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a contract (300-77-0491) with .the Bureau of Educaqon for be Handf-:

capped, Department of Realth,,Edueatioh, and'Welfare', ffice of

Education, thr9ugh Title VI-G of PubliC Lawy91-230. Institu e inves-

tigators afe conduciing r,esearch on the assessment/decision-M ing/

intervention-process as it relates.to learning.disabled
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/ ,-
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, -
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,
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I
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In troduc t ion

James E. Ysseldyke
University of Minnesota

-

t

jhe Institutd for Research on Leai'ning Disabilities at the Univer-

sity of Minnesota is one of five InStitutes funded by the Division otf

.Innovation and Development, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped.

The Institute is focuSing its research activities on critical and com-
,

plex theoretical and empirical issues in the assessment-interventionl

And decision-making processes.' Throughout the year preceding the Con-

ferenge, Institute staff reviewed both the knowledge base and the state

of the art in asseSsment and decision making, and outlined a plan to

guide research activities during'the next two years.

The Roundtable Conference afforded an ppportunity for individua,ls

with varied backgrounds in research, instruction, serv4a, and test con-
.

struction to react to what had already been done as wel1 as to,what.was

planned for the future;' to share current perspectives on the state of:

the art and to propose future directions in research on the assessment

of learning disabled children. The aim of the Conference w'Ets to create -

;

an atmosphere in Which participants would be free taarmchatr.7.-to

speculate beyond current data and offer intuitive hunches about how
..4

best to address the critical?. needs in this areato address'issues ih

the context both of what has been and what might be:

Spring Hill,.the site af the Conference, was an appropriate en-

. 4. .

tVironment for exchange, speculation, and evalyetiOn of ideas and views.
i

4 r

The partic±pants sitling at the Roundtable were persons who shared the
,

Institute's serious investment in the improvement of assessAlent,

4
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decision making, and inrtervention for l*arning disabled children,.

who believed that through a cooperative, collaboratiVe effort, slant

strides could be made in that direction.

Unlike many other conferences, an audience was invited to eaves-

drop and observe Roundtable exchanges, but more importantly to share

ideas and reactions with the presenters during the two days of the

Conference. Participants were urged to extend the Roundtable spirit

beyond the conference room, to continue to communicate thoughts and

concerns at coffee breaks,)lunch, and dinnL

Two sessions on the first day, of the Conference each began with

one-hour pr esentations that reviewed the focal issues of the research

and outlined, in general, the propose4 activities of the research tesmst

The presentatibns derived directly from the previous year's efforts to

review the knowledge base for current practices and to outline.research

believed necessary for addressing specific complex issues.. Following

each .presentation, three individuals feaCted to both the reviews and

the research plans. Reactants were asked to addresithree issues:

(1) the extent to which the principal investigators and their collaborar
.

tors had adesuately reviewed the current knowledge base frOm eash of

114their particular perspectives, (2) th tent to which the rationale

for,doing regearch in a particular area whs adequately developed, and

(3). the potential payqf for the field, And leaning disabled children

id-particular, of the planned research.
.

Following these presentations, individuals at the Roundtable

were provided an opportunity to question the speakers fof clarification
. ..:T4.

or elaboration, ',comment on specific issues of concern'to them
,
and .

( ,

It)
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to d*uss among each okher those issues and concerns.. They were

able to; -as it were, speculate, debate, and evaluate. After the
4

Roundtable discussion, members of the 4articipant-observer audience

were giveti an opportunity To raise issues of concern to them and to

ask questions of specifiC speakers.

The ,second day.of the Conference began with commen ts by John
,

4

Guthrie and John Salvaa, who were asked4to make some sumMarizing,

integrative ComMents regarding the ,first day's tlisquissions, as well

aS to offer some thoughts regarding overall direction in this Area

Of 'researh. -Their remarks were followed by discussion among those ap

the Roundtable and, later, by comments and questions.frOm the audience

of participant-obserVers.

The Roundtabe Conference and the preparation-of this monograph

were sponsored by funds made available from) the Division of InnovatiOn

and-Development, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped. The follow-
.

ing are the individuals who participated in the Rotindtable Conference:

4

Roundtable Participants

Robert Bruininks (Moderator).
Professor and Chirman, Department of Psychoeducational Studies
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis,.Minnesota

Stanley Deno
Associate Professor, Department of PSychoeducational-Studies .

