamic Assessment

Teachers are the ultimate recipients of information derived from dynamic
assessment. PFor this reason we have been concerned with investigating a
number of issues related to implementation: the association between
observation of dynamic assessment and a change in a teachers' perceptions

about a children's abilities and potentials, teachers' evaluations of the
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utility of information provided by dynamic assessment, and the extent, of
interactions betwean judgments about utility and instructional orientation.

Overall, a review of the literature suggests two major conclusions.
First, it appears that expsctations can play an important rola in a tsacher's
prescriptive plamning for a child, and s=~.ond, that seeing positive changs in
a child's performance can help alter initially low sxpectations. These data
support the idea that cone important role of dynamic assessment may be to
change the pessimistic attitudes of teachers toward handicapped children and
to convince them that the children have more potential to learn than is
traditionally thought.

In our first study, we compared the responses of teachers who viewed an
interpreted ssgmant of a standard, static asssssment session with their
responsas following viewing of an interpreted segment of a dynamic assesmment
session on the same child. Assessment sessions were presented to the teachers
via an interactive videotape systes. Introductory saterial vas the same
across both conditions. Each taped segment wvas divided into several parts.
Clarifying information {s.g., information that the child choss the correct
solid card but the wrong stencil) was prasented on the computer screen after
each trial.

There were two treatment aroups. Both groups sav one segment of a child
participating in a static assesssent ggssion. Group 1 then saw a second
segment of the same child participating in another static assessment session.
Group 2 sav a second segment of the same child participating in a dynamic
assessment session. After viewing sach assessment segment (either static or
dynamic), each participant completed an 18-item questionnaire. The items on
the questionnaire were grouped into three subscales: (1) Task Involvesent
{including items such as "Was the child attentive, persistent, interested in

3u
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doing well?"); (2) Task Specific Knowledge and Strategies {with questions like
"nid the child know the names of rslevant shapes, look at all the materials,
coapare his work to the model?”); and {3) General Competence ("Was the child
campatent, successful, aware of his success/failure?®).

In Pigure 7, we see that all teachars visved the children as moderatsly

Insert Pigure 7 about heres

involved in the task in both the static and dynamic conditions (the ratings
hover around 3, the midpoint of the scale), with a mmall decrease in the
ratings from Trial 1 to Trial 2 in the group who saw two static sessions.

With regard to Task Specific Knowledge and Strategies (Figure 8), all

Insert Figure B8 about here

teachers considered the children to be samewhat low (about 2.5) after viewing
the first seguent of static assessment, but those teachers who than viewed the
same children during dynamic administration of the same task rated them much
higher (about 3.5) thar did those who viewed an additional segment of static
assessment.

In Figurs 9, we see an even more dramatic shift in judgements of the

Insert Figure 9 about here

children's Gensral Competance (from 2.1 to 3.8) by the teachers who viewed
dynamic assessnent segments during Trial 2, as contrasted with those who
remained firm in their low gestimations of the children's competence after

viewing tw: brief static sssessment sessions. 3 i

-
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Overall, then, tsachsrs considered the child they observed to be using
sore task appropriate strategies and to be generally more campetent when
viewed in a dynamic testing situation than when viewed in a static assasmeent
session working on the sase task. These effects held regardless of the level
of training and sxperience of the teacher, though less experienced teachers
did tend to rate the children more positively acxoss trials and assessment
types.

The results we have just presented wers based on the combined responses
of 60 teachers, each of vhom sav 1 of 2 children. We will now considsr the
responses to sach of the children separately.

The videotapes used as the stimuli in this study depicted two very
different childran. It is instructive to compare tha responses of teachers to
the performance of each of these children on the 2 scales that showed
significant effects of dynasic assesssent: (a) Task Specific Knowledge and
Strategies; and, (b) Gensral Compstence.

Frank is 6 years old. He has been classified as mentally
retarded/physically handicapped and attands a special school for nultiply
handicapped childrsn. Re scorsd in the pentally retaxded range on the GCI of
the McCarthy and his MA vas estimated to be 2 years, 10 ponths. He has poor
guscle tons and just bagan walking alone this year. His spesch has been
generally limited to one and two word utterances.

