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" or that test4qys biased and unfair. Consideration of outcomes of assessment

.

OVERVIEW _ “- s .

.

When in danger, When in doubt
Run in Circles
Yell and Shout - ..

- *~
. .

. The igsues of bias in tests and bias in assessment have provoked high

frequency behaviors of the type éuggested in this anonymous quoté? Much’

. -

heat has been generated through the yelling and shouting, but relq@igely

little lighfi Illumination of improved practices in psychology 2hd-edu-

s

cation, especially pracedures which would expand opportunities and improve
\ 'l’ ——— -

competencies for children, has been conspicuously absent in most of the

disgNssions. - . )
N , :

“ Perhaps the main difﬁtéulty stemsifrom a focus on the wrong problems ] .

r
v

and the wrong questions in the discussions of nonbiased assessment. The

major concern' has been with the assessmentlgf minorifies, particularly
s L N
queét}ons related to whether specific tests are biased or unfair when used
- ‘9.5
with Black, Latino, .or Native American childrfen. The issues related to %

N

assessment of children from minority backgrounds are 1egitiméte and tmportant.
. - - - . N L)

However, a more important issue is iﬁsuring educational experiences which

. . R ) o

maximizg\competencies and opportuniiies. The major problem then in non-
biased assessment is insuring usefulness and fairness of assessment: and

. " L3
interventions for all persons. The focus on usefulness .and fairness of : /{\

both assessment and interven&ions.provides a broader perspective on the

problem of nonbiased assessment, and directs our attention beyond the

typical and narrow questioﬁé of whetheffthis item or that item, this test

‘

-

i X a " - .
v . - .
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can improve®the assessment practices used with all children as well as

reduce the alleged bjias in current assessment practices used with minority

N

children. ’ . ’ ’ \;/) .

L)

The purposes of this paper are to discuss the variQus problems related
. N .

to. the curreht concerns with nonbiased assessment. Nonbiased assessment

is not simply a=debate within academic settings. Legislation has been
’ ' . .

e . \
enacted,qudicial inquiry has occurred and continues, and various directives
from federal and state agencies have resulted. The issues which led to

these events are discussed and implicit assumptions clarified. Most

q

important, specific recommendations are made which reflect an attempt to
provide a guide to school psychologists for our efforts to insure quality

‘in assessment for all children including-nonbiased assessgenf with minority

3 # . -~

persons.

Concerns about bias in assessment did not originake in school psychol-

1

ogy, and can perhaps best be understood within the context of the historic
process of removing vestiges of race, class, and ethnic discrimination.
Similar issues of bias in assessment that will be discussed within the

context of school psychology are present in the broader contexts of ppblic

-

education, employment settings, and professional school selection. Indeed,

-

-~

recent events such as resolutions suggesting the outright elimination of

all standardized tests (Rudman, 1977) and the Bakke coart case (Bakke vs
5
California) demonstrate the widespread contemporary concerns over bias and

usefulness. Furthermore, concerns over bias in tests are not a recent

/
phenomenon. Issues similar %to those debated today were the topic of heated

te

discussions in the 1920s, difcussions which, iike those tovday, appeared

in both the professional and popular literature (Blocg and Dworkin, 1976).

-
L0
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- ) .
Perha‘ﬁ the most important issue, often ignored in current and previous

- v

. M . ) .
debates on'bias in tests, is the net effect of standardized tests in -the

s T process of eliminating discrimination and expanding opportunities. There

v ,

was a close parallel in the 1920s to the current discussions of the hesed-
\\ ‘ “itary potential for intellectual development of specific racial or é?hnic
groups. Only in the 1920s, the primary’concern was over the "innate

abilities" of southern and eastern Eurepeans and personé of Jewish ancestry

.(Kamin, 1974). Tests were also® used to document the hereditary inferiority

~

of these groups. However, it is highly likely that the same\é}nds.of tests,
used earlier as proof of inferiority, served as instruments of social
mobility for many individuals of Jewish'and eastern or southefn European

ancestry. The net effect of standardized tests on eliminating discrimination

’ ’

against various groups has probably been positive for many groups, and mpre
. ! +

importantly, suggests a different set of criteria for us to consider in
. . !
¥

current discussions of test bias. The most importanf criteria in judging
the effects of standardized tests are usefulness and fairness, especially

|
in terms of outcomes for individuals. The debate over alleged bias in this

. . , »
tebt or that test probably cannot be resolved. More importantly, whether or
< ~ ¥

not cultural bias exists in the test may be largely irrelevant to the more

I 4
.

! »
important question of insuring more effective educational outcomes and

-

expanded opportdnities for children. \ .

’

Although the concerns about bias in tests are not new, and did not arise
] r

only within school psycﬁology, school psychology and intelligence tests have
been am&ng the most active areas for expressions of. concern. Perhaps the

most dramatic expressions of concern have occurred in the form of litigation

m

over the past ten years. The litigation bearing upon bias in tests was

[y

concerned with special education placement, principally the placement bf

a
-
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group étudents in classes for the mildly retarded.

minority The court

B, more accurately consent decrees, have had a significant impact
. v

décgsion

on recent legislation and the practice of school psychology.

o * 2!
\ N

.
. ' . -

-
[}

SPECIAL EDUCATION LITIGATION

-

. * €
Two types of court cases have been extremely influential upon regent
i . S

s

3 ¢ .
,even;s;gn special education. One type of case was initiated by parents of
A . :
'Qandicééped children, usﬁally moderately or severely retarded, against

-

- public gchools.

to protéct children from discrimipafion solely because of -handicapping

Parents contended that constitutional guarantees existed

v ’ ; ) A% ¢S e
) condi%iins. Thé fact that many school districts did not admit children with
P : HR .
| more ée eré handicaps was discriminatory according to the parents. In a *

i ,
decision (PARC, 1971) a Pennsylvania federal district court upheld

-

§
i
landmar

a

Fions of parents and ordered the state to provide free and appro-.

-

the céqten

|
p;iatﬁ:edu
|
The

|
d
i
| q@tional services for handicapped children.
\Q

!
z |
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N
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C HObLOh’VS Hansen.'.The Hobson vs Hansen case (1967), although not

r|of

ec

] Lnd implications of these

7econd type of case was concerned with the' overrepresentation of

7

 of these cases was to raise serious questions about traditional

{

t practices,.

1

tudents in, special education progréms for the mildly retarded. A

»

tasé€s have been before the courts on the placement issue. The

institute a variety of protéctions for parents and

0}

énd establish guidélines“for assessment of minority students. The

3

,

cases 3re su(ficiently far reachlng to

(

léser exqmination. .

I

© * dirgotl

lished

. i

H .

- . ’ ”
related to special education placement, considered issues and estab-

recedent which appeared in subsequent cases. Hobson was the first

~

1¢
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e ) §> ) ’ ‘ ‘ b .

cdse in which the courts considered technical issues related directly to

~ . /

psycholdgical tesﬁigg; The basic issue was the constitutionality of the

tracking system used in the Washington, D.C. public 'schools. A group ability
. ) - ' . )
test (the Otis-Lennon) was one of the bases for constituting a fiveqievel_

ability tracking system. Although the test was not the bnly source of

information used te/;séign students to an ability fevel, it was apparently

the most identifiable component at least in the deliberations of the coutt.
[

The test per se was not ruled unconstitutional, but rather the use of the

~

test, on the basis of evidence that Black students were overrepresented in
o

lower tracks and underrepresented at higher (gifted) levels. The ‘court

reasoned that since' the outcome of the test was discriminatory, the test

o .

itself was biased or unfair to Black stﬁdenté. ,

In retrospect, it is obvious that the reasoning of the court in the

Hobson vs Hansen case was clearly releYant to issues in special education

~ . )
. classification where poor and minority students were #lso overrepresented.

The overrepresentation of minorities in classes for the mildly ret®rded was

certainly well known in the 1960s, but was regarded widely in the literature

and in university classes as the ''matural" outcome of "cultural-familial"

\* -

factors. School psychologists, the author included, should probably have

-

recognized the‘obvious parallels of this case to spécial education practices,

o~

. ! s -
and undertaken appropriate torrective action or collected data to defiend

. - - .
overrepresentation. In point of fact most of us expressed curiosity over

P

the decision and ignored the implications. /

»

Diana vs State'of California €1971). The Diana case was the first court

action related directly to overrepresentation of‘'minorities in special educa-.

tion. Diana was asclass action suit filed on behalf of nine bilingual
T, , .
children in Mop(erey County, California who were p}aced in special education

~=

11
£
@

-
- } f -~ v N v . 3
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L
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classes for the mildly retarded. The plainfiffg contended that inappro-

“r . . .

priate intelligence tests were used to éertify eligibility for the programs.

’

The tests were regarded as inappropriate due to emphases on verbal fécility

v
.

"and middle class values and symbols. Further chZMZZZEs were administered

tests the children were denied the Fourteenth Amendment rights to equal - \h\‘jij

-
@ - -

ih English although the children enrolled in the classes were frop homes in

}

, which Spénish was the primdry language (and possibly' the piimary langyage

Al N
of the children). The plaintiffs also contended that throu%P the use,of the

protection of the laws, specifipall§ thé right to equal educational oppor-
: .

.

tunities. Implicit in this contention was the assumption of ineffectiveness
. >
of the special education pragram and\Fhe deleterious effects of the label

educéble méntally retardeq;j The crucial, and apparently most persuasive,

3

evidence was the percentages of Spanish surnamed children.in the district in .

-

comparison to the percentage of Spanish surnamed children ehrolled in special

A

educéb*on classes for the mildly retarded. Iﬁ Montere&npoﬁnty, Spénish !

" surnamed students constituted 18.5% of the total School enrollment, but

)

_one-third of the enrollment in classes for the mildly retarded was Spanish

surnamed.
‘ . i
The suit was settled out of court through.negq;iations betwéen the
plaintiffs and representativés of the school district and the California

v . - * N o - "
State Department of Education. A consent decree was then issued by the court
- 4 N : A

which had,far reaching effects upon assessment procedures in California and

implications for assessmgnt elsewhere. It might be noted that a consent
. {

decree does not have quite the same legal status as a judicial opinion. The

. i . .
formfr apparently does not establish a case law precedent that is applidable

-

to situations beyond those cited in the consent decree.
®

“




the social and academic adjusfgent of‘hany of rhe students was fairly

positive (Yoshida, MacMillan, enq Meyers, 1976).

.
s

-

LS

The cabsent decree in Diana required the following: ’ *
* bd ! e

1)

" 5)

. Q .
Spanish, surnamed children to regular classrooms.

“successful" in regular classroom ‘progfms raises a number of interesting

"administration of ether assessment procedures. .

Assessment-of primary language competence prior to ‘ . )
If L N ’
the child's primary language competence was d P
to be Spanish, subsequent assessment proced AAE
be‘administered in Spanlsh

¥

or 'performance measureg. ¢
All bilingual children enrolled currently in special . -
classes for the mildly retarded were to be reevaluated
within a short time period usging procedures consistent
with peints 1 and 2 above.

School districts and the State é%partment were re- =
quired to develop services to assist those children

.who were. returned from special education to regular

classes as a result of the reevaluations (See Yoshida,
MacMillan, and Meyers, 1976 for a.description of ‘the
services and an evaluation of the effects of
decertification.') .
— .- ”
Ihe California State Department was required to develop.
and standardize 4 more appropriate test for Latino. r
youth. (Author's note: Apparently this projéct was

never initiated.) .

A

Finally, the consent decree included a.rather strongly

worded- warning to districts that disproportionate *# >
numberd of .any ethnic or racial group placed in © e .
special education programs must be explained and

justified, ' : v o ‘ .

.
’

! . -

" Two direct and immediate out'comes of the Diana case can be*identified.

>

First the court decision resulted in the immediate retJ,n of several thousand

Although the transition

“servites manda;ed'by the &ourts for these childred were apparently haphazard,

-

The fact that maﬁy Spanish

&~
L

surnamed students, previously classified a& Educaple Mentally_Retarded, wera,S

-

3

<
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Y

the original diagho‘es accuiatq? Did thé children simirly

N - .
thereby adjust successfully to the regular clas$
. > - . /
they apparently had, failed at an earlier age?" Pid the spec él-class,program

ooms where

assist many children in dvercoming gdjustmént or academic &eficiencies which
. 2 . / . .
. : . / .
led tq the original: referral? Answers to these questions are not available.

}

P

. . . R - ."/ . N
However these data, at a very minimum, illustrate the need for ‘periodic and

-~
.

thorodgh reviet? of placement décisions, and perhaps demonstrate the wisdom

7 -

" of routinely returnimg special class students to regular classrooms on a

trial basi% (Hewett and Forness, 197%).
The second direct outcome of the Diana case was an gg;ice of Civil
. ’ - .
Rights (OCR) Memorandum issued in 19 2 .(Oakland, 1977) which gpecified certain

IS »

procedures to guide the assessment ofyminority students. This memorandum was

) .
a

particularly concerned with'the.poésible relationéhip of overrepresentation

of minority students in spe;%al education to the broader issue of segregation

in the puBlic schools. A copy of this and other memoranda from OCR are included
in Oakland (l§77).

Guadalupe vs Tempe Elementary District (1972). The Guadalupe case was

nearly identical to the Diana case in terms of issues (overrepresentation)
and method of resolutjon (consent decree). Guadalupe is important to this
discussion in that the consent decree went even further in specifying assess-

ment procedures. In addition to the same requiremznts concerning assessment

.

. - |3
included in Diana, Guadalupe required the following: (see Appendix®or a
copy of the consent decree). .

1): No child shall be placed in programs for the mildly
retarded unless the intelligence test score is two or
more standard deviation below the mean. Note - the
Arizona educational definition of mental retardation
at that time was IQ of less than 75 and the AAMD i <
criterion prior to 1973 was one standard deviation
or more below the mean. ) '

LS

14
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' 3)

Intelligence test-results shall not be the exclusive
*or the primary basis for classifying children .as’
mentally retarded. Note - This same S'Ftement has
appeared frequently in legislation and “rules and
fregulattons over the,past five years.

2)

If the child's primary language competence was
determined to be in some language other than English
:classifidation decisions were to be based upon non-
verbal or performance types ,of measures.

4) Assessment of adaptive behavior through, but not . - .
limited to, an interview with the parents or guardian’ |

in the child's home. < .

The Guadalupe case also required several other procedures which were

(L3
later incorporated in federal legislation such as informed consedt for
) v : - o
evaluation and placement, due process, integration of programs for handicapped

and normal students, agg-accountability of school districts in terms of data
_on "prior effectiveness of special education programs." (Guadalupe Court

- T

The Larry P. case is also

Decision, p.i%)

Larry P. vs Riles (1972, 1974, and pending).

a class action suit related to the basic issue of overrepresentation of

minority students in ﬁrograms for the mildly retarded.’ Larry P. was filed

on behalf of seven Black children (and all others_like‘thém) placed in
4 r

programs for the mildly retarded. Eﬁe ase was filed originally in November,

°

1971; an injunction was issued by the‘F%deral District Court for Northern

California in June, 1972}
k!

P

an expanded injunction was issued in 1935,.and
the case is currently (finally) before tpe court,

. ﬂ \ “ ) ¥

The preliminary injunction in Larry P..restrained the.San Francisco

School District from ’ - -
: "placing black students in classes for the educable
mentally retarded on the basis of criteria which
place primary reliance on the results of IQ tests

as they are currently administered, if (emphasis
added) the consequence of use of such criteria is
racial imbalance in-the composition of. such classes"
(Larry P. vs Riles ?ourt Injunction, 1972).

-

‘ 1S
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1
In 1974 the plaintiffs requested the court to expand the original

5 injunction to include all school districts in the'State of California. "The

-

infunction was expanded'in 1974 winich prompted the California State Board /
& ? H ° )

3 ~

of Education to forbid the use of individual intelligence tests for all"

students, in California schools JF ‘the outcome of such tests was a classifi-.

cation decision of mental rétagdation (News Release, California State Board

. . - al o4
. of Education, January 15, 1975). Intelligence tests have not been banned

generally by the courts in California as is commonly believed, and use of
. -

» . . . o . ‘
~ intelligence tests in California is still permissable as long as a decision
of mental retardation is not/d;der consideration.

The Bay Area Association of Black Psychologists was instrumental in

developing and pressfhg the case against the San Francisce‘school District K

and the State of California. The defense in the case has been assumed by

* the Attigney General's Office #n California with the assistanee of the State :

Department of Education{ Both sides.have or are presenting massive amounts of /

N - . . * 1

evidence in germs of doduments or tedtimony from expert witnesses from around

~

the country. The Larry P. case is potentially much more far reaching thadn
¥ .
any of the previous court suits. The case was filed on the basis of consti-

\wm“ ' tutional law in a federal distrigt court, and the case will apparently be

decided by*judic1a1 opinlon hather than a consent decree negotiated out of

1

. court. . Finally, both side€s in the cgee are reportedly committed to aﬂfeal
of the decision, possibly to the Supreme Court. Although the Larry P. case

may seem remote and irrelevant to scliool psychologists outside of California,
‘e -
the Larry P. decision may have a decisive influence on the nature of assess-

. * .

<4
ment throughout the country. >
t s '

»

The basic issues in Latry P. include the same concerns addressed in

v

Guadalupe and Diana with certain crucial additions. In both Diana and
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. ! IOQ\’ '
Guadalupe the plaintiffs requested -revision and reform of current assessment

-

practices. 'fn Larry B. the élaintiffs have requested elimination'of all ‘.
standardized tests including, of course, indiviaual intelligence tests.

. e ’ ) ; o
The plaintiffs have argued that the resolution of previous cases such as .
Diana did not go far‘énough. To~#substantiate this assertion the plaintiffs
cited déga in 1974 which indicated 1arée/overrepresentation‘of.éthnic or .
racigl minorities in séecial e{ycation prograhs in California despite thé

. ¥

Diana decision. In both 1972 and 1974 when iftjunctions were igsued by the
coﬁft, the plaintiffs aréLed that Black childrern were overrepresented in prp-‘
grams Qgcause of inherent biases in the tests. Further, the plaingigfs
.contended the programs were ;neffective; the. labels, attached to children were
stigmatizing and humiliating, and the overrepresentation constituted an
abridgment of the Fourteenth Aﬁfﬁdment guarantee of equal‘pgotectioé. Although

a number of issues in addition to cultural bias in tests were implicit in the

. contentions of the plaintiffs, the coyrfy focused on the issue of test bias

in both of the preliminary injunctions. Apparently, other issues such: as

effect%xeﬁéss’of programs, alleged lageling effects, preplacement adjustmgqt
of stu&énts in psograms and alternative assessment procedqres are nou.péing
considered in the evidence presented by the plain}iffs and defense (Personal
Communications, Jane Mercer, Richard RufSO, and Jerome Sattler, November-
December, ?977). Hod%ver, the problem of test bias remains a very important,

v

perhaps crucial issue in Larry P. &

v

Summary on Litigation. The litigation in special education has cléarly

4

been a crucial influence on state and fedgral legislation, and on professional

practices in .school psychologf. Th€ PARC decision along with other similar

¥
cases (Mills, gtc.) was the primary impetus for the enactment of/ﬁghdatorx

special educéﬂion legislation by the states and the federal Education for All

»

! )
.

-




Handicappeq Children Act of 1975 (PL 94-142). On. one hand the litigation
' ' - ': ‘g . > ~
has led to a dramatic expansion of special education services. On ‘the other

*

handglitigation has raised serious doubts about the effectiveness and- fairness

of conventional special‘education procedures. All_ of the‘basic-p:ovisions
of PL 94-142 appeared earlier in one form or amother in litigation., Although'f

Lo

other factors were certainly important in inf%?@ﬁcing the nature and enactment.

.
T ¥ e

. of 94-142, litigation must be recdghized as one of the most important factors,

. ¥ ~

It is also important to, understand the judicial mechanism as gégfans of °

- - +

resolving professional or scientific issues. The fundamental purpose€s of

the courts are sqgmewhat different from the aims of science or professions. .