Principal Investigator, Institute for Research.on Learning DiSabilities

Univesity of Vinnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Libby Goodman "

4

Director, Special Education for Administrative Services
Stevens'Administration-,Center, 13th and Sbring Carden Street

Philadelphia, PqnnsYlvdnia

John Guthrie,' -

Director of Resear h, International Reading Asso ciation

800 Barksdale Roa , Newark,-Delaware
/ .

Joseph R..Jenkins '

Professor of Education, Special Education
'Director, Experimental Education Unit
Child Development and Mental Retardation Center
University of Washington, Seattle Washington

i (1

*-
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"Barbarit Keogh *
ProfeAsor f Special Education, Department of Education
University of California, Los Angeles, California

. ,

Thothas C. Lovitt

Professor of Edketioil, Special Education

Principal Investigator, Learning' and Language Disabilities Training Project.
Experimental Education Unitli Child Development and Mental ,Retardation Center
University of Washington, Seattle, Washington

Phyllis Mirkin

Research Associate, Departnent of Psychoedudational Stvdies
Associate Direceor,'Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities '
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Frederick J. Morrison

Visiting Associate Professor, Institute of thild Development
Univer6ity of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Bhyllis Newcomer
:Associate Professor of Education
Beaver College, Glenside, Pennsylvania.

Maynard ReynoIds, Moderator
-Professor, -Department of PsychoeducatiOnal 4udies
DireCtor, LeadelAhip.Training Institute/Special Education
University,of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

John Salvia
Associate Professor of Special Education
Pennsylvania StatevoUniversity, University Park, Pennsylvania

Martha Thurlow'.
Assistant Scientist, Institute for Research on Learning DisaWities
'University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Richardpeinberg (Moderator) ,

Professor, Department of Psychoeducational Studies
Piogram Coordinator, Psychology in the'Schools Proram
Unive'rsity of MinnesOta, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Richar4, Woodcock

Director, Measurement/Learning/Consultants
Tolovana Park, Oregon

414,

1

Jars Ysse1dyk, .

.
,

.

. Associate Professor, Department of Psychoeducational Stidies ,

: Director'and Principal Inv4stigator, Institute for Research on Learning
Disabilities Is .

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Participant-Observers
_

Robert Algozzine .

Consultant, Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities
Assistaht Professor, Department of Special Education
Univers4y of Floripda, Gainesville, Florida

.

1 r
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Donald Allen
Graduate Research Assistanf, Institute for Research on 4earning Disabilities
University of, Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Gordon Alley
Professor df Spgcial Education and Lecturer in Pediatrics"
'UniverAity of Kansas:,'Lawrence, Kansas .

Marie Blackburn
Consu tant, Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities
'Coordi ator, SIMS Centei at Armatage, Department pf Special Education
Minneapolis Public Schools, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Virginia Brown
Associate Professor of Special Education
University. of Minnesota, Ddluth; Minnesota

Tanis H. Bryan
' Director, ChicagO.Institute for Learning Disabilities

University of Illinois, Chicago, Illinois"

N. Dale Bryant
Dirertor, Research Institute for the.Study Of Learning Disabilities
Teachers College, Columbia University, New York, New fork

Berttram Chiarig
Graduate Research Assistant, InStitute for Research on Learning Disabilities

-University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Sandra Christenson
, School:Psychologist, The Groves'Leerning Center
Minnetonka, Minnesota

A
Deborah Clemmensen

Graduate Research Assistant, InstitUte,for esearch-pn Learriing Disabilities
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MinnesOta

Mai Cohen
Graduate Research Assistant, Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities
University-of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Robert ColIigan
Associate Professor of Psychology
Mdyo Medical School, Rochester, Minnesota

.0 'Pat Cronin
Control DatAqorpovatio
8100 34th Av9nUeSouth, Minneapolis,,Minnesota

, ,

Jan Bloom Davidson
raduate Research Assislant, Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities

University of Minnesota,. Minneapoli4. Minnesota

9

,

I

Amos Deinard
Associate PrOfessor, Department of Pediatrics
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis,'Minnesota

Donald Deshler
%Director, Research Institute for thesStudy of Learning-Disabilities
University of Kansas, Lawrence, Kansas

1
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Allen Dittilikitt

DiVision af Innagation and JOevelopment,
U. S. SAfice of Education/BEM, Washington, D.C.

Siyon'Egelands.'. . .

. , ProfessET,Department of Psychoeducationa/ 'Studies
: University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesotay . %

-
I Cara pit .Elliott.