Gary is S years, 3 months old. He has besn classified as mentally
retarded/esotionally disturbed and attends a special education _s:hool. Ha
also smmm-mtnxyxm:mmmmo:mmmm
MA vas estismated at 3 ysars, O months. He is strong and big for his age. Ris
speech is often difficult to understand. To summarige, rrank is older,

ssaller, and more retarded (based on intelligence test scores) than Gary.

J
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All teachers rated Frank as relatively low {around 2) with regard to task
specific xnowledgs &nd strategy use after the first Trial. Those who sawv him

in a second static session rated him somevhat higher, but those vho viewed the
dynanic session ranked him two full, scale points higher than they had after

Trial 1 (see Figurs 10). Teachers rated Gary higher than they did Frank after

Insert Figure 10 about here

Trial 1, accurately reflecting his higher ievel of functicning as measured by
the McCarthy. After Trial 2, teachsrs who sav more static assessment rated
him significantly lower than they had earlier, while tsachers who viewed him

during dynamic assessment made no change in their rating (see FPigure 11). It

Inssrt Figure 11 about here

appears that the naturs of this child's emotional disturbance may be a factor
in the lower sxpectations of his performance on cognitive tasks as a function
of getting to know him bstter —- his poor prognosis as a learner may be
perceived more as a function of his emotional disturbance than his cognitive
ability.

The same pattern is repeated on the General Cospatence Scale, with Frank
being rated very lov after Trial 1, but very high after the dynamic assessmant
session of Trial 2, an actual increase of 2.4 scale points. On the same
scale, Gary vas again rated highexr than Frank on girst ispression. On Trial 2
the static group rated his psrformance significantly lower, while the dynamic
group judged him to bs significantly more compatsnt.

In susmary, teachers initial ratings of both children coincided with

33
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their relative standing ar measursed by a normative measure; Frank was viewad
as less strategic and less competen* than Gary. I3 aidition, there vere
differential effects of static versus dynamic assessments for both children on
both scaies, all group differences cn Trial 2 were statistically significant.
The results also indicated that Frank's ratings improved in both testing
eénditiuu on Trial 2, but the dynamic assessmant always produced far larger
rating changee. Finally, Gary's ratings decreased over trials on both the Task
Specific and General Competence Scales after repoated static assessmant, while
they held or increased after dynamic assesmment.

What does all of this say about dynamic assessment for young handicapped
children? Taken in the context of ths literaturs on the effects of
expectations on teachers' behavior towards handicapped children, we believe
our data demonstrate the potential benefits of including teachers in the
dynanic assessment process. If, as the literature suggests, & teacher's
expectation of a student's potential for learning has direct impact on the
leval and type of sffort that teacher devotes to the child, then the affects
of dynamic assessment on teachers' judgments of strategic ability and osneral
coapetence that we have demonstrated here have important implications for the
way we should approach assessments of handicapped children.

6.0 Susmary and Conclusions

Our research has focused on three major topics: the utility of dynamic
assessmant for predicting learning, the utility of dynamic assessment for
generating sducationally relevant prescriptions, and factors associated with
the implementation of dynamic procsdures. While many interesting and
inportant questions ramain to be answered about these topics, our research
offers several conclusions and suggestions for future research.

Consistent with earlier reports, our work indicates that static and
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dynamic measures do indeed prcduce different estimates of learning. A
substantial mmber of our children learned to perform tasks when static
measures suggested that they would do otherwise. Furthermore, wa have
demonstrated that this discrepancy is not an artifact of uvsing fullscale
rather than m- static measures. Nor is the discrepancy likely due to
any unreliability associated with the measures themsslves.

The validity of dynamic measures is indicated by data from ssveral
experiments. It appears that for handicapped and non-handicapped children
alike, responsiveness to instruction is predictive of within-domain transfer
performance. On the other hand there does not ssem toO be a strorg relation
batween responsiveness to instruction across domains, suggesting that dynamic
peasures, if and wvhen implamented, would need to be taken in each domain for
which one wanted to predict leaming.