. ) ) ) , . ) .. \
The legal system is primarily concerned with justice where science is con=-

- o
.

cerned primarily with truth, The issues addressed by the courts in the special
education placement litigation are at best ambiguous.%"These issues, e.g.

L :
labeling effects, bias in tests and effectiveness of special education pro-

-gréms are all sources ofsintense debate within the scientific and professional

-

comnunities. None of these issues can be resolved "beyond the shadow .of

I3

doubt" with the currently available empirical evidence. All of the issues

¥

mentioned above, however, ,are related to rights and opportunities, of persons

which are of course ‘legitimate areas of judicial inquiry. The problem is

. pd
that the courts, usually reluctantly, must ultimately resolve the issues on

the basis of wvery ambiguous,®sometimes technical idence. The courts,

N
. .

probably reluctantly, resolve the disputes in "absolute" language such-as

"shall", or "must" when in fact the evidence is at best at the level of "might"

R -

or "“should".
K4 M = Iy

One very important feature of the litigation to date, especially Larry P.,

Pt

is the question of burden of proof. In the Larry P. case the court shifted

the burden of broof to the defendents on the basis of the evidence on over-
‘

9]
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-~ - ruepresentation. The court viewed the fact of overrepresentation as "inherently,

sus&icipus” from the broader context.of the legality of segregation. The

burden of proof is crucial in that{it is‘proba;}y impossible to prove or -

disprove unéquivocaily whether or not standardizea tests are biased on the

basis of the availaﬁle ev%dence. The fact that the defendants have been

’-

responsible for proving Eheir_cése hag been a distinct disadvantage. Howeyer,

» as will be discussed in ‘the next section, many other issues are implicit in

—

the spécial education litigation on placemeﬁt. These issues are probably more’

.
RN -

Fad N - )
important in terms of the rights and opportunities of children than-the narrow

. L4
]

issue of  test bias. . ' ..

! UNDERLYINQ“fSSUES IN COGURT CASES
4 .

N
+

’///K/number of unresolved issues and implicit assumptions are apparent from

‘ close examigation of the previous and current litigation over special edu- |
. cation plagement. Thesq issues involve fuqdamental questions about the nature
) . 7
’ of intelligence, the direct and indirect effects of classification and edu-

cational setvices for the mildly retarded, and the outcomes of intelligence
rd

]

tests for calturally different persons. The court decisions have appeared

I *

to ignore many of these issues. Understéndiné these issues is.crucial to the

developmént of fairer and more effective assessment q?SEedures g%d educatiopal
. - - 4 v§

4

’

interventions. , \ )
S . - R
- - Nature vs Nurture. The nature vs nurture debate over intellectual

A

-

differences is an old contro#ersy which even precedes the‘developmént of IQ
\

\\\\ ‘ . tests (Galton, 1892). The issue fd far from new) the general odtline of the
’ ’ - L3 » ‘ .
.debate has not changed, and the issue is no closer to resolution now than it

L

was in the 1800s. However, the.debate over the past ten years has been

1N

: . ] : . v
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intensifﬁed for a variety of reasons. Arphur%ﬂensén's (1969) highly contro-

", . ~
* ., versial evaluation of and explanation for the disappointing effects of Head -
L . » .
' e 4 v
Start is a trucial component of the current attacks on intelligence testg\ .
N 4 .

Jensen has published‘wideli on the alleged %;netic ihferiofity of Blacks. -

Although Jensen's conclusions are usually stated im the téntative and conditional

» <

stylgéfavored and requ{red by the scholérly-t?mmqnity, the cgmhlui}ﬁas of
. . A L] R ‘
. "several other 'scholars" have been nothing short of inflammatory. "For
S : s “ A

eﬁémple, the following staﬁgﬁent which appeared a few years ago in a highly

regarded academic jourpal was based largely on Jensen's conclusions.

"Nature has color coded groups of individuals so that

statistiéally reliable predictifons of their adaptability

to intellectually rewarding andeffective lives can

‘ easily be made and profitably be used by the pragmatic
man in the street." (Schockley, 1971, p. 377) (emphasis
added) e .

iy .

The statement is’ outtageous and untrue. Thérefore,it is not hard to under-
. . 3\ . '
- ] ‘. -
stand the sense of outrage particulayly among Bl%cks that arises from this
. 1

-
-

and similar statements.. In view of such statements, I am periodically in-

cliﬁgd toward eliminating all standardized tests, or for that matter, any ‘2

~

* other meastre which is cited-to justify racist ideology. . ,
. o 'gh ’
A complete review of all of Xhe datd on'the nature-nurture issue is far

3 . I -

- " beyond the scope of this paper (See Brody .and Brody, 1976; Loehli Lindzey,

and Spuhler, 19752 and Samuda, 1975). ’Two points must be emphasized. First, .-

-+
A

eliminationt of standardized tests would not settle the nature-nurture contro-

versy, and would, in all likelihood, reduce,the chances of overcoming existing \g
. \ .7 .

K bargiers to the‘full participation of all éersons in the aconomic and social Z"
» A . . . .

z
%
o

order. Secondly, the profesiional bersonnel responéible for using the tests

L . . ) .
gation fo.insure that test results are 'interr

have an ethical and moral obl
. ) . 4

— A
preted accurately and test use leads to expanded, not diminished, opportunities
N .

and competencies for children. , .- \ ' \
L4

) \‘l" ) ? - 2‘:;, b - /
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ﬁganingﬁof‘IQ.Test Results. Perhéps the most 'immediate challenge for

¢ .

. .
profeéssional personnel who use standardized tests is to once again attempt
3 3

. 3
to clarify the meaning of 1Q \est‘results. Alfred Binet was the first to warn

-
.

of jthe misuse and misunderstanding of the meaning of IQ test results. -Others

\
have issued similar warnings over the past seventy years. Certain myths ,
< .
“about IQ are all too pfeg@lent for us to ignore. Many consumers continue to
. NE .

believe that IQ is fixed, unitar&m and predetermined. Much testimony in the
’

court cases including Larry P. (APA Monitor, 1977) was directed at disproving
those myths. This testimony has a "'Straw man' quality. It is not hard to

» \ .
substantiate charges which ¢onfirm the obvious. Unfortunately, we havé not

done enough to eliminate the misconceptioni about IQ. I have suggested that
we might develop kind of a "Surgeon General's Warning" about IQ which might

be printed on every test protocol, every test report, arMd placed in every

* - .

file where IQ test results are included. The followiang statement is ‘not

perfect, and could be improved with the help of othér persopns.
A - v Y .

"IQ tests measure only a portion of .the competencies

involved with human intelligence. The-I1Q results -

are best seen as predicting performance in school,

and reflecting the degree to which children have i

mastered middle class cultural symbols and values. gl
" This is useful information, but it.is also limited.

Further -cautions - IQ tests do not measure innate - .

genetic capacity and the scores are not fixed. Some
“persons do exhibit significant increases or decreases

in their measured I1Q." % >

Unfortunately, one of the issues in the litigation has been whether or
not measured intelligence is uﬁitary, fixed, and predetermined. [he testimony

which once again proves these assertions to be myths ' may be important to the

- ey

.

resolution of the Larry P. case.

“~ ]
.

I 3 FEN .
* Labeling Effects: Meaning of Mild Mental Retardation. A c%osely related
. < \ h

set of implicit assumptions in ahe court cases involves the meaning of mild
mental- retardation, labeling effectts, an% efficacy of special classes for'the

N

-

9 ?
V«
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.

mildly retarded. The Tourts have apparently been convinced thatathe‘labek,‘ J
* . - . \

' 4
Educable Mentally Retarded is humilidting, stigmatizing,‘and solely responsible

[ ) .

for a neggtive‘selfﬁfulfikling prophecy. Further, the courts have examined
s 5

b *

the term mental retardation, and apparently h;ve understood it to imply

» r

-

ermanent, global in?ompetence with a biological etiology (A&ﬁ Monitor, 1977).
. " ]

) The availableyfactual evidence related to both of these assumptions freveals .
< g ~ -
»]’;f e .
a quite different 8tatp of affairs. : y
. . oL ‘

- The alleged effectd _of labels h?ye dominated much of the discussion of !

; Ty
the outcomes of special education programs over the past-tén years. Four

. _ . Iq :
basic questions seem to be especially important in this discussion. ,First, Y 4

.

. ) .
do 1abels create expectancies? The evidence generallx_confirms this assertion,

however, ‘the outcomes of these studies miy be an artifacf of the methodology™

N >

used. In studies where suﬁ;epts (college students or teachers) are given only ,
L5

. v . 1 “
the label and/or no or only brief exposure to the child beafiﬁ%'thé label, a
rather large expectancy effect is typicall& reported (e.g., Foster and

Ysseldyke, 1976)." The studies essenti§}§§ involve telling the subject that

‘ RS

Johnny is retarded, then asking tf Zi%ggects to rate Johnny's likely or
. A Lo

T e

™~

briefly observed performance on an acaddmic task. In other gstudies using ghe
5 ' RS ‘ .

same basic methoéologyg but providing Mengthy exposure to the "labeded thild",
' . ol .
the expectancy effect is not observed or'diminishes\over time (Yoshida and
> Ao .

. ' ‘Meyers, 1973 or iamprj}ht, 1977). Do 1a6}ls cre?te expectancies? The evidence

N N ) N B -
is contradictory|from*experimental studiés, and few studies have been con- ¢
- . « . 7’

ducted in natural situations. - . :

’ .

. h
The relationship of expectancies to a self-fulfilling prbphecJ\(Rosenthhl ’

and Jacobson, 1968) i.e., .the child.perébrms markedly better orn poorer due

¢ i

to‘expectanoies of “significant ‘others, is even”less elear. This basic idea

of the sélf-fudéilling prophecy ﬁf widely;citeJ as fact, and appare&fly is
b -

Qo ‘,// ' // ‘ . - 'f3;ja e ' N B

]
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consistent with certain philveophical or political orientations. However,

the data’simply do not support‘fhe'ggsertion (MacMillan, Joﬁes, Alo£27\1974;

-

Humphreys and Stubbs, 1977). ’ . ' S .

A related, and usually unexamined, issue in the litigation is the kinds

of informal labels used in the public schools and‘tge "prelabeling" experiences

. -

of ch}}dren classified as mild&y retérded ih the schools. From reading the

aggstimony in these cases one is perhaps led to believe ;hét no one ever saw

those children as academic or behavioral problems prior tg being lgﬁéied b§ )
. Y . .

a psychologist. The erronegous impression that school psychologists and IQ

tests were the first and most important‘stepgi assifying school children

as milQly retarded has been refuted (Meyers, Sundstrom, and Yoshida, 1974),

”
s

1 : 3 . : : o . ! : 3 I" .
but this misconception is prominent in the litigation. The fact is that teacher
1)

referral is the most impartant step in the process whereby children are clabsi-

fied as mildly retarded. ,Many children referred as suspected cases of mild

retardation are not diagnosed as such by psychologigts (Ashurst and Meyers,

1973), a2nd many children who\gould fail the IQ criterion are never referred

3 4

(Mercer, 1973). The behaviors which lead to referral are as importhnt'if not

more important than the IQ tests per se. The courts have generally ignored
- . .

these factors.

-

Evidence, on the final questions of the meaning of the diagnosis of mild

i d
mental retardation and the reactions of persons so labeled is much clearer.

3 ,’ .
Most persons misinterpret the meaniné o dptid retardation. Mild rétardation

according to the 1961 and 1973 American Association on Henkal Deficiency
(AAMD) Manual on Terminology and Cldssification refers to_the current behavior

of the person (i.e., is not permanent), is developmental in natufg (i.e.,

different criteria are used-in issessment at different ages), and the etiology
is not specified, (i.e.! may or may not be associated with biodagjcal
A - . -
29 .
YU )

’




-

| | .
(, fadto ;such as <ultural-familial or sociocultural as the primary causes of
I

.
v
L ¢

gL) In fact, the AAMD system has 1mp11c1tly suggested environmental

\® ‘

.paﬁhol

|

v id eﬁardation. The’ association of these factors with the effects of

g time, and continues to be the source

oLer y ‘has been recognized for a lon
Most

£ mu?h speculation and research (Haywood, 1970; Heber, et al., 1972),

e

ypo Qant to the court dellberatlons, is the well known fact that the vast

ompetencies (those associated with formal education), and most become

e need for a revision in the classifigation system as well as a concerted
i

ffort to clarify _the meaning of the term mild mental retardation

3 .
Dat® on the reactions of persons who have been or who are classified as

,

mildly ret?rded are much clearer. Persons who bear this 1abe1 regard it as
1974;

stigmatlzlng, humiliatlng, inaccutate, and unfair (MacMillan et al.,
Edgerton, 1967) The persons who bear the label have the same misconceptions
about the meaning of -mild retardation cited earlier, i.e., comprehensive,

permanent incémpetence of a biological origin. The persons Zabeled as mildly

retarded often cite their present level of adjustment as irrefutable evidence

m
of the inappropriateness of the label. The problem contﬂg;es to be the

-

misconception about the meaning of the classification, an jissue which will

be discussed again in a later section. .
Perhaps the most

Effectiveness of Special Education Interventions.

.
impertant allegaEion by plaintiffs, ihplicitly accepted by the courts, was the
The

presumed ineffectiveness of special classes for the mildly retarded

effectiveness of these programs has‘of course been questioned (Dunn, 1968) ande )
i debated (KoIgtoe,.l976).
i' o ~ ) ‘ .
’ o o

The defendarts in the cases (States and local

" b
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districts) have fot to date attemptea to defend the efficacy of the edu- °

cational programs in’benefiting

the children classified as mildly retarded
(the defense in Larry P. has not yet been presented). Testiméhy from '
parénts and others has, focused on thé_ineffectiveness of the programs. Since
the defendents have not even attempted to rebut tlis testimony; the courts

have assumed the programs were inferior to regular classrooms. The court

I

decisions have focused on IQ tests and the overreprgsentation of minority
children. Howeber; if the educational programs were as jineffective as
described by the parents, then the programs as éuch were a denial of the
constitutionai rights of any child regardless of racial or ethnic status!

Furthermore, the 1étigatiop may reflect "worsg_case" situations (MacMillan,
1§77)2 %Pecial education programs for the mildly retarded generally, (and -
the psycholégical services associated with these programs) may not have been
represented accurately by the gituations Srought to>1itigation. MacMillan

; v

ha¢ pointed to a wide variety of inappropriate services invélved with tﬁé
Diapa case (e.g. students in claéses gor the miialy retarded were used to
perform Banitorial work, wash busg;, and even disnﬁsged from school to work
as farm laborers - these activities were apparéntly not part .of a work sthdy
or careerr education program). It is likely that the states and districts

did not defend their educational or psychological services because the services

were indefensible! The degree to which these services are typicak of most

states or districts is unknown. ™~

Disproportionate Numbers Equated with Bias. Evidence on the over- -

representation of minority students in classes for the mildly retarded has

been a major componerit in all of the court decisions cited earlier and stifl

1
-

represents the major emphasis of the federal Office of Civil Rights. Over-
N w

representation of minorities has been regarded as inherently suspicious by

F]
.

9
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+ the courts, and has resulted in sQifting the burden of proof from plaintiffs
- to defendants in the Larry P. case. | fﬁ; ) . )
. .. . e { iy -, i -
< , Two facets of_thé bverrepresentation data bear chgér analysis. First, X

3
-

- N " -
\, . the overrepreséntatipn datalaresometimes'misihterpge;éﬁ'and/or’eiaggarated

-~

in attacks on the®uses of intelligence tests with minorities. The percentages
can be very misleading if not understood properly. For 'example, in the -

Larry P. case_Black students constituted 28:5Z of the total district enroll-’
ment, but nearly 6p% of the enrollment in specfa] education classes for the

7

mildly retar . These data have sometimes been understood to mean that

v

two~thirds of all Black étuiénts were diagnqﬁed as mentally retarded through
the use of intelligence testsl"In fact, as Table 1 illustrates, a much

smaller percentage of Black students were actually diagnosed as mildly retarded.

e 4
-

»

Table 1

- *
APPL;CATION OF OVERREPRESENTATION BATA
« TO A HYPOTHETICAL POPULATION OF STUDENTS

. ’ 28.5% of the student enrollment is minority -

) 667% of the enrollment in brograms for the
mildly retarded is minority

2% of the total student population is ’
enrolled in special.education programs
for .the mildly retarded -

Then apply these data to*a hypothetical i
population of 40,00Q students ’ .

28.5% or 11,400 students are Q}no;ity

rr\ 2% or 800 students are in programs for the

mildly retarded ’ .
. . -

} ) 66% or 528.minority studeﬂts are in programs
) & - for the mildly retarded.

‘ 528 + 11,400 qr 4.6% of ‘the minority students
Are clagsified as mildlz_retarded

Y




.student population into two gréﬁps simply’ on the basis of mediaq_fémily income,

-
#*

»

The only assumption made in the illustration in Table 1 is the aséhmption

that 27 of the total student population is classified as mildly retarded.

-

The .assumption of 2% is an estimate based upon actual spécial education
enrollment data from-a variety of sources. The aétual enrollment for a
specifiec district may, be slightly higher or lower. The main.poiﬁt 4s that

an 4
even with, the unugually large degree of overrepresentation involved with the

‘Larry P. case, only a relatively small percentage of minority students were

- . . 8
actually classified as mildly retarded. These data certainly do not support
. . A - o

the assertion that the primary function of IQ tests is topIabel minority
students as '"uneducable and retarded."
Curiously, persons with other equally obvious demographic characteristics

are aiso'overrepresented in special education programs. For example, the
-, R

- -

ratio of males tg\females in'prog;ams for children with mild retardation or .

. 9 « - N
learning disabilities is at least 2:1, and probably much higher. More important
to our present discullsidn is the overrepresentation of children from eco&om—

ically poor homesiin programs for the mildly retarded. If we divided a

and then analyzed the ingome characteristics of students in progr3ms for the

mildly retarded, I would wager th#f even greater disproportionality would

-

resglt. %he fact is théf very few children from middle and upper’ class homes

obtain intelligence test scbres within the mildly retarded range which of

v

course is one of the criteria for the diagnoggz of mild mental retardation.

This relationship, i.e., the association of poQé??& with mild mental'retarj

dation along with ‘the income characteristics of certain minority populations,
Nk e

' .
?

raises #n intriguing question. Are minorities overrepreserdted if programs

Y

] . . s »
for the mildly retarded because of minority status or because of socioeconomic

~ > .
status? . . ;e R




The purpose of the questions raised above is not simply to defend the

overrepresentation of minorities in special education. As mentioned earl{er, .

. if the programs for the mildly retarded were (are?) as bad as alleged, then

"":a’%
.
placement i such programs is inappropriate for any child regardless of racial
3 ~ N v .
- or ethnic status. However, these questions may direct our attention to more
& * . o ‘ '
N .

. * . Al ¢
relevant issues, e.g., the usefulness and fairness of assessment procedured
A d .

‘ }>genera11y, rather than the narrow preoccupation with test bias which unfor-

‘ tunately has been the focus of the litigation. j £k
Summary. A number of assumptions were apparently made in the litigation

concerned with special education placement. These assumptions, although
largely unexamined in testimony, were apparently~crucial to the court
decisions. 'The criticisms of these~assumptions contained in this paper-

- are not meant to justify what has been done, or’what has been common practice
in the schools., Thezé criticisms will hopefully assist us in.chusing our
attention on the most important issues, issues related to improving the
usefulness and fairness of assessment data for all students. Nonetheless,

- the court decisions have focused d%fbias in tests and have been a significant

influence on recent legislation.

\

-
»

}EGISLATION REQUIRING NONBIASED ASSESSMENT

© mmrma—m mmam e et o e e e b i T

)

Two recent Fedgral laws provide nearly identical guidelines for the
assessment and placement handicapped children. Section 504 of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973 (Rules and Regulations, May 4, 1977)\and PL 94-142,
The Education. for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975, (Fulés and Regulations,

1977) reflect the clear influence of the special e&ucation placemeﬁt liti-

IS >
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gétion discuss®8d earlier. Most pertinent to this paper is the foliowing .