.
, . .

. , . . ,

. ' 3Cp Eant, Spec*Picl.earning'Disabilities and poptotional.Disturimnce
pta State Department of' Education,'St. Pahl, Minnesota'i

a, %.4 I e ^

Susan pps' - . . .

, -.... . Graduate,.ResearchAssistan It; nstitute for Research on.Learning Disabilities
UniversitrofMintiebotaYMinheaporis, Minnesota

.-4

...

-,../-
. , - ,..- ..,, , q

.Patricia &ans..
4
-. :' .

. . -.

.

iil
* .

Graduate Researcit.ASsisani, InstitutefonResearth on-Lear4ing.Disabild.ties,
University of Mlnnesota, Minneaiollia, MkullesOta

.11. - , 4-,

..

.

)
..1*. . .. .

Nancy Vox . .
...I Grtidiate Researcho nstivi4te *for Reeearch on Ieerning Disdbilities

.

'. University of Miff esota, polisAMinnesota.. .
.

.

.i.,,,.
. . .,

. 4 ...

.,

'Marge Goldberg .

. it
0

_
.

_

.1, President, Parent-Advocacy Coal tion for-Education Righth tPACFR) .. '

J . MinneapdiisN.-Minnesota ,'.-- ..0 .
%

.i.'
v .

-Charles M. Hagen ..... ,

,
1,

li, .
..

...
..,

°Direbtor of Special Education, St, Paul Public.Sehools.
.

.,

Ot. mu, Minnesota.

1,

:"..41.

li, $

ci Daniel Pt Hallahan

DireCtor, Leitrning D4saallties Research Institute N.
. /-Department of Special Education ..

. %

..4 ....
University of.Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia

0. .

t.t
.

..-

, )

,

. 5. Gary Hayden
i .- 41

East Metro Special Education Regional Consultant.(S&C). .
, 4,

n.
, . ...Invrdrovaights, Minnesota

.e. .,
1 e, i ,

4
-Raleigh J. Hui a :1 .

, ,

a . .,..' Executive Director., The Groves Learting Center .. ,

.,-
MiiinStonka, Minnevokta .

"
."-:.!,'c.,,,Atthael.Humphreys

,

Chicago Institute for Learning Disabilities
Universly of Illinois, Chicago, Illivds

.Kathryn Kuehnlej*

Graduate kesearch Assistant,-Institute for Research Oh-Learning Disabilities
, University of .kinnesota, Mihheapolia,'Minfiesota .-, 4

*
. _.

.
.gary Lambour '. ; ,., - .

.
.

.
. 44Division of InnoVation and Developtent 4 iv:- -

, U.S. Office of Education/BEH,..WashingeonD.C.0!-,'
,

. .

Dennis LaRoque
.

Director of Special,Services,-Duluth.Public Schools
'Duluth, Minneitota



R. Eric'Larson
.

Director, Special Educa on

' Mower Education $ervice ooperative, Brownadale Elementary School

\\ Brownsdale, Minnesota

Robert Lichtenstein
Craduate Research Assis
University of Minhes

Lisa Lowry r\

7

nt, Psychology in the Schools Trainiing Program
Minneapolis, Minnesota

1P
Gradbate°Asearch Assistant, Institute fOr Research on Learning Disabilities
UniVersity of Minnesota, Minneapalis, Minnesota,

4

Karen Lundholm
Assistant Director, Leadership-Training-Institute/Special Education
Department of PsychoeducationalStudies
University af Mini4esota, Minneapolis,, Minnesota

.c,Douglas Marston IP

Graduate Research Assistant, Institute for Research on Learning.bisabilities
. .,

University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minhesota

`")James Moran ,

1,

Graduate Rebearch ASsistaqt, Institute r.Researcn on Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Mi nesota

Lyelle Palmer , _,..,,...

Department of Education
Winona State University*, Winona, Minnesota

Stephen Poland
-, 1.

Graduate Research AsSistant, Institute for Research on Learning.Disabilities
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota ft

Margaret Potter .