In sum it appears from rassarch conducted thus far that dynamic
assessment is useful for predicting learning. It sesms clear howsver that ve
need to consider other criteria in order to broaden the base of ocur validation
studies. For example, we need to 100k at the extant to wvhich dynamic messures
can predict to classroom tasks and to learning in classroom environments.
And, of course, we want ultimately to do this longitudinally as well as
concurrently.

Our research on the topic of prescription has indicated that msdiation
assessment is generally effective for remediating stratagies that help
children improvs their perforsancs. Moreover, we are particularly ancouraged
by our expariances with extended mediation. Using obsarvational information,
ve have tailored cur mediation to the needs of individual children which in
turn has produced changes in the targeted strategies and isprovements in task

performance. The model of extended mediation is promising because it allows
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us to derive information about ineffective learning processes and to observe
the results of our attempts to remediate these processes. Such information
may ultisately be of value to teachers. Howevar, research must begin to
address the issus of the gansrality of the behavior categories, in particular
for tasks a child might receive in school. As discussed sarlisr, futurs
research Also nseds to consider the assessment of task-specific knowledge and
strategies in sddition to genaral cognitive strategies.

Finally, our research investigating the impact of implementing dynamic
procedures illustrate that dynamic assessments can have important effects on
teacher sxpectations. While encouraged by this, we are nevertheless avare
that changes in expectations will not necessarily praduce changss in teaching
behaviors, especially if teachers do not have a better idea of how to teach in
ways that help various children learn. This is one of the reasons vhy ve are
placing more and more emphasis on using asseasments to provide prescriptions
for teaching.

We are greatly encouraged by the potential of dynamic procedures and

their future role in psychoeducational agsesswent.
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Appendix A

Mediation Procedure for the Stencil Design Test

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

1.

2.

Familiarising the Child with Materials and Relsvant Dimwensions

Point out cut-outs (I CUT THEN OUT).

Label shapes, If there is resistance or Aifficulty learning labels, then
tell the child the label, but go quickly to finding shapes that satch and
say FIND ALL THE CARDS LIKE THIS. Commsant on the lack of labels in a
report, but 4o not gat bogged down--the matching encourages comparative
behavior while establishing shaps as & relavant feature.

Paint out solids (NOT CUT-OUTS--NO fOLES). Note all are in bottom row,
right near child.

Lzbel colors (see notes for label shapes).
Have child COUNT THE SOLIDS. Focus here is not on the ability to count,
but on the child’s conceptualization of "solid” or "not cut-out”. If
child counts correctly to 6, then the distinction {s being made.

> » 2 mm * & *

If child cannot count all the solids. you need more work on the preceding
concepts.

Compare 2 circles (big, small)/ 2 white squares (straight, crooked)/ 2
blus caxds (solid, cut-ont)/ 2 yellow cards {(solid, cut-out)/ ysllow and
blue crosses (yellow, blue).

At some point, put solid and cut-out back in wrong place--again to gauge
whather the discrimination is being made.

'.'mlm...

If child cannot see that you put solid back in wrong place, you need more
work on preceding concepts.

Combination Rules

Demonstrate what happens when a green circle is placed on a yellow solid.
Point out 2 colors, sade from 1 ¢ 1.

Change solids, showving that the inside color changes by changing solids.
Allow child to try 1 or 2 color changes. Bmphasize that it is solid that
is changing.

* ¢ 2 mrm * & 92

If child cannot change the color of the solid, you need mors work on the
precading concepts.

41



Dynamic 37

Appendix A {(cont'd)

3.

4,

5.

Use whits solid with green circle. Change cut-outs {(don't reproduca any
of the upcaming designs). Show that outside color changss by changing
cut-outs.

Put solid on top of cut-out and establish necessary order rule and
Teason. Have child repeat the rule "I put a cut-out on top of a solid
and the color of the solid i{s in the middle.”

End with the ssmple design formed from stencils, then introduce the
sample design model.

Helping the Child Reproduce the Model

1.