. requirement from 94-142. . _ T :

4

p "Testing and evaluation materials and procedures °
: used for the purposes of evaluation and placement'’
) f/ of handicapped children must be selected and
/ administered so as not to be racially or culturally
discriminatory."

This requirement, commonly referred to as nonbiased assessment, is one
"

of the most important features of the legislation, but potentially) one of

v [

the weakest since no clear definition and only limited discussion of the

measing of bias in assessment appeared in the rules and regulations. In R

©

view of the differing intgrpéétations and contradictory evidence on bias

- .

Ky - > N
in tests or assessment, the practical effects of the requirement are unpre-
- /

dictable. ~ .

Perh;ps in response to the potential confuéién, the Bureau of Education

for .the Handicapped (BEH) awarded a large contrac; to the Coordinating Office
for Regional Resource Centers (CbRRCf to explore the meaning of bias in

assessment. The CORRC project has issued three’ reports on bias in assess-

ment. Volume II of this series entitled "With Bias toward None" (Also

= =,

available as a bqpk, Oakland, 1977) is the most substantive and pertinent Qfﬂ,
the reports. ‘The CORRC projects have not resulted in clearl‘stated e '
definitions of bias or specific guidelines for eliminating bias in assess-

“ment. This is not surprisiné“iH:Qféw;éiithe current étage.of the art. Both
the CORRC reports and the federal rules-and regulations have apparently - '
concluded that although bias cannot be defineé unequivocally, evaluation pro-

' ¢
./)/ cedures are likely to be less biased if procgdural safeguards are followed
and & broad variety of inﬁorma;ion is gathered and considered.

’Cgpies of the requirements for evaluation and placement in the Federal

laws are provided in an appendix at the end of this papef. The most important

& L3
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features of these guidelines are:

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

+6)

- ; ' L)
Procedural safeguards which provide for informed:
consent’ and due process are required. .

The assessment must-be conducted in child's native
language ,if at all possible. ‘

Tests and other evaluation devices are valldated
for the specific purpose for which they are used

and administered by trained personnel.

Classification and placement decisions are not - ¢

"based ofi a single source of information (such as

IQ)'%nd areas of specific educational need are
identified in the evaluatlon process.
- .

Inferences about aptitude or achievement are not’

" made from evaluation procedures which reflect the

childcs paired sensory, manual, or speaking skills.
(Author's- translation: inferences about the abilities
of a blind child cannot .be made on the basis of
responseS to a performance test). ,
Asse‘ssm% ‘must be conducted in a broad variety of
areas and plgcement procedures shall draw upon
information from aptitude and achievement tests,
tedcher recommendatlons, physical conditions,
social or cultural’ background, and adaptive

behavior.

(emphasis-added). Further, infor-
mation from the above sources must be documented
and carefully con31dered

Dec1sions are made by a multidisciplinary team with

’participation of parents, . . -

Plaqement options are seleeted according to the
principle of -least restrictive alternative and an
individualized educational plan is developed.

Ed

. The educational program i3 reviewed annually and

a comprehensive reevaluation which meets the
requirements stated above is conducted at least

every three years,

It might'be notfed that the nonbiased assessment requirement appears to
- - R ¢ . s

- be coneerned primarily~with twa populations of cnildren. First, there is the

‘obvious. concern about the kind of assessment conducted with the culturally

"

L.

Secondly,

there

different individual which'hés been rhe focus, of this paper.

is concern’ (see No. 5 above) with the gsseesment of children with sensory,

. Q . AR . . 36
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# manual, or spefking fgpairments &hich has not been discussed“here (see Gerken,
in pfes§)a .These'legislative g;idelines\are nearly i&gitical to consent
decrees issued\byhthe courts in the early 1970s (see Guadalupe consent decree
in the'appeﬁdig). The guidelines are stated in general terms with few precise
or specific suggestions for practitioners. For éxample, consider the' v

. .
question of sociocultural background which, according to the legislation ,

. " . .
. . must be considered, and the consideration documented, ig making placement .

L4

"

decisions. There is no specification of how sociocultural background is to
be' assessed or how it might be ‘taken into account by the muitidiscipliqéf&

team. These issues witich are considered in a later section, will undoubtedly

0 ] =

be the subject of much discussion and research in the future.

- ?

- . )
- ) )
. «

[

BIAS IN TESTS: DIFFERING CONCEPTIONS AND EMPIRICAL RESULTS

. . . . N

. -

There have been many ffforts to define bias in ;9st§ and assessment

(e.g., Novick and Petérson, 1976;.0ak1and and Matuszek, 1975; Hunter and .
Schﬁid&, 1976; anJ Reschly, i; press) but consensus on theoretical or research
¢ criteria and agreemgnt,on practical implications have not been achieved.

0 - Analyses of-bias in specific tests have ranged from speculative judgments,
about specifi; itens‘to sophisticated stafistital examinations o} test
resﬁlts and prediction systems. The conclusions of these‘efforts are largely
contradictory.  Analyses using subjective jédgments of bias usually iead to
‘identification of many'exa;ples or sour;es of -bias in current tests. Analyses
- of data from variohs gréups usually result in conclusions of little or no
pias in c;rfént tests. Throughout qae discussions of test bias conclusions
are confoundegl by confuSion over orjdiffering inte}pretations of the meaning

. ' : < .

4 5
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O
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of IQ test results, an issue discussed earliér.‘.The major f{tlines of these

differing approaches will be reviewed in the following section.
Some agreement concérning the categories of bias that may exist in

assessment procedures appears to be emerginé)from this very complex literature.

» i »

A\ - The major elements of possible bias arg‘inczeasingly organized around the
: ) *

concepts of content bias, atmosphere bias, and bias in use. Information on

each of these kinds of bias has appeared in the literature including some
research evidence. v

Content Bias. Allegations of cultural-bias in the itefis used on
« ) < # .
conventional tests has been and continues to be the most popular of the

criticisms of standardized tests. In fact examination of an item from a

L3 4 «
4

current'é&andardized test to support'the allegation of bias.in all of the
items appears to be an increasingly popular inaoor sportf Examples of sub-

jective judgments of item bias are numerous (e.g., APA Monitor,/T977; Dent,

. : ' 3

1976; or Williams, 1971).' The implicit asSsumption-is that all items on the .
test are biased if one or a few of the items is apparentiy biased. If ‘the
test is presumed to be biased on the basis .of inappropriate items, then the

test results are presumed to be "inaccurate'" and unfair. If the items are

biased, usually meaning that opportunity to learn the_content of the-item

is not common to all environments, then the test results ceertainly do not

reflect, and ‘cannot-be interpreted as eyidence of "innate" intelllgence.'

However, as discussed prev1ously, the IQ test results are not direct measures

of inmate ability for any group. '

The distinction between cultural bias‘and cultural loading is important

to this discussion. The Aégree ofgcqltural loading of an item, i.e., tﬁe
L] LI B ‘ ‘
likelihonof success on the item for persons with different backgrounds and”

experiénces, varies on a continuum. At one end of the continuum are items ' (’

M »

' ' s
o : - giEZ




' 27 $

which could on1§ be answered-correctly by persons with highly specific

backgrounds. and experiences. An example might be an item which asks ,‘Name

-y -

three presidents of Iowa State University over the past century" (the present
s N .

»
author can name only two). The item is similar to those used on manyr_
L

intelligence tests in tefms of type of *thinking requiged. However, only a . (
very lipitéd sample of persons would have an,opportuﬁigy torbe exposed.to /-J
this information and thereby ans;er'the item correctly. The item }eflects,
a vgry high dégree of cultural loading, and would be regardéd by ggg;/;s .
culturall; biased. 'Some items on current standardized tests’ requjre similar -

" 'kinds of thought and also vary in degree, of cultural loadipg. " The degree
A , ..
of cultural loading of an item, however, depends upon the characteristics

. o)
of the persons taking the test, mot the item per se. R
%‘.
The "person.specific' nature of item.bias has been illustrated well in '

. the development of "cqpnterbalanceﬁ" or culturally %pecific intelligence
te?ts“(e.g., Ddbe, undated, or Williaﬁs,,l975). These tests require highly
» :specific information which is usually possessed only by persons with particular
. backgrounds or exper;ences:' Knowledge of "What is a short dog'", or "In

. "C.C. Rider, what does "C.C." s&and for" or '"What was a zoot-suiter" is
A /

N 14
common only to persons with,very specific experiences.

In _addition to subjective judgments, critics oﬁ current tests also point

to the differences among various groups as evidence of iféﬁ bias. The‘”"

differences in average performance among various groups are attributed to
d ~ :

item bias and/or atmospherejbias. The fact that certain groups of White'

P

2 ' ,‘y' .
A?Z;;lo Saxon Protestants (e.g. low, socloeconomic status Appalachian Whites) .
4 ‘ vy
also obtain lower scores on conventional tests is usually not mentioned by
the critics, and suggests the differences are not simply due to the factors

/- ~ ’
of race or ethnicity.

[, e e =
5 - e e et L e g — = 4 % e g
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A solution attempted earlier, mentioned only occasionally in recent b
years, was the development of culture free or culture falr tests. Genefally,
. s ) . ’ A
nonverbal or performapce tests have been regarded as less culturally loaded, .

‘ although not all minority groups perform better on nonverbal or performance

~

\ .
b

tests. Nonverbal or performance tests are ?ow generally recognized as

falling short of ;Qg goal of freedom from ¢ultural influences, and attempts

v, "

~

to develop cyZlure fair verbal tests (e.g. Davis and Egls, 193&) are,

recognized as failures. Current thinKing stggests the original concept of

a » - R 1 ~

“culture free or culture fair was probably faulty (Agastasi, 1976) in view
s * . ¢

of the usdal purposes of tests, i.e., predict or evaludte pegformance within

a cultural context. R
_ & ) ;
. Relatively little empirical research on or critical examination of the

allegations of'}tem bias have appeared in the literature. Subjective judg- E
ments of item bias, however, are not necessarily copsistent with.empirical

data. The following item, “What is the thipg to do if a boy (girl) much

’

smaller than yourself starts to fight with you?" which appears on the
o~ 4

WISC-R Comprehens?@n ﬁubtest,~has been criticized as biased against the
experiences of urban Black children where it is presuméﬁly more acceptable
to respond physicalfyf(incorrect answer) than verbélly (correct answer).
_ In fact, this item is relatiiglx ea§ier for Blacks than Whites. Empirical
/ oo examinations of itenm bias for different géoups have been relativ;iy rare,
but thé éinimal data that exist suggest iaution in conclusions”based only
;n subjective judgment. Furthermore, some of the allegations of item bias

as well as the items from culturally specific tests reflect negative racial

oregﬁhgig stereotypes. The criticism of the item above implies that urban

Black chlldren are taught by parents and peers that it is" acceptable to.beat

up smaller and younger children. I “doubt very much that such attitudes or *

|

- T |
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behaviors are any more typical or acceptable among Blacks than Whites.
R ' ~ . ':5
Another example is an item from the BITCH Test (Williams,'l975). "What is

(Correct answer is the day the'Welfarg checks arrive)

Mother's Day?"

’suggesfé the incorrect stereot§pe that all Black children are from familf(s

supported by welfaré, and is of course, uﬁfair to the millions of Black

children from intact families where the sole source gf support is income
' .

‘ - N
ifrom jobs ‘held by parents. ) '
2 E

(

The evidence on item bias is simply inconclusive. Test items do vary

h »

in amount of cE}tural loading. -Items on current tests ate culturally loaded

to varying degrées as they must be if tests are to predict or ev;luéte

-

impoftant behaviors that occur only within a cultural context. Subjective
judgments of item bias are not necessarily accurate, and revisioﬁ of current
tests either in the direction of greater or lesser cuitural loading might

haye the effects of simultaneously increasing or maintaiping group differences.
Y '

and reducing validity.‘ The issue of validity or bias in test use will be

- -

" discussed in a later section.

’

* Atmosphere Bias. In gadigion‘to bias in content, a frequent criﬂgcism \

—— &

) 7 i
of standardize;:kests,is that the atmosphere of the testing situation is

unfair to minority children. Two general aspects of the testing environment

are possible sources of unfairness: (1) The kinds of responses and nature

-
)

of the effort required on the test or (2) The nature of the interaction
¢ \ ]
with the examiner may be inconsistent with Fhe child's background or experi-_

v

r

ences.
b
It is important to note the basic assumption of maximum performance on
achievement, ability’énd aptitude tests. If the child~cannot or does not )

perform’as well ag possible due to unique features of the testing environment,

the results of the test are inaccurate reflections of the child's thinking

v

G- - '
v
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competencies or academic skills In suchécases comparigons of thé child's

Y
14
- performance to that of the normative sample are inappropriate.

Y

A great amount of research has been conducted on‘htmosphere bias, and
y . .
is well iewed by Sattler (1970, 1973, and 1974). The %pterested reader ,

4
’, is encouraged to pursue further information in those sources. The author's

- 4

4
overall .impression of this research is that: . 'Q,
1) Much of the research.was poérly designed.

2) Some of the studies used experimental® manipulations
that are atypical and inconsistent with good testing
practices. For example, token reinforcers prdvided

' or correct answers. : “
- ./
. 3)'~The results of reasonably well controlled studies in
which the variables manipulated .were within the range
¢ ) of good testing practices are tontradictory. For —"\\
P example, the degree of warmth, amount of¥encouragement,
. | ' time dgvoted to establishing rapport prio testing,
: k and sex or race of examlner or examith, have been
studied with mixed results. / -

7

4) Examiner expectancied for performance may influence
' scoring of responses dn items where there is some
subjectivity in evaluating responses, e.g., vocabulary
subtest of the Wechsler scales.

5) When differences due to atmosphere effects are'rqported,
the size of the differences is usually fairly small.
]
It should be emphasized that the genefalizationézabove are the author's

impressibns of a fairly large body of kno@ledge. The results of this research
do not necessarily generalize to all natyral settings, or to the performance

of all iﬁdividuéls. Professional personnetl who_admipister tests to cul@urally
I

// different persons must be sensitive to individual iations En vatues,

. -

motivation, lanéuage, and cognitive style,which could influence the results
of the test. One of the most important roles of the examiner in individual

evaluations is to ‘establish the kind of climate that will elicit the child's

<

maximum performance. The test results are invalid to the degree that ik 1imum

performance is not elicited.
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. Bias in Use. The third concept of bias in tests is concerned with how

-
~

testsﬂare used. Two different’approaches to analyzing bias in use hgye

\ €

emergeq from the recent literature. One approach favored generally by
leaders in test theo;y and psychometric research emphasizes the relationships

. o} tests to other criteria for different groups. The second épproach
emphasizes the implications and outcomes of test use for‘indiyiduals and
groups of persons. The two approaches to bias in use will be discussed

separately since, they use différent criteria and result in different con-

clusions.

a

Bias in Jse: Prediction. Academic psi?hqlpgists and test publishers
have g;ne;ally eéphasized ghe techhical adequacy of tests in predicting various
'criteria for different groups. SeQeral definitions of test bias have been
proposed to guide examinations of the degree to which tests function in the '

) : . .oor
same way for person§ regardless of group membership. The €leary definition
< -

(1968) characterized test use as biased if the predictions or decisions based
s € ’ : . .

upon the test were different as a function of group membership. Stated
simﬁly, Cleary and most leaders iq psychometric theory, see test use as un-
biased if the same predictions are made for persons with the identical test

scorgs regardless of group membership (Cleary, Humphreys, Kendrick, and
L) . 7

ES

Wesman, 1975). A number of variations of the Cleary definition have been

proposed, most notablé\;; which are those which stress the social utility of

test use (Darlington, 1971; Novick and Peterson, 1976). -

Although some of the definitioné of bias in test use become very complex
3
(Peterson and Novick, 1976), certain basic featutres are prerequisite to

fairness in test use. Tests cannot be regarded as fair unless they predict

. with equal accuracy for all groups. 'ﬂost pertinent to our concerns in school

ps;chology are the questions: Do IQ tests predict academic achievement

- s

-y ‘ .

»
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. A\ .
equally well for different gfoups? Do IQ tests predict classroom performance

P f T

equally well for different groups?

o ~

The data from a variety of studies conducted with prospective employees,

prospective graduate and undergraduate students, and school age children

suggest that conventional standardized-tests predict the usual criteria

equally well for all groups. For example, the correlations between the

WISC-R and either teacher ratings of achievement or a standardized test of
'

achievement are virtually identical for Anglo, Black, and Latino groups

(Reschly and Reschly, in presé). Further, the regression equations for these

) different groups, although not identical, are highly similar (Reschly and

Sabers, in press). When differdnces in regression systems were found in /

. these and other studies, the effects were overp%ediction for Nonanglo groups

and underprediction for Anglos. The available evidence.supports the con-

clusion that current tests predict equally well for the different group$

studied t?us far, and from one perspective on bias in use, conventional tests

‘ can be regarded as fair to all groups. ’

a

Bias in Use: Social Consequences. The previous definitions of test

L

bias, although important, are inadequate in terms of the overall influénee .

of tests upon the lives of personé:b-Te$ting does have social consequences.
;7 >

- -~

. N * e e
Tegts, even those which predict acclirately, have been misused to justify race,

? . .
social class, and ethnic discrimination. Test results have led to reduction

of opportunities for persons and have qualified persons for apparéntly in- °
-

-

¢

effective interventions which may have been siligmatiz.ing and humiliating. To

P »
.

defend tests simply on the basis of predictive accuracy is to miss entirely

the points raised by recent critics of testg?
* -

For example, Williams (1973) chéfged that I.Q. tests predict achievement
/

as well for Blacks because*of the intervening variable‘of bias.
v . I'd

In his view,

oy

" ‘. \ ’ Q,Q‘ : ’ ¢
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v

both the predictor (IQ test) and the criterion (school achievement) are

« <

caataminated by racial bias, hence the correlation is significant and positive,
but meaningless.
Jackson's (1975) response to Cleary et al.'s report of the American

Psychological Association Committee on Educatiogsi Uses of Tests is even more

-

to the point.” Jackson saw the report,k as largely irrelevent to the coh&@rns

. ' = )
expressed by minorities. The report defended the technical adequacy of the

-

tests when in fact the major concerns of Black and, Chicano psychologists'

13

(Bernal, 1975) are with how tests affect the lives of persons. The fact that
tests have been used to justify racist ideology, and otherwise have been

misused or misinterpreted in inferences about the potential of individuals are

facts acknowledged even by the authors of the APA report. Thus, to defend

tejgs on the basis of evidence of common regression systems, or to attempt
. ) . .

to separ®€ the issues of technical adequacy from those of social consequenceg
13 s

-~ +

-

is insufficiept.

The ultimate criterjon that should guide our evaluations of test bias

)

is the implications and outcomes of test use for individuals. Succintly
- -

stated, test use is fair if the results are more effective interventions

lead;ng to improved competenciii and expanded opportunitie r individluals.

Test use is unfair if,Qpportunitiéamare_4iminished~ot«i£-individuals are T

v,

exposed to ineffective interventions as a result of tests.

, (
Summary. Although numerous attempts to define,and provide evidence on

test bias have appeared in the.literature, agreement on this crucial issue

has not been achieved. The techmical definitions of test bias have resulted

¢ )

in studies which appea& to substantiate the fairness of current tests.

Examinations of content bias and atmosphére bias have been largely incon-"
S

clusive. The issue is far from resolved, and probably cannot be entirely
. ) .

'

Q6. S
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‘resolved with empirical data. Concerns about the social consequences of

N

t

*
*

" PREREQUISITES T& IMPLEMENTATION
' * OF NONBIASED ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES

v

A number of conditions are best seen as prerequisites to nonbiased assess-

»
-

ment. If these conditions are not present, nonbiased assessment, Or more
: " Y
generally, éffective assessment is usually impossible. These conditions are

3 ,
related to procedural safeguards, hultidisciplinary contributions, an oqtcoﬁes

criterion, and the availability of effective interventio;:\hnd alternative

options for serving children. ‘ !

.