Graduate Itesearch Assistant, Institut4 for Research,on Learning Disabilities-
,

"Univers4ty of Minnesgis, -Minneapolis,- Minnesota
- ,

Mai-cie Radius
Castro Valley Child Service Demonstration Center

. Castro Valley, Califoryda

steve Ragan
Director of Special EducatiO6
Bemidji §.tate University, Bemidji, Minnesota

Ronald'E. Reee
'

Learning Disabilities Research Institute
Departmeneof Special Education
University,of Virginia, Charlottesville, Virginia

Richard Regan
Graduate Research Assistant, InAtitute for Research on Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesota, Minneapolts,Minnesota

Mary Jo Richardson
*Executive Director, Minnesota Association for Chiltdren.with Learning
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SC. Paul, Minnesota
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Steven Robinson
Graduate Research Assistant, Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities
Univerdity of Mipnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Quentin pobley
Assfistant Profe.ssor-, Department of Special tducatien
St. Cloud State

,
University, St. CloudMinnesota

Terry Rose
Child ServiceDemonstration Center
Northern Illinois Uniyersity, DeKalb, Illinols

S. Jay Samuels
Professor, Depattutent7of Psychoeducational Stulies
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Paula Savage.

,Graduate Research Assistant, Institute fot Research on.Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesora,11inneapolis, Minnesota.

,

Margaret Jo Shepherd
Director, Learning Disabilities.Training Program.
,Teachers CoAlege, Columiiia University, NeW York, New York

Mark Shinn
Graduate Research Assistant, Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis,'Minnesota

Linda Stevens
Model Program.Snpport.Syst4m,,The.;CTWORK
Andover, Massachusetts' ::: ; Io "

Gerald Tindal

,
Graduate Research Assistant, InStitute for Research on Learning Disabilities
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

James E. Turnure
,

Piofessor, Department of Psychoeducational Studies
University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

John Wasson
Director, Learning Dishilities Training Program ,

Moorhead State University, Moorhead,' Minnesota
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Otoening Remarks
-1

Maynasd C. Reynolds
University of Minnesota

ah eittraordinary, period in Special *Education. We are

at the mountain top iN.the history of Special Education, at least,

in level-of activity. This is sthe year in which the sehools are

mandated literally to,locate and etraluate. every handicapped cO'i.d.

Jrlis the year in filtrich individnalized Plans, mil4i.ons of them,
.

have had to be written - one by pne - for all of these children.
4

Truly, we have a great deal on the educational plate in 1978 as

concerns hantlicapped students!

, Events are running Tapidly; in the movement,of children from

onavtrutture to another, in the increasing btudies.of individual

children, in after-school training sessions for teachers, and much

more. There is a..great press to get on With things very rapidly;

legal rights are present rights. The procedural demands of new laws

and regulations are very great.

The responses to all of these changes in many school districts
--,..

4"..

/ and in the universities as well have been quite superficial. Most

teachers have not been well Prepared to write their TEPs.
1

Colleges
....,

\

have not geared themselves up to be helpful in the retraining pro-
/
cesses. Some 'school leaders hope that most of the new activity Will

-

proVe-to'be just another fad and disappear soon; and thera is some
4 r .

downright hostility to the whole set of changes. Predictably, there

.will be attempts to take apart some ,of the legislation and regulations

which now diTect programs for the handicapped.

1
Individualized Educational Programs required for all-handicapped

students *under Public Law 94-142.

9
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-It is rteworthy that all of Phe busy 5ctivities of the year are

J going on in a re public way than ever before, so that,where there

is incompetency there is no hiding of it. Educational plans are being.,

written by special teachers, rlular teachers, and parents at nieetings

convened by school principals. As Nicholas Hobbs has remarked, it

ma'y be much_like.rediscovering Niagara Fails, but the schools are re-

°

discovdring parents. We are asking teachers to nite carefully developed .-

individual plans for sttElopts; they are not always competent *to do that

but all of it is' being done in an unprecedented public way.

.Tfie field of, leafninii. disabilities, whi41%we are considering at

( this conference, is in the middle of it all. It has been the :lost

44,4t1 rapidly developing aspect of special education in recent ye)ars.... Recently,

it has drawn more attention politioally-than aq other fields of special

tducation combined. An theretls vagueneSsor uncertainty-about who
,

. 4

these "learning disabled" youngsters are, or how we define this Category
4

of exCeptionality; the policy takers are very concerned. It is the

first category in view when concerns, arise about limiting or "capping"

the funds for speciai eduCation.

_-
Learning disabilities also gets attention because it deals,with

s

the most fundamental areas of the school curriculum - what Stoddard has

termed the "cultural imperatives," such as language and basic.mathematics.

We carry a larger burden, perhaps, than any other field of special edu-

cation in charting new ways, yt there are weaknesses in'our situation

which create much difficulty.