Display model while reproduction is still on the table, discussing how a
Picture was made of it. Point out that there are 2 colors in the picture
and 2 colors in the rsproduction, but oniy 1 color on sach separate card.

Put atencils back in place and request reproduction. Teach search
Pattern over cut-outs and over golids. Hava o !¢ ~ay “"Is it this one?".

Whan production is made, encourage checking bacy - odel. Go over what
is right and vhat is ¥rong about the production.

* * w mm *T 2 0
If the child's preduction is vrong, you need more work on the preceding
concepts. Refer to any errors made in route to a correct ansver
(spontaneous corrections! and discuss vhy they were wrxong. Alternats the
correct one and the wrong one. Always and with the correct solution.

Repeat Step 3 with each of the remaining training sodels.
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Appendix B

Graduated Prompting Procedure for the Stencil Design Task

1.

S.

DO YOU REMEMBER BOW YOU DID IT WITH THE LAST ONE? If so, HOW DID YOU DO
IT? If not, point out and label the solid cards and the cut-cuts, then
sxplain that a solid and a cut-cut are put together to make one that
looks just like the model.

100K AT ALL THESE CARDS (point out each card individually; a pencil is
nseful for this). EVERYTHING YOU NEED TO MAKE THIS ONE IS HERE. SEE IF
YOU CAN MAKE ONE THAT LOOKS JUST LIKE THRIS ORNE.

SEE THIS MODEL {point to the model)? DOES ONE OF THESE {point to
gtencils) LOOK JUST LIKE THE MODEL? If child responds no, say RIGHT,
NONE OF THEM LOOKS JUST LIKE THE MODEL. If the child resporxis yes, say
NO, NMONE OFf THEM LOOKS JUST LIKE THE MODEL. Then say, YOU SEE IN THE
NODEL WNE HAVE A (point cut and name the color) SOLID AND A (point out and
name the color) CUT-OUT. YOU NEED TO PUT SOME OF THESE TOGETHER (point
to solids and cut-cuts) TO MAKE ONE THAT 100KS JUST LIKE THE MODEL. SEE
IF YOU CAN MAKE ONE THAT LOOKS JUST LIKE THIS MODEL.

LET'S LOOK AT THESE AGAIN. THESE ARE THE SOLID COLORS (point). DOES
EACH SOLID HAVE ONE COLOR OR TWO COLORS? LOOK AT THIS ONE, FOR EXAMPLE.
{(Rold up white solid, #5.) If child doss not respond correctly, give
COXYect answer.

THESE ARE THE CUT-OUTS (point). DOES EACH CUT-OUT HAVE ONE COLOR OR TWO
COLORS? LOOK AT THIS ONE, FOR EXAMPLE. (Hold up red cut-out, #17.) 1If
child does not respond correctly, 9ive correct answer.

DOES THE MODEL HAVE ONE COLOR OR TWO COLORS? LOOK AT THIS ONE, FOR
EXAMPLE. (Hold up red-over-vhite sample model}. If child doss not
respond correctly, give correct answer.

YOU NEED ONE SOLID AND ONE CUT-OUT TO MAKE ONE THAT LOOKS JUST LIKE THE
MODEL (point). SEE IF YOU CAN MAKE ONE THAT LOOKS JUST LIKE THIS MOOEL
{point to item model).

LET'S LOOK AT THE MODEL AGAIN. POINT TO (OR NAME THE COLOR OF) THE PART
THAT LOOKS LIKE IT COMES FROM A SOLID. Point if the child responis
incorrectly. POINT TO (OR NAME THE COLOR OF) THE PART THAT LOOKS LIKE A
UT-OUT. Point if the child responds incorrectly. NOW SEE IF YOU CAN
MAKE ME ONE THAT IOOKS JUST LIKE THE MODEL.