Procedural éafeguards. Perhaps -the bortions of the recent’'legislation:
[] -

Jhich have been implemented most rapidly throughout the country are, those -

which require informed consent of parents pribr to evaluation and placement,
9

—

and which establish procedural due process including the ri?hf to appeal

decisions. It is the author's impression that. nearly every school district
| ) N
h}Q the nation now follows at least the guidelines for informed consent and
due process. Achieving the full spirit of‘these requirements is much more

q;gficult, and progress in this area is probably less consistent. Several

~

good references exist on informed consent and due process (e.g., Abeson,

»

Bolick, and Hass, 1975). It should be noted that both ipformed consent and

due pgocess have been ignored frequently by special educators and school
GD g

psycholbgists in the past. These issues were also considered by the courts

-

in the special education placement litigation where .dn several instances
. ) N \

- i
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) péreqts testified that they.were not even informed of the decision to place
[ .

.

their 1d in a special education program. ,Again, we have :little information

:

\on the generality of such practices. Althoygh inforyed conseht and due

process were established a; legal requirements only recently, professional

S

ethics and standards for best practices have always emphasized the importance

-

of good communication with and involvement of parents. It is important that

» wé'achieve the spirit and intent of informed consent a due proces. Both

S

are best uéaérstood as processes whereby lines of communication are estgblished

. and facilitated, and rights and interests protected. A good guidel%re for
g .

.

Y

most professionals to use in evaluafing their performance in carrying out

“the spirit of informed consent ahg'gdg process is '"Would you be satisfied

o M A
that your rights and.interests were respectedyand coqgipergd by the communi-

¥
.

cations used if the child $ider consideration were your own?"

Multidisciplinary éontributions. Past standards for best professional-

practices and current guidelines require the involvement of a multidisciplinary

team in assessment and placement of children. In particular, the guidelines

s - . ! - -
L4 require that no single source of i?%%rmatiqn be used as the sole-basis for

.
-~ B ' . .
* e

,placemegﬁ and that a.broad variety of information be gathered and considered.

: - 14

‘The source of these guidelines in the legislation may be the erroneous
' ) R, . y
assumption tﬁat school psychologists and IQ tests werge solely responsible for

-

the overrepresgntawion of minorities in special education programs for the
. L ]

-

mildly retarded. Reéardless of the source of the guideline, the intent is
[y - . ~

. crucial to effective assessment and interpretation. Special education placement
s * i ’

decisions are extremely important events in the lives of children. Since
L 4 : .

-

instruments (and persons) are fallible, no siﬁgle pérson or singlé measure

should be the,basis‘for a special education placement decision. A variety of

3 a
. .
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] .
information collected by different persons should result in hetter q?cisions

-

and more effective interventions. * - ~

The sometimes difficult task in pracﬁicai situations 1s to insure that

different disciplines are involved not just as participants in the final

I

0
staffing, but also as independent data collectors, observers, and interpreters
Y4 .
of assessment information. The intent of a multidisciplinary team is to insure

that a variety of disciplines and perspecti%fill be involved in the solution

by

of a\brpblem. Multidiseiplinary teams which fnvolve collection of data by

%

only one or two of the team members fail to achieve the poteﬁtial benefits
L] »

. .

of- the multidisciplinary approach. »

Outcomes Criterion. In the view of the present author the most useful

defi;ition of bias i%\assessment emphasizesithe outcome of assessment activities
for individuals, Tﬂg;fuﬂdamental and cruc}al question from this perspective

is, What haPpens to a child as ; result of assessment activities? If the
child's competencies ai? improved and opportunities expanded as a result of

the interyentions that follow assessment activities, then assessment is
beneficial, of high qualitz,'and by definition, unbiased. Assessment that

does not leigggo interventions, or is followed by ineffective interventions

is regarded.as useless, and more likely to be biased.
The change proposed“herg, i.e., emphasis on outcomes, requires a departure

+

from the training experiences and present orientation of some p§¥ghologists
e

(see for example, Wade and Baker; 1977),\ The outcomes criterion deemphasizes

,AEEE tradition of defining assessment as some, kind of mysterious art in which

. - d .

the description of the '"real" causes of behavior is the primary goal. The

question of "What is really going on" which occurs frequently in case confer-

ences usually leads to a descriptf%n of the deep or underlying dynamics
4

béhind the behavior. In such discussions nothing is ever what it geems to be,

-

.

?
.
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there is nearly g@lways some symbolic significance of observed behaviors.

& ~ -

Unfortuﬁaﬁe%y these discussions are usually highly speculative with little or
no objective verification of proposed hypotheses. These discussions usually
lead to 4 description of:the "pathology" presumed to be responsible for’ the

behavior. Sometimes, juicy anecdotes about the reported sexual proclivities

0
-

of family members are recited, followed by speculations on who views whom "
. . . 7/

as what and how disturbed all that is and so on. These activities are

unfortunétel§ an important part of the tradition in applied areas of psychology.

. %

The alleged insight and understanding gained from such analyses are parely

-

’

translated into effective interventions, and in fact, probably.deflect the

attention of professionals from useful objective information. If the analysis

of psychodynamic factors does not lead to effective interventions, and my
»

impression is that it rarely does, then it should be regarded as simple

voyeurism on the part’of psychologists. Most importantly, it is poor assess-~

-

ment, and in many instances, biased assessment.
A further implication 6f the emphasis on outcomes of assessment is reduced -

level of inference. In order to achieve nonbiased assessment, i.e. assess~

.

ment practices that lead to positive outcomes for individuals, we must gather
information that translates directly into interventions. Part of the problem

in our current practices is the use of fairly.weak instruments in combination

* ' -

. . > .
with "clinical insight" resulting in global descriptions of the pedfon. An -
' é

example from a psychological report might illustrate this point. A child

-
-~

®

made dark heavy lines in reproducing the Bender designs. The designs were A -
L3 - r. w-‘

reproduced acg%rately. However, the dark heavy lines were interpreteq as

-~ .
25

revealing "repressed hostility." The clinical psychology literature and
tradition is reélete with similar interpretations (Rapgport, Gill and Schafer, .

1968). The interpretations are not based on empirical data, but on analogical

’

-

L' ' . 4 \C)) ’ )
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<~ ¢, reasoning.- This reasoning assumes‘tﬁgf some sort of logical relationship ,
~ . ,
exists between observed behavior and underlying dynamics. Even when empirical

data from groups support the interprétations, which is rare, the strength

of the re}atﬁpnship is ébt shffidﬁ@nb to justify predictions for individuals. *
; : ‘ .

‘In fact, use}of'fhe clinical lore can usually be shown to result in more

E

. incorrect than| correct decisions foi%?ndividuals;,
' ) b

ighe probZerf is the level of inference. Many other examples could be
cited, e.g. "Minimal" brain dysfunction, 'where global inferences are made on

‘the basis of minimal data. There are several reactions to these clinical

D v

approaches, not the least of whﬁch 1s the increasing skepticism of the courts

1

-

(Ziskin, 1975). Most idportant to our present concerns is the fact that
¢ - = . .
assessment which results in a high* level of inference is usually not related

Q “ —
to interventions, and is therefore, of’questionable benefit to individuals.

Platement bptionséand Effective Programs. If we accept the notion that

Y
b . . ’ ;% ~ . - |
possible bias in assegsment-ig best conceptualized in terms of outcomes, then v

e

L - - o .
the availability of éffective édycationdl programs and alternative placement

-«

options is an absolune’p}éiequisite to implementing nonbiased assessment pro-
4

cedures. In the situations which resulted in the special education_ placement

o -
litigation, the eduéatidnal prog%gg; were appaiently ineffective and the

rarige of options 1i&iteg.. The authdr remembers all too well the very limiteds.

range of obfibns ?hat was typical until‘quite recently. The only choices, >

often were regudar classrooms with no assistance or self-contained, segregated

- Llasses—fcr—fﬁt—mildly‘retarded. Psychologists can recall vividly cases
L% ’ ~
where we knew the child was not "really" retarded, but in view of very low —

~

achievement'agaoméanie&'by increasiqgly negative attitudes toward school and

self, the seif—contained, segregated class appeared to be the best option.
B & %

- -
- M ’
- . .




The situation has changed, o? is in the process of change. A wide range

of options is increasingly available, the principle of least restrictive

I3
L3

-

alternative is the law of the land, and -great®r emphasis is placed on
effeetiveness ;f interventions through individualized educational plans with

E annual review. These are all positive changes. In the author's view: they
. are thé best things that ﬂave happened for school psychologists in our history.
However, school psychologists must participate with others in gchieving the
potentialxof these changes for improving interventions. Specifically, our

F]

assessqgent activities must be designed to yield information useful to choice

A

qf least restrictive alternative. Assessment must be Qirected toward the

content of interventions, espegcially identifying specific areas of ''educa-

+

tional" need in terms of social, emotional, and academic development.

[N

AssesSment must also yield information concerning the approach to intervention,
1

&~

{ S specifically changes ip antecedeﬁt,situational,and consequent environments
which can be used to carry out interventions. Finally, we need to gather -
~ information relevant to ;;d/or assist others in evaluating the effectiveness
. of interventions. Discussion of some of the changes in assessment procedures
that are underway or will become increasingly important in the future will
appear in the next section. o ' {
Summary. Ponbiased’asses;;ent can only be achieved through insu}ing o

that effective outcomes result for individuals. In the view of the author,

r B ~
there are certain Arerequisites to nonbiased assessment: (1) Procedural

safeguards must eXist. (2) Contributions of a multidisciplinary team in-
cluding parents mustjte assured. (3) An outcomes criterion must be used.
v (4) Most importantly, placement options and effective programs must be available.
Psychologists h§ve imporiant roles in achieving eachqof th@setprerequisites

to nonbiased assessment. The combination of these prerequisites and ¥ .,

— [

"

>

d .
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&
g
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X specific changes in assessment practices to be discussed in the following
4

- . . .
section can produce assessment practfices that are fair and useful.for all

children.v

i : q . s .
' SPECIFIC CHANGES IN ASSESSMENT PRACTICES

~
[}

Effective assessment in school psychology, i.e., assSessment which leads
* fo positive outcomgs for individuals, is possible only within the broad context

described in ‘the previous section., These prerequisites Fo effecti;e assess-
ment must be met before the specific chaﬂges suggested in this section can
be of benefit to individuals. If the educational system provides procedural
safeguards, multidisciplinary resources, effective programs, and placement
optionis, and if'individual school psychologists are oriented toward an out-
comes criterion, then more effective (and less biased) assessment cén be
achieved.

Problems in Classification of Children. Clagsification of children for

the' purpose of educational programming has been and will likely continue to
7/

be one of the impdrtaﬁt roles for school psychologists. This classification

L]

process inevitably iévqlves some kind of labeling, and the debate over the

‘ 1

alleged negative effects of 1abelé has been very important in the litigation

and legislation discussed previously. It égpears that the controversy over
’ A

~

labeling has subsided somewhat over the past few years for a variety of reasons.

Hobﬁé (19753frecognized the necessity of some sort‘of classification (labeling?)

in the final report of the project on classification of exceptional children.

Hobbs described the dilemma facing special educators and school p8ychologists

,in the following terms: - ) - ,

»

. - "Children who are categorized .and l%beled as different

may be permanently stigmatized, rejected by adults and

N

Q = AL
" E QW
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other children, and excluded from opportunities

. esgential for their full and healthy development.
zég,categorizattﬂﬁ"is necessary to open doors to-
opportunity: To get help for a child, to write
legislation, to appropriate funds, to design
service programs, to evaluate outcomes, to conduct

=z research, even to communieate about the problems
’ of -the exceptional child" (p. 3). \

Efforts to "éelabek:‘children or to completely avoid the possibie gegative
effects of {abe;s are probably destined to failure. There has been some ° =
suggestioﬁ'££at classification might be organized around the nature of the
services needed, e.g., needs tutoring in reading, which would Rresumably.have
fewer ne;ative conﬁotations. Ipe pigtory of the meéning of other labels does

not provide optimism about the effects df‘simply changing the basis for a

classification gxstem. Other labels which originally had Rzecise, circum-

.scribed meanings have over time been undarstood as global and perjorative.

Classification is inevitable and carries with ii certain risks.g In

" -
.essence, when a child is classified by a multidisciplinary team an implicit,

. r

—~ , .
and now increasingly explicit, contract is established. Parents and children

are asked to take the risk that the benefits from the services rendered as a .

result of the label will be substantially greater than the potential harm of

the Jabel (Gallagher, 1972). It is important that we recognize the risk that

%

is involved with the label and take steps to minimize this risk. Even more

important, effective services must be provided.
¢ t

Classification: Mipimizing the Risk. School psychologists are.direcgly

involved with iﬁtelligéncé testing and the classification of mild mental
. °=F o

retardation. These are two areas in which the risk of misunderstanding is
» I .

.

very high. One means to improve assessment is to devote efforts -toward
clarifying the meaning of écurrent procedures which are known to carry high risk.
A clarification statement regarding the meaning of IQ test results appeared in

an earlier section. Clarification of the meaning of the term mild mental

A%
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retardation is probagiy more diffigult, but no less important. The original
< N ]
meaning of mild mental retardation intended by the American Associatign on

Mental Deficiency (AAMD) (Heber, 1961) is quite different from the way it'is~
comﬁbnly unéersfood pggay. In fact, mildrmental retardation referred originally
to the current status of the individual with no pre;PmPtions about etiology OF
fﬁture s;atus. }A’Mercer's (1978) terminology, it was a social system class-
ification. Whether the term was ever understood correctly by most is questlon:
able; it certainly is misunderstood by the public and many professionals today.
Perhaps, mild mental retardation is a somewhat unique problem'within the spe-
cial education classification system due to the nature of the AAMD classifica-
\tion and terminology system. The 1961 AAMD system, revisedwgli ly {n 1973

and 1977, was quite properly organized around the dimensions of adaptive be-
havior and intelligence. Unfortunately, the AAMD system included the impf&cit %
~assumption that guantitative factors were the major differences between 1eveis
;f m;ntal retardation. Thus, thé”same general classification, mental retarda-
tion, was applied to persons who had vastly different etiologies, competenéies,
and .prognoses. The factor; of etiology, current behavior, and prognosié are
partially accounted f;r in the AAMD system by thé adjectives of mild (edu&able),
moderate, severe, and profound. ‘Unfortunately, the distinctioﬁs suggested by
these adjéctives have usually not been understood by persons not directly in-
volved with exceptio;al childyen. ‘

qu'steps should- be taken to sinimize the risks associated with class-

3 ~r

ification. First, the classification terminology used should be 5escriptive,l

behav1ora1, and reflect a low level of inference (see previous discussion).
The general change toward use of the term learning %isability rather thfi\
se\ e

’ neurological dysfunction or minimal brain.injury is congistent with the

principles. Use of the term behavior disorder rather than emotional distur-
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‘bance #s another example. A gimilar change is needed in the mental retardation
terminology and classification system, and perhaps, in other areas as well.
Most of the mildly retarded, regardless of race or ethnicity, are so called

! " "Six Hour Retarded" children. Their difficulties are fairly specific to the

Y

public school situation. A change in the classification terminology which
- “
would reflect more accurately the nature of mild mental retardation is needed.

A term such as general academic disability might be less perjorative, less

[

likely to be misunderstood, and less likely to be associated with more severe
&

forms of mental retardation. It is important to naqte th changing the

. terminology will not avoid all of tée stigmatiziﬁg effects of labels. Even
— , )

when completely neutral terms were adopted, e.g., récall the’term "garden

variety', the terms become associated with negative connotations fairly quickly.
In the case of mental retardation, especially the ea;catiohal use of the
term, a change in terminology would reduce, but not eliminate, the risks
associated with classification.
A second, more practical, approach to reducing the risks associated witﬁ
classification is to clarify the meaning of the terminology. Mild or educable.
- o mental ‘retardation 80es not mean comprehensive and permanent incompetencé

of biological origin. In fact, most mildly retarded persons achieve relétiVbly

.
.

normal lifestyles as adults. Do we communicate these facts to parents,

.

students, and other professionals in an effective manner? When working as a
school psychologist I had the good fortune of being associated with a very

capable director of specialyeducation. We were concerned about misconceptions
‘

regarding the term educable mentally retarded. Jointly we developed a question

Y and answer "fact sheet' on educable mental retardation which was then provided
/

to eVer{uéeacher‘(regular and special), parents, principals, and in the case ég
W -

N a
.

of older students, to every student in the special class program. Similar

1]
5

In) *
40
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attempts to clarify the meaning of other special education categories are '
probably needed. These’efforts will not eliminate all of the risk associated
with classification, but they may reduce these risks.

Classification: Maximizing the Benefits. One of the major underlying

-

|

l

assumptions in the special edacation litigation was the presumed ineffective- . l
ness of special education programs forethe mildly retarded. Assessment is 1
|

|

biased according to the definition used in' this paper if, effective inter-

ventions are not provided. Perhaps the most important step in reducing bias

r

and maximizing the benefits,of classification ¥s to insure effectiveness in
the interventions that follow. Cromwell (1975) provided a simple, but

: 2
imﬁortant model for analyzing the usefulness of diagnostic constructs. The

crucial feature of this model is the requirement that classifications based

'

on. etiological information or current behaviors (called A and B by Cromwell)
must be related to information on outcome (D) or information on interventions
and outcomes (C and D) in order to be useful. Diagnostic constructs based

only or AC or BC types of information were reéarded as useless since thgy

)
.

only relate diagnosis to currently available or popular treatments which are

-

of unknown benefit to persons. ' .

The kind of information collected by school psychologists during initial

’ .

assessment, and the contributions of all persons on the staffing teams should

. .
’

be oriented toward designing interventions and evaluating their outcomes.

Obviously, classification, even if conducted with great skill, is not suffi-

cient. Intellectual assessment, while important to classification; provides

. /’
limited information about the kind and nature of intervedtions. Sthool

.

psychologists along with others on the staffing team must collect information

that is directly relevant to specific educa%ional need. All of the members

of the staffing team share the responsibility of ugsing a broad base of asses$-
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. ment information to select program options, intervention goals, -intervention

stratdgies. School psychologists have much to contribute to each of these
¢ -
decisions. A current concern is the degree to which school psychologists

are ﬁf;ented toward and willing to participate in planning, evaluating, and
o

in cértain instaacéé, conducting interventions. Limited anecdotal evidence

suggests that at least some school psychdlogists see these, activities &s

beyond the scope of their role. The current requireméhts‘of multidisciplinary

LY

staffing, individualized educational plan (IEP), annual review of educational

program, and review of classification every, three years provide excellent
-~

. =

opportunities for school pgychologists to work with others in insuring the
. =

effectiveness of proé}ams. Furthermore, school psychologists should play a
special role in actually carr»ing out or'working very closely with those who

{ - .
implement interventions designed to improve social or emotional competencies.

Interventions in the areas of social or emotional adjustment should also be
designed by the multidisciplinary team, IEPs developed, interventions eval-

uated, and so on. :
»

-

Summary. Overall, school psychologists alqng with other persopnel KHave

crucial responsibilities in insuring the effectiveness of intervéntions. If
. . b T~
interventions are effective in improving competencies and expanding oppor-

tunities, and if the risks associated with classification are reduced, the |,

special education bargain is a good one for parents iand children regardless'/w

’

6f racial or ethnic factors. 1If these standards are not met, classification
A - f
and the special education ,contract is a bad bargain and likely' to be biased.

Recognition'of and coping with the risks involved with ¢lassification is an
important step toward impréving the probability of fair and effective assess-~,

'
ment . -~ .
\W
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Multifactored Assessment. The concept of multifactored assessment was
L

the apparent solution to Lhe dilemma of defining and deécribing the requirement

of nonbiased assessment. The requiremept/of mulgifactored assegsment is

suggestéd in the 94-142 rules and regulations,®and is even more prominent in >
thé reports from the CORRC projeCt.. The undgrlying‘assumption is. that assess-

ment is likely to be 1és biased if a broad vafiety of information is collected ~

and considered syste ically in,making placemént decisions. In the view of .
the present author this asstmption is sound, but insufficient. Improved
classification decisions are certainly important, but e;en more important is .
the use of the multifactored informatién in designing and evalugting ihfer-
ventions. . ‘ .