Let me mention just a few,of te speciabl areas of concern which

come to mind in the field of learning disabilities. First, it may be
0 .
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observed that'almost all of the pfoblems oE psychometrics or meagurement
, .

come to the frontAll this field - problems of expectations, discrepancies,

profiles, teliability, norms,.and much more. Most definitions of learnivg

disabilities start out with a statement about educability, usually in7
*-

volving'IO test . So, there.are all'of the diffictites and burdens of

that concept of educability. nd then we proceed to noting (with only

half an eye, since we pay attention to disC'repancieS in orily one direction)

wnetner or not the achievement of youngsters is up to what might Be ex-. , ,

pected or predicted. I was reassured when Robert Thorndike said in his

bOok Under-and.Overachievement that it is hard to decide when the psycho-

logist has overpredicted and when the child has underachieved. There are

grave diffiCulties in dealing with.discrepancy.scor&s as part of a

basic definition.
1t,

The field of learning
. disabilities, more/than a.ny other, is at the

center of a majodr. traiisformation in measurement systems away from what

Leona Tyler calls a vertical emphasis, in which we emphasize simple kinds

of predicntions about how high one might expect a person to go, toward

a,more horizontal emphasn, in which The concern is not for screening and

sorting, but rather, on trying to design programs for the maxithum de-
,

velopment of each individual.

A

) Second, there
,

are p.toblems of interdisciplinary communlcation. I

am thinking of a very prpminent article in the field of learning disa-

bilities-which on one page defines learning disabilities in terms of

a,neurological base and on the very next pagesindicates how lacking we

'are in knowledge about interactions between
1

neurology and education..

Until we get to the point'of being able to specify such interactions

;Al

,

r.

QP



,

4,12

a

,
%,. ,

0,the knowledge base at this point 4 empty! We have not learned how I'

/.k,. ..

to scan or communicate well across disciplinary and professional lines .

and this is .nbt a.minor problem. The amount of money that goejinto

;1Vteaming arrangements, multi- 0ciplinary case studies, And mulriple

1# .,

refetrals Is very great, yet the outCome'is. often very thin soup.

1,n ord'er to develop goodeinterdisciplinary communication, there

mus4 be concentration on one dominant foqus at a time. ,LItggest
.

,1
f

.,

that in the field.of,learninKdisubilities, the domfnant focus.should '
,. .

. % .

be on the tepther's problem, .that is, pn teaching and learning.

, .

We have not communicated very well to neigjlboring disCiplines anA pro-

fessions about the-decision malang or the instructional problems of

the teacher. .1 think thiairesearch institute faces a large challenge

of helping to sort out the logit af judgments and deciaions made in .

the.classroom and to communicate some of that to other disciplines
1*.

so that they can learn to communicate more effectively with.teachers.

Thii'd, there are big problems, moral as well as techniCar, with

respect to When' we begin treatment. There is a tendency.in the field'
,

. of learnink disabilities to wait atLnd until, we have a full blown
1

. casualty - a big discrepancy - before beginning specialized treatment.w
I

We simply must seek the resources and structures by which we can iden-

?tify children who need special attention ear1ie4 differentiate.programs

earlier, and increase the rates at which children learn successfully

in the areas of- the cultvral imperatives. Specialists must eilgage

potential.problems And not just full blown casualties. We must reduce
4

t.\

the rate at which children experience years of failure in the schools.
,

.
, .

However, w.fren we move to earlier programs, we face agafn the problems
, ,

.,

. -
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of definition, identification,, and.labeling; we run head on into funding

systems\which require the big discrepancies. We n't yet learned

to deal with. groups oflildren at risk and to me t probjems of

accowntibility on a statfstical basiS rather than o . the basis of

labeaed individual children. At we proceed in udies of children with
... ..

. .. .

. ,e,... learning problems we must bring. some of, the. awledge backito ihe Thain-
.

1-
..

t- .

-0, ,
,

stream and help improve progtaps there. Som f-our learning disability-
7 .

specialists coul1-i4e11,be deployed into taingtream settings in addl.tion
l

to their clinlital Settings. As the Chilean poet, Mistral, has said,

. 40
"Many things can wait, the child.cannot. Right now his hip bones are

4
%

being formed, his blood is being made, his senses are being developed.

To him we cannot say 'tomorrow,' hig name is today."
h F

t A

'Fourth, there is th neral problem 'of student classification.