100K AT THIS MODEL. (Shov rad-ovar-whita sasple model.) LET'S SEE WEAT
SOLID I NEED TO MAKE THIS OME. IS IT THIS ONE? Explore the other solids
and whether they are corrsct. LET'S SEE WHAT CUT-OUT I NEED TO MAKE THIS
ONE: IS IT THIS ONE? Explore the cut-outs up to the correct one. LOOK
AT WHAT HAPPENS WHEN I TAKE A WHITE SOLID AND I PUT A RED CUT-OUT ON TOP
OF IT. PART OF THE WHITE SOLID GETS COVERED UP. THAT IS ROW I MAKE ONE
JUST LIKE THIS MODEL. (Point to original model.) 1If the child uses the

correct solid, skip prompt 7 and use prompt 8.
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Appendix B (cont'd)

7.

LOOK AT THIS MODEL. WHICH SOLID COLOR DO YOU NEED TO MAKE THIS MODEL?
1f the child does not answer say, SHOW ME ON THE MODEL. Desmonstrate if
child responds incorrectly. THESE ARE THE SOLID COLORS {point). PICK
ONE OF THESE. AND SEE IF YOU CAN MAKE ONE THAT LOOKS JUST LIKE THE
MODEL.

THIS (nase the color of the solid) ONE IS PART OF THE NMODEL. (Place the
correct solid ‘n the center of the board if it is not alrsady there.)
100K AT THIS PART OF THE MODEL (point to part that locks like a cut-out.)
FIND A CUT-OUT FROM HMERE (point) THAT LOOKS JUST LIKE THIS PART OF THE
MODEL. SEE IF YOU CAN MAKE ME ONE THAT LOOKS JUST LIKE THE MODEL.

PUT THIS (name color) CUT-OUT ON YOUR SOLID COLOR. SEE, YOURS LOOKS JUST
LIKE MINE.
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Table 1

Correlations between McCarthy scores and scores on Stencil Design Task

following graduated prompting (N = 44)

McCarthy Scales

General Parceptual Verbal Quantitative
Cognitive Performance
Index
Stencil Design
Task .18 .48* -.08 -.15

*p < 01
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Table 2

Mean independent and transfer performance {8 corzect) following dynamic

Sa8@SSREnt
Stencil Animal Revarss *Animal
Design Stencils Stencils House
(X raw
score)
GRADUATED PROMPTIRG 3N 3 494 * 18.60
(N = 15)
MEDIATION 4 5ih 628 * 18.33
{8 = 15)
Children above 7358
criterion on
stencil Dasign Task
GRADUATED PROMPTING 85 73 954 * 29.80
(N = 5)
MEDIATION 754 75% 184 * 21.50
(N = &)
Children balov 750
criterion on
Stencil Design Task
GRADUATED PROMPTING 1 14e 26% * 13.00
{N = 10)
MEDIATION
(N = 11) , 36 4 56% * 17.18
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Table 3

Behavioral categoriss and brief definitions {adapted from Burns et al. (1985))

Attention - looks at sxperimenter or saterials during instructions and/or
looks at ssterials while pexrforming.

Attention & On-Task Manipulation - activa contact, using hands, with the
smaterials that the child is working with. Tihis is applicable only
vhen it is time to be manipulating materials.

off-Task Behavior - active contact, uging hands, on the envirommant or body
that is not part of the matarial in the study. Thir includes
manipulating task materials when the child should be listening to
instxuctions.

*Information Giving - child explains what he/she is going to do bafore
performing the task and/or explains intermediate steps. This
information is specific in nature.

*visual Scan/Loocking at Model - looks at model or head moves past the center
line (imaginary) dividing the left and right sidas of the materials.

*Corrects Self - the child gives an answer and without any intervention from
the experimenter, changes the answver.

*Confirmetion Seseking, Helpless Gestures & Verbalizations - child looks to the
tester while using the task materials or asks for help in a

non-spacifis request.

Cn=-Task Comments - comments made by the child about the task that are not
specific to the task completion.

*Inappropriate Manipulation of Stencils - the number of stencils that the
child touches that are not a part of the model design that is being
made.

Speaking Out Before Instructions Finished -~ the child speaks, gestures, or
starts the task befors the instructions are finished.

*Used All Blocks -~ when saking a block design the child uses all nine blocks,
evan though none of the designs required using all of the blocks.
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