Tucker (1975, also in Oakland, 1977) degcribed the categories of -
information which shouid be developed in a compregensive assessment of
children "for possible mildly handicapping conditions." For the most part,
the categories ‘of information are fairly standard and consistent with
traditional descriptions of comprehensive psychoeducational e%alﬁations.
The arrangement of thg es of infor&ation, especially the gequence
suggested for collecting the infdrmation is somewhat unique (See Figure 1
reprinted from CORRC ;gport). Especially noteworthy -is the placement of \ )

"psychological assessment" (pegsonality and intelligence) at the end of ghe

sequence of assessment procedures.
T .

. N
The e—cat : Oor 4 multitactored assessment
N -

according to Tucker (1975) were: (1) Observational- data which are gathered for Ld

"the putpose of determining the degree of deviance (if any) of the éhild's
behavier in ‘relation to other ¢thildren in the same environment; (2) Other data

available, ,e.g. records of previous performance, which are used to corroborate

or contradict the deviance established in step 1; (3) Language dominance data
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Figurel
COMPREHENSIVE INDIVIDUAL ASSESSMENT
. . For Possible Mildly Handicapping Conditions
¢ 4
. child is NS \l/ obtain observa-
‘ referred . tional data and
Are ob nal da No other data
¢ observatio ta that are
present? — available-on file
) already
\5 Yes /
Do all data available Yes N hool
support continued assess- ————&? ome-schoo
ppo ment? conference
no ) /
- o - language
Shﬂdd:nf;l 4 sehool dominance, educa-
ainedyin the Do parents and schoo . tional, sensory-
regular class no personnel agree that fur- —Y-L-> motor, and psycho- °
- R with / . ther assessment is needed? - ‘ linguistic
assistance assessment
provided to
his teacher(s) home-schoot
- °’h‘° ;“,e no Do parents and school / conference
school in :
1 agree that fur-
- general ' e_ personne 4 ur.
to enable the ther Tnent is needed? \ Yes | adaptive behavior,
child to P N medical/deVelop-
v receive an no mental .
> adequate assessment
educational \ Do garents and school =
rogram. parents and schoo home-school
. P s no personnel agree that fur- (—— conference
~ ther assessment is needed?
“Yes
- \ : ¢4 pchological
1T assessment
, { Do parents and school (personality
personnel agree that special .
~ ed. placement is needed? intelligence)
’ \L Yes home-sch¢at———1
¢ .. conference -
: childis ~
/ placed .
/ \ .
i -
‘Reprinted from Tucker, J. Operationalizing the
’ ,/nd"’/ diagnostic-intervention process. in Nonbiased

With bias

/ assegsment of ‘minority group children:
‘ - toward none. Lexington, Ky.: Coordinating Office
fWrs, 1976. (p. 46).

Q 5') .
ERIC - o .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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which areused ‘to detérminé the appropriate language for further assessment

.
.

and as information which may influence. the<interpretation of data collected

in previous phases; (4) Educational assessment data (usually collected with
individually administered devices) which areused as further evidence of

extent and nmature jj/B;oblem and for programming; (5) Sengory-motor and/or

psycholihguistic agSessment data which according to Tucker should be used in

consideration of placemeﬁt in learning disabilities programs and possibly, in

educational programming:generally; (6) Adaptive behavior data which are’

apparegif& used for classification,-and perhaps for programmingi~{7) Medical

»

and/or developﬁental data which areused to rule out a medical etiology of the

Pl

problem as well as to provide a basis for referral to appropriate medical

services if needed; (8) Personality assessment data including self-report
which are used to determine the degree (if any) of emotional involvement; and

(9) Intellectual assessment data which are used "to estimate the level of a

oL

child's intellectual functioning."
Implicit in the above descr ion of multifactored assessment is the

3
concern about misuses of’fb test information. The placement of intellectual

~ t ’

assessment data at the end of the sequence appearg to be a conscious effort

to emphasize the importance of other data. The other data were seen as
¢
important both for the interpretation of IQ test results and for decisions |

about special educatiodmgplacement. Interestingly, th%;area of sooiocultural

L]

“—‘_‘—*TL*bééké“Bﬁ“a_Wéé’nﬁf'menttoned as a separate category in/Tucker's description

’

~

A - $ .
as an important ared in the multifactored assessment.
LS . N .

~,
.

-

of comprehensive (multifactored) assessment. Howéver, concerns about
., .
sociocultural background are implicit in the descriptions.of language dominance

~

and adaptive behawior. Sociocultural background is mentioned as arsepapate ’

~
,

area of assessment in the_94~142 rules and regulations, and should be recognized

v -_—

>

v

4 ol .

]

W
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v 4\\}\\\\ summary. Multifactored assessment is crucial to appropriate ,classi-~

fication and to effective interventions. The approach suggested by Tucker

5 T is espec1a}ly useful in that the relationship of other data to IQ test results

o

is clarified Most of tiM categories of information suggested by Tucker are
fairly standard and will ore, not be discussed further in this paper.
- Two categories‘of information, primary language and adaptive behavior, are

»
2
,less commonly 1ncluded in comprehensive assessment procedures. These cate-

G t ion along with sociocultural backgrou\ﬂydata will be \

discussed in sections that fqllow. y: > s
l& ) . ) ! ,
Multifactored Assessment: Primary "Language. The ass%ssment of primary
language competence is a logigal, common ‘sense procedure as well as a require-

Q .
ment in the recent legislatioh. Non-English speaking children haveapparently
- .

- been placed in programs for theﬁmildly retarded on the basis of tegdts
s &
administered in English (see Diana or Guadalupe casds). Thesezclassification

*

and programming decisions were inappropriate,‘although an.éien larger problem
» L B ) )
in those situations was the apparent absence of alternative programs for Non-

.§§ . English speaking youth. . et * j'

- A

E2)

Assessment of primary language‘competence is more difficult than it

[

might appear. Many instruments have been developed recently (see Oakland,
1977) but” 1ittle systematic work has been conducted on their reliability
and validity. Nevertheless,\systematic effort to assess primary language-

" - competence is needed..'The decision about primary language competence must be

Eased on data. The presence of a Latino surname, for example, is certgainly

‘

- - e wom s A sl — . -

. dominant language. The author is acquainted ‘with cases of L¥ino s

families where Spanish is not spoken, and has not been used in the family for

» several generations, Conversely, the author encountered a case in 1967 'in

N ' : . i ‘ r~ .
- . .55 -




s

N

-

v

eastern’ Iowa where the child had an Anglo surname, but was monolingual

Spanish speaking. . ) . ® ‘
. ) N B

The information on primary language is important in collecting and inter-

-

preting other assessment data, and in decisions about appropriate interventionsh

a

If the child is:monolingual, Non-English speaking, perhaps the wisest course

¢

of action is to simply avoid the use of norm referenced standardized tests

of achievement and ability. The 94-142 regulations suggest use of an inter-

M * 7.
preter. Due to the many problems which arise’when attempts are made to
/ * ’
translate tests into other languages, e.g. items do not have the same meaning
e o .

ahd difficulties of items change, the results of tgranslated tests are of

questionable value. If inferences must be made about ability, use of non--

*
.

verbal or performance tests is probably the best course of action. Educational

programs for monolingual Non-English speaking Sépd%nts must be provided in -

the studenté' native language if at all feasible (Lau vs Nichols). 1If only

* B ' \__ v
a few monolingual children attend schools in a particular district, then

other alternatives shoffld be pursued (see\akland, 5977).

-

Bilingual children mg;‘exhibit widely varying competencies 4n English °
. &

" and another‘language. The‘range will extend from limited to high degrees of

competence in either or both languages. The language dominance measure that

- r

is used to determine primary language should be supplemented by other measures

which yield nformatifn on competence in both languages. Subsequent assess-

ment activities should be conducted within the dominant language of®the child.
LA

An*important principle to_remember is the assumption of maximum performance.

Any inference about ability or academic aptitude made in subsequent as$essment

P

“activities should include considerasion of tbe effects of differences in :

- ’ Q ‘

language, Bilingual youth may, though certainly not always, obtain lowen o

-

scores on verbal measures administerfd in English @ue to limited exposuré to *

.

>~ ‘ . ..

P 2
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English. Special education services may not be the appropriate intervention
fpr bilingual children who, on the basis of other data, meet tﬁe state guide-

lines for special education classificdtion. Bilingual/bicultural programs

14

'may be more appropriate, and children's rights t& such services have been

established through the Lau decision’. . s

o, W

s

Multifactoped Assessment: Adaptive Behavior. A subtle but imﬁortant 1
. \
|

i .
change has occurred over the past fiféeén years concerning the criteria for

judging adaptive behavior competence ahmong school age children. The 1961 AAMD
definition of mental retardation suggesied that 1earning and school achievement .

were the principle criter® for asseqsing adaptive behavior for school age

e

children. = These crtteria have been expanded through litigation, legislation,
federal memoranda, (e.g. Office_of Civil Rights, 1972), and now recently, by

the AAMD in the cla331f1cation and terminology manual (Grossman, 1973 1977).

Adaptlve behavior for school age chridren now encompasses activities outside

of the school including the setting® of Home, neighborhood, and community.

AClearly, the criteria have changed, and it is no longer appropfiate to judge

adaptive behavior on the basis of school performance alone.
* “‘/ »

’ . '

Conceptions of and methods for measuring adaptive behavior have been
fairly limited unptil quite recently. Concepts of adaptive behavior have “
usually been restricted to fairly simple self-help or social behaviors such

. L
as dressing, eating; etc. These behaviors are usually mastered by normal

and mildly retarded children prior to or soon.ifter school entrance. Most . ‘
of the inséruments aﬁailablo.cu;rently reflect th limited conoeptions, and
are not‘particularly useful for most normal ot mildly retarded childxen,..
Perngzs the best example is the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scales which were

~developed from careful studies of deficit behaviors among samples of persons

in institutions for the mentally retarded, and later normed’ on sampf%s




v
" : b
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selected from institﬁgions\£of_the ménqally‘retarded. A public school version

s 4

of'the‘AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scales was developed recently (Lambert.,

Windmiller, and Cole, 1975) The usefulness of the Public School Version
‘igbquestionable since all of the items were selected from the original AAMD

version with norms developed on school age children. The respondent in the

AAMD Public School version is the classroom teacher, and the content validity
- 4

«

-of the jtems is questionable. Similar criticisms apply to the other adaptive
behavior scales, nearly'all of which were developed through studies of the
mdre‘SEVBrely retarded. . -

-

A major advance provided by the System of Multicultural Pluralistic

-
Ql

Assessment (SOMPA) (Mercerf?nd Lewis, 1978) is the development of the Adaptive

Behavior. Inventory for ChiJdren (ABIC) which is designed for normal children
. H

and'is appropriate fof the mildly retarded. The emphasis is on adaptive

-

behaviors outside of the school setting. Adaptive behav1or is conceptualized

1]

as the degree to which the child performs increasingly complex social roles

—

The 242 items were organized on a judgmental basis.into the social role ,

s

categories of family, community, peer relations, nonacademic school, earner/
consumer, and self-maintenance. Standard scores and age graded norms are

provided for each category and.for total score. Responses to the items are
7 ” ~

provided by the primary "caretaker" of the ¢hild, usually the mother. - The’
. R . o

norms for the ABIC are based upon data.collected from a.representative sample

- \ *
of Californid school age children between the ages of five and eleven. The

- accuracy of the ABIC norms for children in other geographjc regions has not
\ L

« N . ¢

yet beengdeterminedj_ahd will undoubtedly be the focus of considerable research

in the next few years. I suspect the norms will hold up reéasonably well, but

o

some caution’should,he exercised in interpreting ABIC data until definitive

. . ”
¢

studies are available.

3

»
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Even though much research with the ABIC needs to be conducted, cautious

. ‘ a
use of thg instrument in classification and programming decisions seems ,

justified by the preliminany data presented by Mercer and Lewis (1978) and

Mercer (1973). Perhaps the most important use of the ABIC data is for
selection of pgggram option’rather than determination of original classifi-
cation. The original intent of the senior, author of the ABIC was apparently

. s .
to broaden conceptions of and then provide a measure of the dimension of .
- N 13 .

adaptive behavior. In other words, the primary purpose was to improve accuracy

in the classification of mild mental retardation. Children who were.referred'
for psychological evaluation due to difficulties in schéol performance were

<

to be_classified as mildly retarded only if they failed both the adaptive

behavior and the intellectual dimensions of the AAMD definition of mental

.

retardation. dhildren who met the criterion of lo% IQ, but obtained scores

’

.
[

in the normal range on'the adaptiwe-ﬁehavior measure were termed ''Quasi-

retarded" in an earlier conceptuzl scheme proposed/;y_Me£ce;>(1973). Classi~-

fication of JQuasi—retardeq" children as mildly retarded and blacement }n

. echoo} programs for the equcable mentally retanded was seen as inappropriete.
. Mercer (1923) has aépa;entlv revised:?en_position on whether or not the

- N : .

e "Quasi-retarded" shouid be gerved in special education programs. The key

Al L3

- issues are the type of program used ana the effectiveness of the program. Pro>

grams which carry relatively hi$ risks (see previous discuyssions) such as

LB .
\ special classes are' seen as less appropriate than programs with possibly lower

< risks that have equal or perhaps greater benefits, e.g. resource programs.
The degree to which the ABIC data are used in classification decisions

will probably vary depending on state education codes and local policies.‘

Children who obtain IQ scores in the mildly retarded range, but are normal in

terms of adaptive behavior in the home and neighborhood are very often in need

o
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of some kind of special services. The important question for us is noté;zgkey
whether to classify thé child, but what kind of program is(heeded.
Information from the ABIC or similaraZZ?ﬁﬁ}fom other sources $hould be

used to select service options. The turriculum in special classes for the
\ : :

edugable mentally retar&eq has traditionally reflected emphases on social

. > '
competence and functional academic skills. The emphasis on social competence

'is justifiable in view of the longitudinal data on the adult adjustment of

H

persons gwho are mildly retarded. The problems of mildly retarded persons

-

in vogafional settings are more likely to be related to deficits in social
- competence than"linited academic or'intellectdal skills. However, the ABIC
Hata_or data from other sources may'confirm that the child has relativgly

. : - ”
high social competence in the home, neighborhood and commynity. If socialg
< competence is relatively normal, the traditional épecial class is probably
’ . ‘1, . \ ,
jﬁE ' not the best serviceé gption. An educational program which is more specific

[ ' L.
to the child's academic needs such as the resource option is probably more

appropriate. The "Quasi-Retarded," i.e. children with low IQs and normal

- [

& adaptive behavi&r, should be served in “resource programs. in most, perhaps

nearly all cases. . .
The use of the adaptive behavior data proposed here, i.e., selection of
. .
. service option, is consistent with current special educ%tion rules and

regulations for most states. In these guidelines classification or eiigi- |
ﬂ' &

bility is described indebendent}Pf service option. Unfortuﬁately, there
v . §
seems to be an erroneous assumption that service ‘option is determined, or at

-

least heavily influenced, by special education cétegory. It seéms.;hat many

f"‘ : persons view spetvial classes as the only option for children with mild mewtal -

-

et .
- disabilities. 1In fact, the full range of service options including the resource

approéch should be available ta children with mild mental disabilities.

™ # -
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In addition to.selection. of service option, another important use for

adaptiye'behavior data is educational programming.

Deficits in social compe-

Jence should be viewed as potential goals for educational programming. The

kind of data that areprovided by Mercer's ABIC is probably not sufficient for

’

precise specification of goals for interventions in social competence. The

-

ABIC or other daté should be useful for determininé vﬁethgr there are problems

with social compé{ence and the general nature\?&uthgse problems, if any.
e A

These data would need to be supplemented by moréép;eéLse obsé¢rvation priof to

designing an intervention. ° .
. P

- ’ f' " A number oii?%nceptual and practical issués cgncérning thée%iiggsmégt- f
Vo ’ .
adaptive behavior are discussed by Cddlter and Morrow.(1978). The discr
0 A ‘

»

between what is needed or required in this area and present technology is

»

‘ .
rather large. Considerable progress in instrument development is needed. In
addition to the problems related to currently available instruments, a number
<
of conceptual issues must be resolved. Is adaptive beliavior data useful for
N .

classification decisions;in educational settings? Is adaptive behavior data

useful in program planning fqg_gie mildly handicapped? What is the nature.

of adaptive béhavior in older age groups? The reader is encouraged to consult

-

Coulter and Morrow's-discussion of these and other issues.

Adaptive behavior information will become an increasingly

Summazz.

“-~, lmportant component of the multifactored assessment of children sugpected of
having mild handicaps. The degree aéé{nature of the use of adaptive behavior
* ‘. ~, .
h A

data in educational classification decisions with the mildly retarded in the

futureare not entirely clear. HowevVer, these data appear to have high potential

for use in decisions concerning selection of service optibn, Furthermore,

-

4 . .
adaptive behavior data from instruments such as the ABIC may provide important
N - I3
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preliminary information for decisions about interventions in the area of ' .

/

social competence. .

¢

Multifactored Assessment: Sociocultural Background. Recent federal
- .

regulations require the consideration of sociocultural background in special

education placement decisioﬂs.MwUnfortunétely the federal regulations do not

’ suggest procedures either for measuring or using the sociocultural background 7
data. The CORRC Project on nonbiased assessment did not deak. directly with
the issue of measurement and use of, Sociocultural data. This section of the Y

paper will consider the cbncept of sociocultural background, its.relatiodship

. 4
- to intelligence and achievement, and Procedures for measuring and ysing .
* Al ® . -

sociocultural background data.
The concept of sociocultural background includes the overlapping factors
of social class and race br ethnicity. Mercer (1978) refers to the concept

of "eth-class" which is a term from sociology that refers to the-combined

’ = .

A A effects of ethnicity and socioeconomic status. The~concept of eth-class, or

~

the more commonly used term sociocultural background, is needed to accurately

.

descr{pe the relationship between sociocultural factors and achiédyement 'or
4 ) t:- ’ "
intelligénce. In fact, social status and racial or ethnic backgzbund are NOT

independent in the population of the United States.” Specific racial or ethnic
T ¥ ——

g%oups are consistently under or overrepresented in high or low'social
Y .

statuses. Specifically, the incidence of poverty is mucb higher among groups

such as Blacks, Latinos, Native Americans, and Appalachian Whites. Thus,

these groups differ on the average from the rest of the population on measures

* of social status.’.. .._...... .. . ’ . \

\ .
The concept of socioeconomic status7’}¥» would be sufficient for our

discussions if all racial or ethnic groups of the same social status performed

in.the same way on measures of achievement and intelligence. This, however,
% Co-
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is not the case. 1In addition to and independent of social statas, racial or

»

~ . s v o
ethnic factors influence performance on achievement and intelligence ‘tests

(e.g., Leéser, Fifer, and Clark, 1965;.keschly, in press). The results of

studies indicate that although social status influences the

[ -

level of performance for all groups, ethnicity or race influences the Qattefn
—_— - -

these aqﬁ other

of performance. Thus, social status or ethnicity or race alone are insufficient
to account for their combined effects on achievement or intelligengg.
The relationship of sociocultural background to measures of achievement

or intelligence is far from perfect. Ih fact, some low SES'minbrity children

.

obtain very high scores on measures of achievement and intelligence, and

conversely, some high SES Anglo children obtain low scores. The relationship

-

‘of the sociocultural factors to average levels of performance appears to be

&

more imﬁressive. For example, Kaufman and Doppelt (1976) reported differences

of nine to seventeen points both for blacks and whites between the highest

A

and lowest SES groups in the WISC-R standardization sample.

f s

The relationship of sociocultural factors or eth-class to achievement and
intelligence has been explained in a variety of ways.. The controversies

surrounding these explanations have been one of the crucial, but usualiy
p X -

unrecognized, factors that led to the‘litigation ove;‘special education placg—
ment. We miéht speculate, for example, about the effects on this litigation
vof Jensen's hysotheses of hereditary differences among racial groups. It
should be- emphasized fhat this is speculétion, but the movement to ban IQ
te;ts might never\héqs occurFed if %t were not for the wid;spread publicity

accorded Jensen's views. It would be highly ironic if IQ tests are banned’

through the Larry P. decision because of the wiews of oné of the strongest
f

i v
proponents (Jensen) of IQ tests. This outcome is unlikely, but the sequence of
i

. ] . ,
events leading to the case is important to understand. Even more important

£ g
—
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. information needed is usually obtained easily. The more complex measures

-58. . :

for users and consumers of IQ test results.are the facts that IQ tests do

indeed measure learning (not innate potential), and IQ test results are

A
influenced by sociocultural factors as well ag heredity. Other explanations

for the IQ test differences between sociocultural groups exist, and are

supported by data (e.g. Garber, 1975). The explanations for IQ test N
differences have influenced the special educatfion litigation, and will in-
fluence procedures to develop nonbiased assessment practices.