When the Congress 'asked eAcatois to)come up with the'definition of

"learning disability" sO4 tiMe ago, they made public a very considerable
*

embdtrassmene'- that we don't haveh very good definition of the.concept

of learning disability. The systems we bse now to define learning

disabilities on the practical scerie or to define educable or

0

trainable mentally retarded are hot all that real. As Paul Meehl

,

says; the categories we nse to define human behavior do not "carve

nature at its joints"; they are, to a very coAsiderableJextent, political

constructions. We ought to work at the general problem of human classi-.

mficatAcs and seek for better delineations, such as they maV be needed

for instructional purposes, in the schools.
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I launched these few remarks by paying that in this year we have
r I I

, , k'

put a great 'dea1.41 the educational plate concetning handicapped

' students. .We ate challenged, as never before. TrukIlv-it is a time for

concentrated_re ction as we hope will be achieved at this conference.

t,

1

S.

-
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Psychoeapcational AssOssment and Decision Makirlg
'

,

James E. Ysseldyke
Univereifyof Minnesota' r

This.paper is divided into three major sections. I'llgdescribe

sOMe of the basic cOnsideratrOnstunderlyiyavour research and take a

. 'i

look at why we are focusing on the assessm -eht tervention process, .

.

, .
. ._.,

. -.,
.

. .

.

, y

on assessment and clsion making, and explaih how we-see those as
.,

,
. . ..,

, being interrelated. Second, I'll describe sor9 of the issue that . .

,

.

,

____

havp essentiqe troubled us:regarding .the asgessment of learning

disabled chilAren, and talk abOut those issues as underlying premises
#t

for the kinds oi research-that we plan to he engaged in.. Third, I'll

describe the overall rationale or structure that is guiding some of

our research activities and then describe, very briefly, those activities

themselves.

Assessment in the Context of Decision Making

We are definfng assessment, not in the traditional sense of
.A

-

"testing," but simplyoas .the process of collecting data for the purpose

of making decisioa about pppils. In educational settings, there are

essentially six kinds of decisions that are made using assessment data:

referral decisions; screening decisions; classification, identification,

or plicement,deasi-oos; instructional planniug decisions; pupil evelua-

tion decisions: and program evaluation decisions. Now it is important

from the outset, I think,0 to distinguish between those-kinds of deci-

sions because it willl'Iead directlY to some of the issues we face. /

'1 This presentation is based on another paper: Ysseldyke, J.E. &

Thurlow, M.L. Psychoeducational Assessment and Decision Making:.

A Review. In J. E. Xsseldyke and F. MorrisOn (Eds.), Multiple
perspective_pn assespment of learning disabled children, in press.

15
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When we talk about,referral, we talk simply about the'identification

of children for whom a referring agent believes there is sufficient dif-

. ficuity..that Some specialist ought to take a look at the child. '5creet*g,

on the other Aridi consists:of the administratjan of tests, 'usually group

.tests, to groups 'of childred,for,the purpOse of ident,ifying ehoDe,who'

differ sufficiently from ?normal," whatever that may be,-that further as-

sessment is believed to-be warranted. A third, and very different, reason

1 for.engaging in the assessment _Of children is for the purpdse of making

claseification, placement, eligibility, or identification decisions, In

this case, our questions are eally.threefold. Oneidentifying the extent

to which the child is .handicapped;. 'second, -specifying -the' nature of the

handicap; and third, identifying the least restrictive environment,for the
I

child. ,A fourth, related,purprAe, but again a very different reason for

en aging in assessment, ts,for the purpose of planning either instructional

I

,)

soryother kinds of interventions with children. Here, the questions we're

/Asking in'our assessment are twofold: We're trying to decide wtiat to
,

w

oreach, which is a content question, and we're trying to decide how to teacfi,

.
which is a question of the kinds of strategies, methods} teChniques,

thitt will be effective with the child. I should mention that there are

subsets of intervention planningOn same cases we're concerned with imple

mentation, how tolget an ins4uttional program going, and in other cases

we're concerned with adjustment, whatto do in the process of intervention

to modify or change things in order to move theT,Ipil iong. A fifth

and verydifferent reason for assessing children is for the.purpose of

evaluating the extent to which they-are 'making progress in their educational

programs. Parents; teachers, and children themselves have a very great need
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,

toknow the extent to-Which progress is indeed being made. And.,
.

.
-.. . .

finally,,aasessmeunt data are collected for the purpose ofprogram eval-(/
.