A variety of measures of social status have been, used in the published

research. The measures vary from rather simple indices such as Duncan's
. . . &

occupational scale to more complex measures such as the Warner Index. The

[y

Duncan‘occupational scaf! has been the most frequently used measure since the

have been used less frequently, but are correlateq'gt a slightly higher level
with achieQement or intelligence. The adequacy of the-social status measures
for equating groups has beén questioned recently (Trotman, 1977). Matching
groups through statistical analyses, or selection of subjects on social status,
(Jensen's approach), does not equate groups om all, or apparently, e;en the
most important background factors related to achievement or intelligence.
Trotm;n reported data on the relationship of a\home intellect;ality scale

-

to ac@ievement and intelligence. Groups of black<é;E whife students equated «

on social status differed substantiall§ on the hom nte} ctuality scale.

(Home intellectuality was measured by a 63 item questidﬁQaire’and rating

scale designed around environmental variables related to intelligence}.

The Sociocultural Measures (SCM) of the SOMPA provide a relatively complex

3

measure of sociocultural background. The éCM soales were built around
-~ .

variables that have been correlated with IQ results in published studies.

Factor analysis feéults were used to organize the 24 SCM items into nine N

(op]
W
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factors and then into four sociocultural measures. The four sociocultural N

e

measures that resulted were named q;Paﬂ.Acculturatidn, Socioeconomic Status,
- Family *Structure, and Family Size. Two characteristics of the SCM should
be noted. First, the measures are considerably more compiex in comparison

‘ to the traditional indices of social status. Secondly, the measures are focused

on relaéively unchangeable characteristicslhé the child's féﬁily background.

‘

In contrast to'the data from, for example, a home intellectuality measure,

there“is relatively 1ittlelthét could be done in terms of intervening or
® “ . a

changing the conditions measured by the SCM.

v

T In the SOMPA the SCM are used in a number of ways. Fiftst the SCM data

are used to describe the ch#ld's position in "sociocultural space,' essentially

the combination of social status, degree of participation in the dominant

culture, and degree of similarity of family to the dominant culture in terms,
. of attitudes; values, and lifestyle. Second, the SCM results for a specific

child are compared to the average SCM results for Anglo children. This
. * -
comparison is seen as an index of social distance between the ‘child and thé'

s school “which is believed to represent Anglocentri;, middle claés values.
Third, and most important, the SCM are used to predict the expected IQ score
= for children with specific sociocultural :Laracteristics. If the predicted
score is below the populgtion mean, then the individual's score istrdjusted

upward based upon a comparison of the obtained score to the predicted score.

The adjusted score 'is called the Estimated Leatrning Potential (ELP).
The meaning-and usefulness of the ELP score will undoubtedly be the

gource of considerable controversy-in the next few years. The ELP score is

based upon the relatioﬁéhip'of the SCM to IQ scores for groups (Anglo, Black,

and Hispanic) and then applied to individuals. The relationship of the SCM

to WISC-R scores was determined through multiple reéres ion analyses. The "
. s

F
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SCM accounted for 28%, 14%, and 24% of the variance in the Verbal, Performance,
B X P

and Full Scale WISC-R K IQ scores when the daté for all three groups were com-
bined. When the data for the three groups were analyzed sepérately, the'
amount of variance accounted for was diminished (range of 10% to 22% on Verbal
Scale, 4% to 11% on Performaqce Scale and 147 to 187% on Full Scalg). The
multiple correlations, reflecting the relationship of th; four SCM with the
WISCJR varied‘from .19 to .47 (median was .37). ’

The group specific regression equations are then used to predict an

"expected" WISC-R IQ score for the individual. If the individual's expected
score is 100 or above, the ELP is simply the obtained WISC-R score. If the
predicted score is less than 160, indicating that the child's sociocultural
background is discrepant from the Anglogentric, middle class school, the score

is adjusted. The adjusted score is based on a comparison of the obtained

s

score to the predicted score and then transformed to a score scale with a mean

of 100 and standard deviation of 15, i.e., to a conventional IQ score scale.
This adjusted score is interpreted as e'stimated learning potential.

Prior to discussion of the meaning and use of the ELP score, certain

. ’

limitations must be mentioned. First, the ELP scores in the SOMPA are based
entirely upon data collected in California. Tﬁe accuracy of these scores in
other settings will deﬁend upon .the similarity qf the rggressfon equatioqs
;cross different gettiqgs. Some preliminary data suggest that although the

. ?
weights of SCM vary across settings, the obtained ELPs are similar, but not

identical (Oakland, 1977). Features of the regression equations other than

/ v
the weights'may alse vary. If the constant (also called the intercept) .or the

)

multiple correlation wvary substantially frbm the'California results, the ELPs

will also vary. Again,’we must wait for additional studies before reaching

’

conclusions concerning the.applicability of SOMPA norms to other settings.

”
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More fundamental concerns about the ELP exist regarding reliability and

validity. An unreliable m%%;ure cannot be valid. (Anastasi, 1976)—The

ELP scores for children with predicted scores of less than 100 are based on

s
a multiple regressior equation. As mentioned previously, the obtained score
*

is compared to the predicted score and then transformeﬁ to"another score
scale. Linear transformation of a set of scores does not of course affect

-

the reliability of the scores. The reliability of scores predicted from
- N R4 I ]
another set of scores is directly proportional to the multiple correlation.

In the dase of the SOMPA ELP scores, the reliability of the ELP scores is

directly proportional to the multiple correlation of the SCM and WiSC-RF/
‘scores. The size of the multiple correlations and the associgﬁedﬁgtandard

R o d
errors of estimate do not provide confidence ia\:he reliability of the ELB.:

e -«

The ELP in the view of the present author is a rather unreliable scére (Note:

Additional information on this question will be provided in the first issue of

-

the 1979 volume of The School Psychology Digest).

If the ELP is a fairly unreliable score, the potential relationship to

other measures is of course severely‘limiteq; Mercer has suggested that the

- appropr%:é%;gff%ition for examining the validity of the ELP is the rate of

acquisition of new information or skills. Budoff's (1975) procedure for

K

measuring learning potential is one of the possible methods for gathering data
v

on acquisition rate. One problem with Budoff's procedure is the extensive

amount”of time required to determine acquisitjon rate. Due to the time
apparently involved with studies of acquisition along with the pfoble@ of
selecting appropriate subjects and materials, few studies of the kind,4uggested

by HMercer are likely to be undertaken. However, such studies may not provide

strong support for the validity of the ELP due te\gie problems with reliability.

~




ve - .

’ - -

A number of studies investigating the relationship of the ELP to con-

ventional measures of achievement will undoubtedly appear iR the next few

'

|

|

|

|

years ‘despite Mercer's objections. ~Mercer has suggested that conventional 1
measures of achievement are not appropriate criteria for ekamininghthe validity

|

-
-

.

< . ¢ !
of the ELP. One such study involving three sociocultural groups, (Oakland,
. i .

1977), reported higher correlations for the conventional IQ score (median =

%

.64) in comparison to the ELP (median = .48). The ‘criteria for achievement
were the reading and mathematics scores from’the California Achievement Test.
Other studies reporting similar findings will probably appear in the near

future. These results, although not directly relevant to the construct of ELP,

‘

will provide some useful information regarding the meaning of the ELP.

A d

Perhaps it is important to separate the construct of ELP from considerations

4

of its predictive.validity. The comstruct is important. The SOMPA and Ebe -
%LP represent, among other things, an attempt to emphasize the 1mportancé_of

sociocultural factors in the intellectual or academic perfarmance of children.

The different perspectives suggested in SOMPA are extremely important. The\

. W
specific suggestion of regarding the WISC-R conventional scores as social '

, system measures is certainly éppropriaté in terms of the massive body of
knowledge on the relationship of variqus factors to intelligence. Renaming
of the conventional IQ scores as Scéool ’Functioning ievel (SFL) is consistent
with the validity evidence for IQ tests. 1IQ tesés do measure, although" | «
. imperfectly, the likelihoodof success in éducatiﬁnal settings. This infor-
mation is impottant, but limited. The SOMPA approach will make an important
cgntribution toward recognizing the limitations of IQ test results.
Summary. Considergtion of sociocultural background is required by recent
federal régulations. Mercer's SOMPA provides one of the more comélex ﬁethods.

v,

of measuring sociocultural factors and the only procedure known to the author

3 -

&
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d4djust WISC-R scoresg in the SOMPA will

be criticized op\ﬁfﬁumber of bases. Th;fgredictive'vakidity of the ELP is

.
4 -

doubtful. However,.the construct of ELP and the use of sociocultural data

Y \

in understanding the meaning of IQ t%%t results are valuable contributjons of
oL e

~

the *SOMPA.

. A .

NONBIASED ASSESSMENT! SOME TENTATIVE CONCZUSIONS

*
>

. Nonbiased assessment is obviously an extremely complex issue,
., . . e
4

~

. Concerns

- -t

[} . L.
with the meaning and usefulness of IQ test results have dominated much of the

for using these data systematically in interpreting IQ test results. ﬂowever.,

e

Al — I3

s , . 5
discussion of nonbiased assessment. -The issues surrounding the mquzg% of 1IQ
1

-(academic apgitude) have been debated for at least sixty years, and are not

b L
likely to be resolved in the®near future. However, mény other issues such
- ¢ . .

as the meaning and etiology of mild mental retardation, the rights of parents

and students,\tﬁe effectiveness of spegial education interventions, and the

%efinition.of bias in tests are clearly. involved with our efforts t? teduce’
e h d

bias in a¥sessment. These issues have been discussed in this paper, though

certainly not resolved.
There are &wo possible reactions among a range of possible reactions_by

1 4
pressures for nonbiased asgéssment whi%g could
/‘ ‘
. <
be damaging to children. One possible reaction is to conclude that €he issue
' . \.' L4 * . ’\
is so coﬁ?iex and i1l defined that there is nothing we ecan do=~pfnce, we

4
school psychologists to the

- .

* ‘t h) . .

sho@dd stubbornly defendﬁhnd'simply continue ot current pract oEs. This .
- [ A Y ’

reactjon will-be maladaptive.

g -

~

There are important changes that we can.make
» - . L

)
of assessment for all children.

]

which will enhanc% the fairness and usefulness

o
(LI ] Yia
4

In the,intgresés of children, we need to make these chéngesﬁ

L 4
v,
v

L]

A second }.”
I

, N (,_ . .
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maladaptive reaction is to reject most if not all of wour current instruments

)

and practices. For example, some have rejected the use of IQ tests with

7

&

. A oo AN
culturally different children. Qthers have severely limited .the numbers of

) - culturally different children in special education programs simply on the
. ¢ 1} -

basis of their proportions in the populatior. Such reactions are not in the-

s’
k4

. best interests of children. \_// .
\ IS . s . . - -

- S <

. ~ . 14
' . Positive reactions to the concerns about nonbiased assessment must first

| - ’

¢ be based on & recognition of the.ambiguity of the current situation. There .

‘are nb and robab%y never will be any easy solutions.
Recognition of the underlying assumptions in the EpeciaL_e;;lation place-
- - o - 5

3 - ~ - ‘ > .
ment litigai}opiéfovides an orientation to the most important issues in non-

. biased assessment. One can only WOndér if thes@ases would have apbeared IF

the interventions were effective;. IF due process safeguards had been observed;

he 4

. IF Rpe interventiong had beeén consistent with the principle of'leastﬁgestrictive

. , . ,
alternative, i.e., had not been provided in segregated, self-contained special

.

classes; IF the 4ssessmernt-had been multi%gftored and prégrams based on spe-_

. ar , \

L cific educational need; and so on. The fact is that assessmgnt by school

*

:> ' psychologists and p}ograms in special education did NOT meet these criteria
- <

. in at least some,’ and perhaps, ﬁany instances. Theélitigatioﬁ and legiélation

4 . ’ .

J ) .

are attempts to correct these abuses. From the perspective of school psy-

' L . ' — ’ o~ .

chologists, the current demands for kﬂgkiﬁSed assessment along with the other
-

requlrements from the couTts and legiélgtiqﬁgﬁgre”the best, th{ngs that have

R e 3

.- . happened for our'profession_(and.for children).
. » R . /

s - .‘ -
Three geheral themes should form the bas%g‘for efforts to achdeve non-" *

. = ’

i »

’ ! . ’ ~
. biased asgessment. First, and mo$t important, we must continue and ‘expand
v v ” A\ : v .
" j our efforts to insure that assessment, procedures result ih positive benefits
. S : .5 S .

.

for indiyidualsl This goal is certainly-not néw. 'The ﬁndérlying assumption

Q v . . . R . N T . .
[




”:
-

. i ' 7w .
of positive benefit to individuals has always been the goal in all types of . ‘
[N . : ;

. ’ -

assessment. Realization of this goal requires more concern about the relation-

» o

, 1 |3 ¢
¥ . éhip of our assessment activitigs to interventiops, and more %pncern aﬁotf\\\\\

.

the effectiveness of these interventions. - . .

L. ~ <

A segond theme is the need to implemgnt the idea of multifactored assess-
. < ' ) . . .
ment. Again, this is not a new idea. However, the degree to which compre-

. ‘ 'S 3 ’

hensive assessment was conducted, documented; and used in planning interventions
A}

N

has varied considerably. The proper role of IQ tests in the multifactored
/ v - . - .
) assessment must be recognized. Areas often ignored in the pagk, e.g., adaptive

. D

behavior outside of sc¢hool, primary language competence and ociocultural
’ 3 ‘ ‘ .

background, should be a part of the assessment process. These newer areas o'f

» .' -

assessment, along with the conventional areas,\sfé importaﬁf to better under-

A\

standing of children. Fuller understanding can lead to better, Tore refine®

-
’

classification decisions and more effective interventions. v o
e
. >

Finally, our understanding of nonbiased assessment and our ability to

. implement these procedures will be enhanced if we view nonbiased assessment
I} " - ’ . )

‘ !
as a process rather than a set of instruments. The procegs is oriented teward

insuring fairness and effectiveness of assessmgnt and interventions for all
)

A

, : children.’ The process is appugpriate in all settings regardless of the , v,

» . b
ethnic /or racial composition of thé student population. .The nonbiased assess-

I3

. R )
ment procesg is perhaps best illustrated by the series of questions deggloped

by tbe‘Northeast Regional Resource Center. A copy of this document is included

. R '

in an appendix.. A second guideline which follows was developed by a COmmiEtgf
. . ” 7

- . . R ®
. 'appointed by the Iowa Department of Publip Instruction., Both documents are
- TN ' * . o
. ) attempts to identify Key featupes of a nonbiased,(and‘effect@ve)‘assessment
. ; " ‘ o , .
- process. ; . o . ' v !

. ~ -
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APPENDIX A. | GUADAL‘PE COURT DECTSION

1 Y

.
JERRY LEVINE . _
DIRECTOR OF LITIGATION : e
MARICOPA COUNTY LEGAL» AID' SOCIETY ; -

P. 0. Box 3076 ‘ )
Tempe, Arizona 85281 ‘ .

T (602) 966-1138 . SN _ . .-

Attorney for Plaintiffs < " - »

STUART R. ABELSON’

STAFF ATTORNEY

HARVARD UNIVERSITY CENTER FOR
" LAW AND EDUCATION

38 Kirkland Street

=V-Gambr1dge Massachusetts*'62138‘““‘””“‘ B oot T T
(617) 495-4666" - . \
. Co-counsel - .
! ' ’ . ’ ;E ’

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT

»
FOR THE DISTRICT ©F ARIZONA - C
; v
) GUADALUPE ' OBGANIZATION, et. al., ) )
. ) NO. CIV 71-435 PHX.
Plaintiffs, )
)
. - vs - ") STIPULATION
£ ") AND ORDER
- TEMPE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 3,)
et. al., ). "
‘ . )
; ; Defendants. ) :
14 i ) - )
‘\\ IT IS HEREBY STIPULATEP by the parties, through their

] -

attorneys underdigned,

1. That acting pursuant to the Stipulation of September

L 2
P A9, 1971, certain of the parties to the above?captioned matter,

%n |
1% i




“tional-and clarifying Tegulations a5 are set forth below.
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T ‘

to wit: “Plaintiffs' attorney and State Defendants, namely,
W. P. SHOFSTALL, Superintendent, Arizona Department of Education
and Member, State Board of Education; DAVID WEISENBOPN, President

State Board of Education; JOSEPH P, RALSTON, MAURICE A. MARKS,

RICHARD L. HARRIS, Members, State Board of Education; DONALD M.

JOHNSON, State Director of Division of Special Education, through

A2

their attorneys, have met in good faith negotiations to resolve .

the problems alleged in the Complaint and'havg developed addi-

2. That the parties involved with the assistance of the
"Special Committee eétablished’in accordance with the Stipu-
lation of September-9, 19f1, have arrived at interim regulatiynsggg
and directives which became effective December 20, 1971. (Said
interim,regulétions’are stated in #4 below.);

3. That State Defendants agfee that pérménent regulations
which also have been developed by the method stated in #2 above
and which aré hereinafter set forthbin #5 below shall be imple-
mepted along with all interim regulations and all other regﬁla;
tions, addendyms, and directives currently in effect upon the -
next publication of the\Administrator's Guide which should be on
or about July 15, 1972; e .

73 s .
4. That the interim regulations and directives mentioned

4
abgve are as follows: -
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Special education directive #1, Deéember 20, 1971.
"At the earliest practical moment,, a reevaluation
will be completed, in accordance with the regula-
tions of the TENTATIVE ADMINISTRATOR'S GUIDE, Pro-
grams for Exceptional Chiigren, 1971-72, (and
addendums to the Guide), on all children whose
primary language is determined: to be other than
Engl#sh and who are presently enrolled in pro-
grams for the Educable Mentally Hand}capped or

. Trainable Mentally Handicapped in order to assure

appropriate placement " ]

i
Addendum to TENTATIVE ADMINISTRATOR iS GUIDE,

Programs for Exceptional Children, December 20, 1971.

4

". . . before a child is evaluated, for placement

~in a special‘education program,” a determination

will be made as to wherher his primary language is
other than English. Each school dlstrlct shall
follow the procedure developed, by!the Division of
Special Educatxon to determine a rhild's primary
language.' Said guidelines for determlnlng primary
language are ons:Page 1-of said addendum. "The, !
chief school administrator will attest-in wrltlng
to the 1nvest1gatlon and determination of the ,
individial's primary language prior to evaluation
of the student for special educatlon If a
child's primary language is detérmined®to be other
than English, a school district shall follow one
or more of the listed objectives for evaluating.

a child for possible placement in a special
education program: v

!
-~

(a) Use a psychologist fluent in both the
child's primary language and English;
(b) Use an interpretér to assist the
* psychologist both with laaguage and =
testing; ~
(c) Use test instruments which do not stress
' spoken language and which are considered
\ valid and reliable performance measures
- of intellectual functioning such as the
Wechsler Perfdrmance Scales.

7

.
=
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(4
re

. Each school district shall have results and
placement of child in spetial education explained
to parents in primary language of parents prior
to placement. All information regarding any
mentally handicapped status shall be pr1v11eged
and confidential;

5. That permanent regulations mentioned in #3-above are

as follows:

A, It is recommended that no child be placed in a S~

special educatlon class for the educable mentally handlcapped

.

Jz————————%f—%a}fhe/she scores higher than two standard deviations below

A

&

language of thé”home o (b) heAshe scores higher than two

hsrandard»deV1afzcns below the norm on an agproved nonVerbaLV

-intelligence ‘test or_on the nonverbal portion of an approved

‘ intelligence test which. inclddes ‘both verbal and nonve -pal

s v s
+

-

-

handicapped. :

for handicapped children unless an examlnatlon of developmental

other flndlnggyof educational handicap. This eiamination shall

\
<
A, 3+

include estimates of adaptive ®behayior. Such examinatian of

;o L
with-the consent of the parent or guardian, te the ¢hild's home

Q . ..
3 + N ;'(n ' .
1 U A

the norm on an approved verbal intelligence test in the- prlmary

.portions given in the‘primary language of the home. Intelligence
tests shall not be either the exclusive or the primary screening "]
device in considering a‘child for placement in classes for the

B. No children shall be considered for plagement in classes

h1story, cultural background and school achievément substantiates

' ‘adaptive beRavior shall include, but not bé& limited to, a visit,

[29

-




Qo by an. approprrateuﬁrofesslonal adv1sér who may be a phys1clan,

“(

-

T psychologlst,Wprofess10nallsoc1al worker or 'school nurse, and

. ¥

4 1nterv1ews of members of the Chlld S famlly at their home. If

e

/ = &
o ;- » .

"+ the 1an§uage,spoK§nfin the home is other than‘English, such
- » [ . ’ . .

. interviews:shal} ﬁe conducted in the langudge of the hoie ,” §
\ 1 _
» €. Where-a school d1str1ct enrolls any childrén of apy
. , o

racifl linguistic or ethnic group in any.class for exceptional

.
' . e -

" children in substantially greater or ‘lesser percentages than the

?‘ -
) perce&es of suech'racial or linguistic or ethnic group in cCe-

5 [y

school populafionlof the district as a whole, 'such school d1str1ct

s . - “ Ao TN >

~

o
. N '

-~ for sdch dlsproportlonate enrollment . O -
] %‘ ~ hT"?‘ ) . ’ )
, : D.'rNojéﬁ\?d who has Rot been evaluated for placement in
v . v . . .

¥

accordance w1th/£ R.S. § lS lOl3 a d the foreéging regulations

Rk

shall be cons1dered for placement 1n classes ﬂ%g;exceptlonal

- children. @n the basis‘of'the evaluation carried-out a?
) . .‘
prescrlbed above, * prov1s1on for the chlld's educatlonal neegs :

~

shall be made by the school or: schools concerned : To the dEgree
* . 4

poss1ble the chlld,shall be accomodated within~the regular class
« ‘\. ! iad ( °
' system, with addltlonéﬂ prov1s1on qggsuch $p€Clal and/or ’

»

. .,
hd [~ ]

o supportlve serVLces ds may be requ1red -~ . .
N - X E. No Child"shall be considered for placement in classes”
: 5 -T-I\ A - ﬂ - %4‘ :
jor handlcapped chllQren unless the ch1ef admlnls&ratlvéfofflclal
~ -, %’ .
‘ LX) L d

. of the school district, or hls des1gne haye consulted, prlor to

. * .. . d . “ f.. Telos

should be prepared to offer a compelllng educatlonal Justlflcatlon
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, ' » '. . '
.

"45:! .

- placement, the folloWing»ﬁefsonsféursu%pt £ 15¥101$(B) and (D)
3 l v [N o 4" v .’ . R ’ .

(1-5): | Loe P ' ‘
L/ o

s
e

(a) A_parent or guardian of the child. ~

. (b) The school p;inqipaif A . . o

. ' ‘ ,1’_ > T . . v

' (c). A person responsible-for administering
or conducting specigl edueation courses
in the school or school dlStrlCtn .
. s <L % ] .

(d) A teacher who currently Ras been .
instructing.the child. f .

¢e)® An appropriate pr5fessional¢adviser. *

One representatite from each’of the abové categories shall }
‘ ' . R .

meet Eogether as an evaluation team %9\gg¥3ew the evaluatlon

Y
.

and placement of any child considered.for'ﬁlacemeqt'in clgsses

N
2 . 3

for handicapped children. The evaluation teem shall recommehd: °

- v

- an appropriate educational program for all(cﬁildren considered
for placement or placed in classes for excepgienal cﬁﬁldredt-

F. Parental approval, pessuant to 5'15;1013(E); must be
.o : A
obtalned in wrltlng prior to placement of any Chlld in cla&ses

f ' w. ". i
for handicapped children. Sdﬁh written perm1551on shall be . *
*. obtained on a form written in Eﬁglish and ehe primary language
\” “; )
oZ the home, .if other letvan English,
- "

S ahd"content of Special rograms offered, their prlor effectlve-'

and describing the ‘nature

1
-

ness in beneflttlng chlldren there assigned, and the. rate,. and

-

tlme of-return of chlldren to regular classes. Such form 'shall

-
<

t -
° 3 . Q
\
‘ \l

~

4

b
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rev1ew of the placahent once each semester pursuant to § 15- 1014

=

¢ and thereafter, to w1thdraw consent for placement in classes for
. ’ . . " ) %"' v ? . . . , ;
ezceptional children. .

G. All:communication wlth parents of children considered
™
- for placement 1n classes for hand1capped cblldren whether’

R :
o wrltten or oral, shall be“in the’primary.language of the home.

rd

¢ " H. The parent or guardian (or his representative) cf.a
[ N ’ ’ L §

~

child cons1déred for\placement in classes for excegtlonal cHildren |
shall have complete access to all school records concern1ng
his[her:child upoE;request and shall_receive:the}fullucooperatiea«;m»;
¥ of school officials in examining these.records durlng-regular

., 3ih001 office hours.
‘ ,A'!

L © I, All children whose primary,language is determined to
* 2 % . N
be. other than _English, attending 'or assigned to classes for the

A -

-~

educable mentadly handlcapped or the trainable mentally handl—
E 3 «
cappe%ﬁt the time of the adoptlon of these regulatlons shall be’
o . (]

reassigned to regular classes on or before QOctober 1, 1973,

. . ‘B . “~ . ..
unle”ssgssignment undér these regulations has resulted in their- ’,
. . . ) . - o ! ‘
being assigned to an alternati%e educational program. R B,

. o . . . ¥
J. Where an evaluation or reevaluation under these , ' .

A

regulatlons re&eals that a chlld has been misclassified or

mlsplaced as a handlcahped chlid due to dlfflculty in wr;tlng, . .
i
. §peaking or understandlng the Engllsh language, the schodl ) S

ﬁistrlct shall remove all 1nd1cat10ns of such m1sclass1f1catlon _
’ 4.-’,"'"“ z, L -0 ) -
.’ 4 \" 0'_ - .,/."' R R




. T 16 . .
N ) ' \ . 8 : - :

.
* .
~ . N 1 '
. - “ -
d . .
- 0
. « . R 2
2

’ . . . e
. : Co | . L]

or Misplaoement from ‘the child‘s schobl?fécoris and shall also
. .,

.

provide all approprlate remedlal‘lnstrucﬁéon ' »

<

C

6. That the regulatlons dlifs

mentloned 1n,¥3‘above are those 1n the 1971- 72 edltlon of’the K

. Tentatlve Admlnlstrator S Gu1de which thls Stlpulatlon hereby

. . . . > b L4
incorporates by reference. . - R s
" . 7.7 1t is understood that the fina] wording of.the above ¢

- stated regulatibns shall be left to the discretion qf the State

Board of Education and its representatives Howe er, it is.

M 5 A

- - fﬁrther understood that the full intent of all the aforementloned
. o

\' 3 ]
-

regulatlons must not be changed. o ) .
‘ 8. "This ag'reement is ix‘d sh‘ou¥d be. ,cons‘truaegd as full ’
. settlement of any and all zlaimsoagainst thz State Deféndants
,. ’ . - . . 'S
heretofore named, ‘ o £ at

I} P

& -
€y - A

9, The partles’to th1s Stlpulatlon agree that this- w;ll 1n

/ [}

no way affect_any or all.elaims whlch the Plaintiffs hav( and-,

. @mb said.Plaintiffs intend to prosecute against the County

t A v

[y

'Defendants. . A ' \

£l

.. DATED this 24™ ‘da>} of January, 1972,
T

f .
t . ¥ i M ‘.
. - .t
i
. s '
. - N
S : \ L ™
’ . v

JERRY LEVINE
) : , " MARICOPA COUNTY LEGAL AID SOCIETY
N : , " P. 0. Box 3076
R o Tempe, Arizona 85281
R . Attorney for Plaintiffs

X




*APPENDIX B.

:sz;oncnon I EVALUATION Proc’ )uzes
"$121n530  General.

fa) Each State educatlonal geney
shall insure that each public rgency
establishes and implements procedures
which meect the requirements of §3 1218.-
§30-1211.534.

b) Testing apd eveluation maYerials
and procedures Used for the purposes of
evaluatioh and placement of handi-
capped children must be selected and
admtnistered so as not to be racially or
culturally discriminatory. °

* {20 U.SC. 1412¢5) (C).)
®§ 1212.531 Preplacement evnlnation.

Before any action Is taken with re-
spect to the Initial placement of a %ndi-
capped child {n a special education pro-
gram, a full and Individual cevaluntion
of the child's educational needs must be
conducted In accordance with the re-
Quirenmients of § 121a.532, -

®  (200.5.C.1412(85(C).)
§121a.532  Fvaluation proccdures. '

° State and local educational agex%m
shall insure, a$ a minimum. that.
(a)

the child's native language or other mode
of commuinication, unless it ts clearly not
feasible to do so; .

(2) Have been valldated for the spe-
cific purpose for which they arce u.sed;*
md . . -

.. {3 Are admunistered by trained per-
! go i conformance with the instruc-
tlons prdvided by their producer,

(b) Tests and other cvaluation materi-
als’ includc tose tailored to assess spe-
cific arens of educational need and not
merely those which are designed to pro-
‘vide & single gencral intelligence quo-
tient: e !

fc) Tests are sclected and adminis-
tered s0 as best to ensure thdt. when a

1 Lm

test is administered to a childigith im-
patretl _sensory, manual. op ‘peaking
skills. the tesf’ results _ggeurately re-
fiect the child % apiiials” F achfevement
level or whatever other factors the test
purports to measure, rather, than reflect-
ing th¥ chuld's impalred sensory, manval,
or “speaking skills (except where those

. . A
)

Taken from Federal Register,

Tests and other evnluation .
g materials: .
(1. Are provided and administered 1n

8l

a

s

EXCERPTS FROM 94-142
RULES AND REGULATIONS

skills are the factors which the test pur-
ports to measure) : .
(d) No single procedure {s used as the
sole criterion for determintng arkappro--
pnate cducational program for a child:

* and '

fe) The evaluation Is made by a mul-
tidiseiplinary team or group of persons.
including at least one teacher or other
specialist with imowledge in the area of
suspected Risabllity.

1) The child is assessed in all areas
related the suspected disability, in-
cluding, " here appropriate. heaith, vi-

sion, heanng, soclal and emotional
status, general intclligence, academic
performance. communicative status, and
motor abilities, »

(2005 6\1412(5) (C))

Comment Chtdren who have & specch Sm-
pairment a& thelr primary handicap may not
need a complete battory of assessmenta {eg.
psychological, physical, or adaptive be-
havior) Howsever, a qualified &pcech-language
pathologist would (1) evaluate each speech
impalred child ustng procedures that are ap-
propriate fox the.diaghos!s and sppratsal of

rrals {for additiona) as-
sessments needed to
placement decision.

§ 121a.533 Placement procedures,

‘a) In Interpreting evaluation data
and in making placement decisions, each
public agency shall:

{1y Draw upon information from a va-
riety of sources including aptitude and
achievement tests, teacher rccommenda-
tions physical tondition, soclal of cul-
tural background; and adaptive behavior:

(2) Insure that information obtained
from all of these sources s documentad
and carefully considered: .

(3) Insure that the placement decision
Is made by a group of persons, includirig
persons knowledgeable about the child,
the meaning of the evaluation data, and
the'placement options; and

¢4) Insure that the placement deci-
sion' Is made jn confofmity with the Jeast
1gstrictive evironment pules try §4 Lla -
] 21a 554.

(b) H'#i determination is made that
a chid isThandicapped and needs ‘special
education and related services, an indi-
vidualized education program must be
developed for the child accordance
with §§ 121a.340-121a 349 of Subpart C.

(20 USG. 1412¢(5)(C): 1414(a)(6).)

Comment. Paregraph (a)(1) fneludes ]
list of exampies of tources that moy be used
by & public sgency in mAaking piacemant de-
cistons. The agency wouid not have to tse all
the sources in every instance, The point of
the requirement is to Insure that more than
Oono source is uged in interpreting evaluation
dsta and in-making placement docisions. Por
example, while all of tho named tourceg would
have to be used for & child whoge suspected
alsablilty 1s mental rdtardation, they woyld
not be necessary for certain

.

» v
§ 1212.534 F\lecvaluution.’

Each State and local: educational
agency shall insure:

(a) That each handicapped child'a {
dwidualized education program is r¢-
viewed In accordanceswith §§ 121a 340
121a 344 of Bubpart C, and

(b} at an’ cvaliation of the child,
based fn prodedures which meet the re- -
‘quire ts under §121a.53% Is con-
ducted every three years or more fre- )
quently if conditions warrant or if the {
chlld’s parent or teacher requests sn j
evaluation. . > . J
(20 USC. 1412(5) (c).)

LzAsT RESTRICTIVZ ENVIRONMENT

§ 1212.550 Gencernl. .

‘a) Each State edieational agency
shall Insure that each public egency es-
tablishcs and tmplements procedires
which meet the requirements of §§ 121a.-
550-121a 558. N

(b) Each public agency shall insurc:

{1) That to the maximum cxtent ap-
propriate, handicapped children, includ-
ing children In public or private institu-
tions or other care facllities, are edu-
dited with chuldren who are not hand!-
canped, and

(2) That special classes, separate
sclioolng or other removal of handi-
capped children from the regular edu-
cational cnvironment occurs only when
the nature or severity of the handicap ts
such that education in reguar classes
‘nith the use of supplementary alds and
services cannot,be achlcveﬂsatxsfaswruy. .

14

(20 USC. 1412(6) (B): 1414(8) (1) (C) (17) )

51213.55}__, Continnunt  of alternative
plardments,

(a) Each publlc ageney shall tnsure
that a continuum of alternative placgq-
ments Is avaflable to meet the needs ot
handicapped children for cpecial educa-

* tion and related services

*b) The continuum required under
paragraph (a),of this section must
+ 1}y Inclyde ihc‘altcrnatlvc placements
histed In the definition of special edyca-

n under {121a]3 of Subprit A (in-
structlon’ {n reégular classes, snecial
classes, speclal ichools; ,home tnstruc-
tion, and Instructton In hospitals and
institutions), and

2) Make provision for supplementary’
services (such as rcsource room or itini~

- erant Instruction) to be provided in con-

Junction with regular.cjass placement.

(20 UBC. 1413(6) (B).) .
§ 121,852  Placementa,

Each public agency sha}d tnsure that.
., (@) Each handicapped: child's ﬁlﬁhf
' Honal placement?
(1) Is determined &t least annually,
(2) Is based on his or her individnni-
1zed education program, and .,

- ’) other handicap. -
August 23, ]_.977 . - ped children, such us & child who has » {e- €3) Is a3 close as possible to the child's
. . ;..—:d ’mnc;uuon disorder a8 his primary home: T, "
. AMQICAD. For such s child, the spesch-lan- (b) The varfous alternat;ve lace-
- 4 Zuage psathologise, 1n complydng with the ments included under §j21a 55? are

. Py ror teat of apery Tughit ad 2y e @V8LabI8 to the exteAt necessary to tm. |
dardize [ 3 3, oh- :

. ( iemadon of the chids srifeulation benamis  Plement t‘m indivigualized education

conversational speech. . m for each Aandiea; Id;

. 87 o P pped child;
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h . \ . . . . , .
. " . APPENDIX'C. OUTLINE OF NONBIASED ASSESSMENT T s e
B ' “PROCEDURES DEVELOPED BY THE b
; o L NORTHEAST REGIONAL RESOURCE CRNTER ) -
- ' : * .». . B X -~ =
' ) - REFERRAL ' . ‘\\\ .
, . : , - , R . :
¢ @ s ) ‘ ¢ \" < %'

1, Are the parents/guardians aware that a referral has been made *
for their child, and by whom?

.
[

on the referral?

-

Lo - . ° \j ';
. .\\ v i v - !
|
. a. Does tlie referral include descriptive samples of behavior ) |
. rather than opinions of the refercfing agent? \ ' .
. h »— N ' ' .

«

2. Is this child's i:fsenting ggoblem éhearly and precisely atated

T

. « N ‘
‘ = . b. Is there supportive documentation of the problem?

3. 1Is the referral legiti

! A . % N ’
c. Could the'referring agant have mfsinterp%eced this chtld's : 3

I

4. Can the assessment team provide th referring agenr with interim
recommendations that may eliminate the need. for 3@ comprehenstive )

evaluation? . . R : /fff .- ‘ .

’ a. I8 it possible that the curriculum being used assumes .
that this' child has developed readiness skills at home™ .
that in reality he hasn't had the opportunity to develop? . )
If so, can the team assist the teachpr in planning a T T,
o program to' give 'this child the opportuni develap -
v & readiness skills? w .

v . vt .

3 ..’\
t.b. Can the team provide information on the child's qultural
- background for the referring agent so that there are .

‘ fewer misunderstandings between the referring agent and -

this child and perhaps ather chLLdren oﬂ,aimilar cultural

o i ) bdtkground? ) A \

\h»
3
s

T
(\
L
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7.
i

5. Have I informed thxs child's parents/guardians "in their primary

1.

language of the referral?

-
[N

>

-
%

b. Have 1 discussed with. the parénts what next step

activities may be involved?

-

»

\

<
~

<

-

+

»

<~/

-
5o

a. Have®] explained the reason(s) for the referral?

€.g.

A

- professional evaluations
- use of collected data

- design of -an individualized

s

educational plan, if necessary

. ‘ T R .

¢. Have I discusseds due process procedures with the
parentS’
d. Do I have documented parental permission for the
evaluation’ . s .
e . R4 - i h ; - -
e. Have I asked the parents to actively participate in . )
all phases of the assessment process? ,
‘- . * a
[ .
) f.. Haverl informed the parents of theiy rfght to
v examine al]l relevant records in regard tg the-
identification, evalustion and .educat iodal plan ¢ \
of their child? ° — _
MEETING THE CHIL®
f - “ . Lz ’ .
What special,conditions about.this chidd do’ I need to consider?
¢ - « . » -
¢ . " , : : .
a. What is the ch{lg’s primary home_language? ) b
Y S D6 1 knou a%qyt the child's home environmental factors?
. e.g. - familial relatiOnships/placement
- socia} and cultural eustoms
7 N .. . cL
c. Do I understand.this child 5 culture and language 8o .
that I can evoke a level of performance which accurate- -
. ly iodica®®s the child's uaderlying competencies®
A , \*'.., i ! ‘o’_
* 4. 1s this-child impeded by a handicap other than the '
. referral problem that may result in his not under-
) standing what 1 am calking about " "

4

i 4
- C

-

(-

]

.{ ™\




2.

. o

i
. 1

[ o ad.

4 ’ » \ N i ' ll.
What specfal conditions aboutemyself do I need to consider?

Yoo

How do 1 feel about this child?

b. Are 'my valyes different from this child's? .

. { M
’ )

c. i1l my attitude unfairfy afféect this child' s per-
f rmance’

d. Can I evaluate this chifd fairly and without

. « .prejudice? . - -
/ ' . : T .
e. If ngt, would I refer him to another assessor if
o “one s “avallabTer G bt —s

' -

.
-~

' Pl ¢ . s
Have 1 examined closely all the available existing information

and sought additional information concerning this chih%\ -

a. Has the child’s academic perforgance been con;
~sistent from year topyear?, .
\

.
. .