.
. ,

.

.

dation, when we are attempting to evaluate the effectiveness of a parti-" /

.cular.instructional prograM. This activity is best evidenced.in the kinds of

evaluafions we've sem of Head Start Programs and specific curricular

interventions. The whole process of assessment is a decision-making pro-

. cps6 anzi one in which our assessment. strategiesand techniques ought to
3

..i .

/
be dictated,bv. the kinds "of decisions we're trying to Make'.

.-

.

.s.

The tise of ASsessment'Data to Make Intervention Decision§
,- --..--

Typically,.traditianally, and too,often currently, assessmentand

intervention ate viewed as mutually exclusive actpities. Educational

personnel speak of-assessment on the one hand, and intervention on the

other, without viewing the two as integral parts of one dynatic process.
4

The effectiveness of any specific treatment or intervention is the

Nunction of a complex interaction of at least five identifiable factors:

1. The characteristics df the child,

2. The characteristics of the teacher,

-

3. The nature of the treatvent or tntervention employed,

4. The setting in which intervet4ion i4s implemented,

5. .The kind of behavior change we are.trying to bring about.

Child characteristics interact with teacher characteristics, which in

turn interact with the nature of the'intervention used, with setting

factors, and with the kind of behavior change we are attempting to bring

about to affect the effectiveness of intervention efforts. We typically

oversimplify a very complex process.

In spite of the complexity of factors affecting intervention effective-

ness, educational personnel are charged with the task of geciding which of

,

4.
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several alternative interventions to employ with a specific youngster.
,)

Such Secisions should..be data-br'ased 4ecisiong.
.

;

-
4 .

-

.
%

Schools routinely" collect many different kinds of data about children:

scores on norm-refexenced tests, data from 6riterion-referenced measures,

obsexvational data, interview data, inedical(infortStion,developmental

history data, social history informauidn, and information.regarding

adaptive.hehavior. These'data are used-ts make decisions, and the deci-

sions themselves are inte6entions.

Figure 1 illustrates the use of data to make different intervention

decisi.ons. The large box at the top of the figure illustrates

several different kinds of information or data that'are either available

or may be collected for the purpose of decision making. Certain data are '

used for the purpose of making screening de6isions, other sets of data are

used to make placement decisions, while still other data are uaed to make

intervention decisions. As is illustrated in the figure, the sate data

may be used in making more than one kind.of dedision:, more mportan

.though, the data used do not entirely overlap. Different kinds of data

are used for t e purpose of making different kinds of decisions. 'Assessment
le°

and intervention are not static, they are dynamic parts of the assessment-

intervention process. We believe we can best iinpact intervention by

conducting research on the ways in which assesgment data are used to

make intervention decisidns.

,Insert Figure 1 aboui here

Definitional DeSate

There is, and has been,.little consensus among state departments.in

the ways in,which.rhey define learning disabilities.- This fact is illus-
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trated quite adequately by data summarized by Mercer, Forgnione, and
I."

Wolking (1975) and presented in'Table 1. Considerable variance in the use

Of the Federal:definition, in the specification of'intellectual
4

in thejnclusion of -process deficits, and In the inclusion/ lusion

of,amotional.problems ishreadily apparent.

t. )

4

I don't want us.to spend 6.1e nekt two,days debacing alternative'de-
.

Insert Table 1 about here
.4

finitions of learning isabilities. c Thatb,wtiuld be .counter-productive: Nu-

merous investigators before us have tried to identify a uses of learning

P

disabilities, andsupposedly identified causes have run...the gamut from spi7
.1.

nal injury,.developmental imbalances, and neurologicalOysfunction to inap--
,

'I i-

propriate nutturance and,instruction. Furthermore, investigators have been

V'

unable systematically and consistently to differentiate learning disabled

children from either "nprmals" or other kinds of handUapped children.
y

Clearly, major problems are evidenced in deciding the Opulation about whom
J1

,

'we are talking:

The Use of Tests fOr Furposes Other than Those for Wh411.1 they were Designed

I indicated earlier that assessment data are Ufted'for making many
r ,

.,
, ,

different kinds of psyc, hoeducational deCisions. kibajor,problem is the

%"-
.,t ,

.