+ - . . - v

.

. -
-

b. Is there -evidence in this child's‘record that his
performance wis negatively or positively affected

by hig classroom placement or teacher’

4

~ 1

’ )

] N v

I3

v \ ’ ‘ T
c. Are-his past .test\scores conaistent with his past
class' performance®f _ . :

- k4

-’

v

ﬁh 1 familiar with past test instruments used to
evaiuate this child and "how well pan I rely on his,

] prior test-scores? _ ‘2 . v

w , ﬁ -~ “) . v

S e. Have I onerved this ch®Y. in as ‘many environmente
as possible’ (individual, large group, small group, ,
play; home)? = ° . ] '

.’ . .

€.« Am I making illegitimite assumptions abdut this

child? e.g. Do I assumé he speaks‘and, reads,

Spanish simply because~he is Puerto Rican.

, ' R | .
A .90 R

.
-t

-~
n'\‘
‘
»
-d -
<
.)'
N .
I'-”
.
‘ [
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: &
L 3. A 'g. Have Nactively sought' additional information on ’ {
. ‘ * non-school related variables that may have affqpted '
) this child's school performance? \
- 4 ?
. Lo e.g. - health fattors (adequate sfeep, foed) 'Y T,
- . . , - -~ family difficulties .ot / R
- peer group pressures - -0 .
i P 4. Does this child‘understand why he is in'the assessment giguation?
. ( ;l <y . ' ‘ 4 r . ) \.
t, Have I tried to explain at his level of undersdsdding ) :
e "o-what the reasons. were for his referral? ' §
. . , N
) Y :v ® . E ’ * }l‘
' , . . b, Hque I given this child the opportunity to freely .
- ' express his perceptions of "the problem"? o
%7 L. el Have 1 dTé,uS“sé?j“vith the child what hext step activis _
- ties may be involved? . .
‘. R L T
SELECTION OF APPROACH FOR ASSESSMENT . :
. v N . . P
B . 1. Have I considered what the best assessment approach is for this
) ) . child? . ) SR |
& . “m . . ’ T (
a. Constdering the reasons for referral, do 1 hged to ’ A

utilize behavioral obsurvations} interviews, informal
‘techniques or standardized oe(hniques or a combination .

¢ - -

of the above? . o,
+ ; . ’ } ‘? S

o N g 8
b. Have I given as much thought to assessing this child's
adaptive behavior as I have to his atademic school .
. performance? | . . . -

T -

- .~ ' . -

- - . a
c. Ar¢ the approaches 1 am considering consistent with the
child's receptive and expressive abi)itiss? ’ . .
1 CoL * -
'J.. Am I placing dn overdependence on one technique and "
\\\, ,overlooking others that may bi more appropriate? y
L - .
- ‘4-‘ J /- ‘ ' . M N -
/ ? Ne- Haye 1 achieved a balance between formal and finformal

+

techniques in my select{




.
.}
' -
2,-
t
” ‘
- ¢
.
1
' v .
'y
L
* !
Q
‘%
>
¢
%
v
i
hian

i
.

If 1 have selected to use standardized instruments,.have I'
constdered all of the ramifications? : ’

a. Am I testing this child simply because I've always.
used tests in my, assessment procedure?

.
~

b. Am l'adminiscering a pa}tlcul%r tést’simply because it
is part of THE BATTERY? .

.

»

¢c. Am 1 administering a test because I have been directed
to.do so by the Administration?

\ *

r
-

#7d. Does:the instrument I've chosen include persons in the
standa(gization sample from thig chﬁ}dfs cultural group?

’

\
€. Are‘subgroup scores reported in the manual?

f. Were there large enough nuhbers of this child's
cultural group in the test sample for me to have
any reliance on the norms? o *

-

g. Does'the ‘instrument ®have selected assume a uni-
versal set of ‘experiences for all children? .

.
v

h. Does the instrument selected con}ain {llustrations ‘
that are misleading and/or outdated? “

r
<

{. Does the _instrument sélected employ vocabulary
- that s colloquial, regional and/or archaic?
/ /\‘ . ”

.3 Do, I understand “the theorgtical

~

basis of the instrument?

-

. , S B : (

k.- Will this,lnétrument edsily pssist in delineétiné
a recommended course of action to benefit this.child?

>
s’
L

. -

1. Have Il reviewed current literature regarding this
instrument?

‘ ' : N . . .
. . . ) -
m.” Have l.reviewed current research related ¢o potential

cultural influences on test results?,

.

oy
L
oD

-
4
=
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\
¢ %
TEST ADMINISTRATION )
Dl ADMINISTRATION

1. Are there factors (attitude, physical conditions) which subﬁort
the need to reschedule this child for evaluation at another time? -

/

2. Could the physical' envirpnment of the test setting adversely affect

this child's performance? .,
> . : _ .
‘ - room temperature "~ poor llghling‘Q’
' [ notse . - furnishings inappropriate for
inadequate space child's size

-, [y

3. Am I familiar with the test manual and have I followed its
\ directions? = . ’

3 v

4. Have I given this child cleagudirectione? ;4;§g
. .7 a. [If his native language is not English, have I
’ instructed him im his language? .
< . ;
V! +b. Am I sure that £his child understands my
AV . 4 - ’
directions? R )
g /} l :
i\‘// . L 4 ,

5:; Have I accurately fecorded entire responses to test ftems, even-
. though the child's answers may be incorrect, so that I might
later consider them when interpreting his test scores? ° i

~
s

I

6. Did I establish and maintain rapport with this child ‘throughout
© the evaluation session? .

.
~

3 » v

.
. SCORING AND INTERPRETATION
' . 4 ’ - & .

N P

1. Haye I’éxamined”each ftem missed by this ¢hild rather thaﬁ merely
léokingéat his total “score?

~ +

a. Is there a pattern to the types of items this chiid .
missed?

» Y

“

- 1)

b. Are the items misqedwfree of cultural bias?

-
N

c. If I omitted all,items missed that are culturally }
biased, would this child have performed significantly -
~\ . *

better? . , .

5 , IO
e | a2 ..

\




2.

3.

88 . o,
Al

Am 1 aware that [ must consider:bther factors in the inter- .
pretation of this child's scores? \ - -
“a. Have I considered the effect the child's attitude T,
and/or physical condition may have had on his per- . ,
formance? . ! .
%!
~
b. Have I considered the effect that the.child's lack )
of rapport with me may have had on his performance7 : ./

K3

c. Does ﬁy interpretation of this child's performance
include observations?

-

d. Do I realize that I should .report and, interpret scores

within a range rather than as a number?
AT NI . ’

’

'

' .
What confidence do I.have in this child's test scores? . |

‘

4 . . :
a. Are test scores the most important aspect of this
child's evaluation? _ R

b. Will-I allow test scores o ou:weigh‘my professional
' . judgement about this child?: ’

+

CONSULTATION WITH'TEAM HKMBEkS AND OTHERS

EN

C

. . .

Am 1 working as an integral member of a multidisciplinary team

on behalf of, this child? - ' %

s 4 ' . B f ' -

' a. Have I met ‘with the team to shaﬁf my findings regarding. . .
this child?

Ad .
» -

a *
- b. Are other team member's evaluatior® results in conflict

with mine?
-
.. v ‘

* N
¢. ‘Can I admit my, discipllné's limitations and seek assistance
. from other team members? .
- {
‘Do I willingly shate my competencies and knowledge o < .
' ith other team members for the benefit of this child? )
) <

e,
[N




ta

3.

5.

" 39 .

¢. Has the team arrived at its conclusions as a result

" .of team congensus or was our decision influenced by
the personality and/or power of an individual team
member ? ’ »

’ *

-

Is the multidisciplinary team aware of its limitations?

a. Are we aware of community resource personnel and agencies
that might assist us in developing an educational plan
for this child? Do we utilize such resources before,

hduring, and after the.evaluation? )

~

b. Do we on the team feel comfortable in includfng this
child's parents in our discussions?

ASSESSMENT REPORT

easily understood by this child, his pa

-

Is my report clearly written and free\o%%jargon so that it can be

Does my repdrt answer tbe queStion§ asked\}é’fhe refervral?
. ° . : St

Are the recommendat fons,’ ] have made tealistic and practical for
the child, school, teacher and parents? .

¢

Iy

Have 'L probided ékternative necgpmendagionsf

)

-

- s
.

Have T 1né}uded in my report a description of-ény problems that
I encountered and the effects. of wuch during the assessment
process? :

& L .

-

INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL PLAN

4

Are we making this child fit into an established program or are
we developing an individualized educational plan appropriate for

“this child? .

’
v

-

Have we identified this child's strengths and weaknesses?

i

b. H we specified lofg range goals and immediate
object fves for this child?

'
Y
'

c. Are vwe willing to assist the teacher in implementing

this child's educational plan?
. . ¢ 0~
. « LAY '

nts, and teachers? -




1.

‘ R ’
2 90 3 N
“‘ * \
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d. Have we stated when and how this child's progress wil} i
be evaluated and by whom? )

\
|
|
- \

., . FOLLOW UP

What are my responsibilities after we have w%itten this child's .
educational plan? “

-

a. Have L{discussed“my findings and recommendatibns with -
this chl¥d's parents and explaingd their due process ’

e rights? Have-lL given the parentis a written copy of
this child's educational plan?. -

-

r .

Have I met with those working with.this child to dis-
cuss the educational plan and to assist them in
implementing its recommendations?

[

“\~,; 5 , . .

¢. Have I discussed my findings and recommendations with this
child at his level of understanding? (;‘—
= . " N

d. Can.I help those working direct{y with the child to be- . «

come mére familiar with this child's social and cultural !
background? . h
¢ . . 7'
'- » -‘_‘/ .
e.” Have I sought this chfld's parents®” permission for release

“ o any confidential materials .t6 other agencies and pro-
fessionals? ) '

) ~
t * - . J 11
of. Will 1 per%gj&fETT}yreview this child's 'educational plan- oL,
' in’regard to hig actual progress so that any necessary ., : »
changes can be e? ' .
2 . . . i
SOME FYNAL THOUGHTS . . LA .
ol t ) ' J - 1 . .

L] . ™ -
Do I belisve in the right to an appropriate }ducation for

all\childre‘n(?/ . . ' - 2 )
. ) :j"" ' . / . r . .
L) \- ) .

- AT < . . ' |
Would I becomfortable 1f MY child.had been inyolved in e -
THIS assessment process? .. - . . . ; b |
v ¢ \ N * * ©
- . ’ o . ' 2 /~
— " . &
Is thete a willinghess®and desire on ny patt to actively , ¢ v . |

pgrticipate“}ﬁ’in—service activ@tiéﬁ that will lead to the
furtHFr development of my personal and-profé%sional growth?

o
. Op S . . o '
[ A
C

By . 1
Ao, H , R




- ;Y o . . 9‘1 . " ‘ ' ‘ , ’
.o S © 'APPENDIX D. \ iy A :
< DR}\FTNO 3o ' . T
SPECIAL EDUCATION ASSESSMENT PROCEDURES ’

DPI Committeg ‘on~Nonbiased Assessment ' . .
(Dan Reschly, George Garc1a, Jeff Grimes, Wilbur House, Merry Maitre} Pat O'Rour§§,.
’ and Wayne Mooers) . ‘ . . ' ‘

¢ I. 'PROGRAMMING AND INTERVENTION IN THE REGULAR CLASSROOM
v !
A. Basjc Principle: Prior to referral to special education diagnostic services,
solutions to classreom learning and adjustment problems should be attémpted

in the regular classroom. ) .
’ 4 -

B. Basic‘Pfinciple Various resource personnel, e.g., remedial readlng spec1a115ts,
curriculum consultants, counselors, psychoIoglsts, speech clinicians and social *
workers, should be available to assist teachers in developing educational -
procedures for meeting the child's needs in the regular classroom. —~

Cénsiderations: 1. Are specially trained personnél available to’ assist LT
n classroom teachers and do these personnel provide
assistance to teachers in deweloping alternative
procedures” in the regular classroom?

—-—

' 2, What.changes are made in the regular classroom
. g g
programs in order to serve children with diverse-
, backgrounds, and diverse charactéristics?

. . 3. What alternative materials and approaches, in-

‘ depéndent of special education, exist and have .
> been attempted for children with .Tearning and’ .
' N ) adJustment problems? '~ ’
* . - 2 o . ! . - \1
4. In cases, referred to special education services .
7 * what ev1dence ‘exists to confirm that attempts®

were made to solve the problem-within the regular
classroom? Wete special person el involved? Was

‘o ’ an organized plan developed? 'Was the plan implemented?
: . Was the plan given sufficient’time to be successful?

. *

5. Were efforts made, to inform parents of the problem

: e and attempted solutions, and were parents given.gn
., = ‘opportunity to contribute to golutions attempted in the’
) regular classroom? . ‘ , : I

IT. SCRFENING AND REFEREAL PHASE.’ ) l . . -
» ~ . M [
A. Basic Principle: Prior to formal diagnostic procedures, adequate information
should be obtained which extablishes the nature and extent of deviation from
reasonable expectations.

.

v . ~
\

r . IThis document reflects the current thlnklng of the committee. The

" document has not been approved officially by any division of DPI,
and may be changed as a.result of discussions with DPI and AEA

. personnel.

! : ' -




Considerations:’

&

seee

1.

3

A

.

5.

.

@

& B . 2
Is the concern related to classroom learning or
adjustment stated or %estaged specifically in
‘behavieral terms rathér than in terms of a

special education category? .

L

s

.Is the concern related go current classroom learning
or Ghjustment supported and illustrated by descrip-
tive samples of behaviors?

Is consideration given to and evidence provided
concerning -the child's strengths within school

and in other situdtions? -

- 1

Are other sources of information considered systematically?
. Is this information consistenaigr inconsistent with the

referral? Other sources of information should include

the educational history (evaluations by previous teachers,

previous educational methods and materials used, previous

grades), achievement test scores, previous evaluations

by support personnel, previous and current social and

emotional patterns of behavior, etc/

Do the abové sources of information confirm the-

need for consideration of special education alternatives
or does the information suggest that sQlutions should

be attemptied within the regular classroom? )

' "\
Basic Prinqiplé: Parental involvement shall be obtained in all phases of °
“‘referral, evaluation, and placement. Informed consent and due process
procedures should be initiated early and followed throughout. (See Iowa
DPI Special Education Rules and Regulations for descriptionof procedures.)

+ Considerations: 1. sAre parents informed of the reasons for the referral

1

.

Q . KN

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -

2.

in pregise, meaningful language?

Have all communications beeh in the primary language

of the. home? '

Does the school use a varity of means to solicit ‘
active parental participation in all phases of

evaluation and staffing?. Are parents informed of

their rights to examine all relevgnt records? e

Are parents provided with informat®Qn concerning
the activities.and kind of decisions anticipated in
evaluation and staffing along with estipates of ;

time required, and specification of peigonnel \\ y
. \

responsible?




III.

@

v 93’ , R ¢
EVALUATION ‘
A. Basic Principle. The evaluation of children referred for special education
services should be conducted by a multidisciplinary team.
* &
Considerations: 1. Is ,someone assigned the responsibility of coordinating
the work of the team members ingluding, a) evaluating
o, the referral, b) determining the kind,of information
needed, c) assigning appropriately trained personnel
. to collect the data, d) facilitating communicatlon
. _among the team members?
" 2. Are interim procedures established for assisting
the child and classroom teacher while the evaluation
. ) and staffing are conducted? P
B. Basic Principle: Multifactobred Assessment. Children should be asgessed

in all areasrelated td the suspected handicap including where appropriate
health, vision, hearing, adaptive behavior, sociocultural background, emotional
status, academic performance, aptitude (intelligence), language,

and psychomotor. No single procedure such as IQ test results is used

as the primary source of information, and the assessment procedures are

,used 40 identify areas of special education2l needs. "Testing and evaluation
materials and procedures used for the purposes of evaluation and placement

of handicapped children must be selected and administered so as not to be
racially or culturally dlscrlmlnatory (Public Law 94-142, Section 12la

530, Part b.) . ; .

school or classroom environment condgct which
includes a behavioral definition of the/ referral
problems? Are data collected on the frequency
and magnitude of the problem(s), and a study
made of the anticedent, situational, and
consequent conditions related to the problem?

|

> ] . .
Considerations: 1. Situational Assessment. Is an assessmenﬁ of the

2. Health History: AfeJéata collected on physical/
health conditions which may be related to the
_ learning problem? This information would include
! factors such as developmental history, disease
and injury data, sensory status, medlcations(s)
used, and nuitrution? v

v

{ 3. Personal and Social Adjustment. Is pe}sonal and . »
social adjustment (adaptive behaviors) in the home;
neighborhood, and broader community evaluation using ~

_formal and informal data collection procedures?

/ 4. Personal and Social Adjustment. Is personal and

setting evaluated with formal and informal data
collection procedures?

- a . 0 ~

v

social adjustment (adaptive behaviors) in the school \

A
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Consdiderations:

1.” What evidence exists which documents the consideration

10.

- support serv1ces7

95 - .

v, . {

of a broad variety of information, including both
strengths and deficits, in determining educatlonal )
needs and selectfion of placement options? .

. o 7

Does the determination of education neéds and selection .
of placement option include.the contributions of relevant
professional personnel and“parent§7 ’

Are current educhtional status and educational needs
stated precisely gnd supported by data?

Are alternative options considered for meeting these
needs 1nc1ud1ng regular edhcatlon with or without

Are special education eligibility recommendations mader
in conformance with the criteria for primary handicapping
condition as deflned in the Department of Public
Instruction Special Education Rules and Regulations?

In making the special education eligibility recommendations,
did the multidisciplinary team consider a broad

variety of information including adaptive behavior

and sociocultural background? How did this information
influence the recommendations concerning goals for
intervention and placement option?

Are a variety of program options considered in view
of the information from the multifactored assessment?
For example, using information on adaptive behavior
outside of school to choose between special classes
and resource optidns for mild or minimal mental
disabilities?

Whaﬁ:Evidence supports t?s/éhoice of program option as an
appropriate alternative for meeting the child's needs?

1s an interim plan de¢eloped and implemented to assist
the child in the regular classroom until the placement
recommendationi/afe carried out?

Do the special education personnel inform parents

of the primary handicapping condition (If any) and
explain the full range of available alternatives for
meeting the child's needs?

Ve
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Consdderations:
s
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10.

95
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’

What evidence exists which documents the consideration
of a broad variety of information, including both
strengths and deficits, in'defermining educatlonal

needs and selectfon of placement options? ’ .

. o 7

Does the determination of education neéds and selection
of placement option include.the contributions of relevant
professional personnel andﬂparent§7

Are current educétional status and educational needs
stated precisely and supported by data?

Are alternative optlons considered for meeting these
needs 1nc1ud1ng,regu1ar edbcatlon with or without

. support serv1ces7

Are special education eligibility recommendations madewr
in conformance with the criteria for primary handicapping
condition as deflned in the Department of Public
Instruction Special Education Rules and Regulations?

In making the special education eligibility recommendations,

did the multidisciplinary team consider a broad

variety of information including adaptive behavior

and sociocultural background? How did this information
influence the recommendations concerning goals for
intervention and placement option?

Are a variety of program options considered in view
of the information from the multifacfored assessment?
For example, using information on adaptive behavior
outside of school to choose between special classes
and resource options for mild or minimal mental
disabilities?

Whas#vidence supports t?s/éﬁoice of program option as an
appropriate alternative for meeting the child's needs?

Is an interim plan detVeloped and implemented to assist
the child in the regular classroom until the placement
recommendations/are carried out?

Do the special education personnel inform parents

of the primary handicapping condition (If any) and
explain the full range of available alternatives for
meeting the child's needs?
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12, (Are there provisions f

- 11, -Do parents contribute to decisions concerning the

objectives_af speci education ser;}ges and to choices
concerning type of special educatiom” service selected,

members of the multidisciplinary
-t staffing team to express opinions which disagree with the

tdecision of the majority? Are the dissenting opinions
in written form expressing the reasons for disagreement?

s
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