.,.

failure on,Athe part.of,diagnodtic personnel to differentiate their assess-

ment.strategies, devices; and- techniques in light !of the kind of decision

to be made. What I'm referring to hereis Called'the "WISC/Wide Range/Bekter

for every child, no matter what decision we're trying to make.''' This is

probably best illustrated by the use of profile'analyses in efforts to

4

-plan instructional interventions for chil4ren. Some of the best t8pts
IT

that are available.. are intellectual devices. They were originally-designed

)



A

for the pUrpose6of helpin, eus thair classification and placement decisions..

They. Will:still dilran extremely effective job of helping us make classifica-
' -4-

tion and placement decisions. But; we witness toaay individuals engaging

in4elaberate profile analyses using deviceg like the Wechsler Intelligence
_

" ccScale for. ChildreA in4eLrotts to plan.ingtructional'&ograms. If you go, c IAA

and pick, of a psychological report, it'll read, '"Johnny's poorest perfor-
, .

m

ance was demonstrated on a task requiring him to agalAr specific factual'

questions., while his best performance 'was demonstrated on a task recfuiring

hi to repeat sequences.of orally pre9nted dfgits. Johnny would profit ,

4,

from a program in which the teacher would have him answer many specific fac-

,
tual questions." Yet, there is no empirical support for that practice.

Technical Adequacy

r

TechniCally iftadequate norm-referenced,tests.are °too often used to gather

data,for. the purP'Re of Irmking important decisions. Three factors are in-

volved. Th irst is sthldardization. When we assess individuals, we as-

sume that t e indiviaUals we assess are like those in the normative group

that the,task has been standardized on,children who are like the child we're'

assessing. We assume that tbe individual*hilg Nad a comparable set of exper-

ieneeg and opportunities to learn. A good number of the devices that we usei

on a dally_basis to make decision about-children simply don't provide us
. 4

trith a set of,norms. Table,2 lists tests with inadequately constructed or

described norms.

'Insert Table 2 about here

The second issue is one of reliability. Most of us, somewhere in our

careers, took a measurement course, and we learned that assessment devices

should be'reliable. The commonly accepted stitdard is that a reliability of
*

,

1, '
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.90 ought to be demonstratea before devices are, used to make.important

decisions about individualp. Many.of the deviCes that we use to make de-

cisiona about pupils lack the necessary reliability for effective use:

Table .3 lists reliabtlities of commonly used tests and indicates that for
-4

the most part individual group itelligence and achievement measures

do have reliabiliOls that are somewhere in the .90's. Reliabilities are

all reported in ranges because they are taken directly froM the test man-
..

uals at)d reflect differences across age. Reliabilities of measures of spe-
,

cliic proceSses or abilities in no instance exceed .90. gu!h devioeashould

not pe used Co make important decisiong. The third.issue is validity. In

smeasurement courses we all learned a little ditty that says "Reliability is.

a necessary but not sufficient condition for validity." Devices that have

inadequate reliabilities cannot,be considered valid. Table 4 is a'list of

tests with' questionable validity.

Insert Tables 3and 4 about here

We've got some Malor problems when we start looking at the technical

adequacyof the.devices we use to gather ddta for decision making. I used .

to believe the notion that It's better to use a non-reliable test than to

use no test at all. Yet, such tests are indeed dangerous because they af-

ford the illusion that they are providing reliable, valid information.

Using DefiCit Scorep .2\

The.next issue is one of the, use of eficit scores to identify the

learning disabled.. The reliability of.a deficit score is nearly always

lower than the reliability of either of the sCorea'that gO into it. so

when we start using non-reliable devices, and then.put those devices into
«,

an equation and compute the degree of deficit tqat a child demonstrates,

'the reliability.wd are dealing with is significantly low. Individuals have

,1

0
)
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been able to shOw that reliance on the uiie of deficit scores results i

a significant amount of mis-identification simply as a function of change.

Bias in Assessment

This nation has spent an enormoLls amount of time and effort in attempts

.11P ,t

to identify the testi, that'is air for use with membere,Of specific racial

or cultural groups. -When I as in Pennsylvania, individuals in the State

Department were engaged'in the task,of coming up with a list of tests that

you could use with children who were members of specific racial groups. We

haven't learned from e history of similar efforts in psychology. Psycholo-
.

gists ve long debated, the concept of "fairness, and have deieloped many

mathemaii 1 models to compute the extent to which tests are fair. The

one th that is very clear to us at this point in time .is that there is

very tle agreement among those who have-talked about models Of test fair-
.

ness, And very little common consensus on
/
the definition of non-discriminatory

assessment.

We could suddenly have the fair test, a test that was fair for all

children, and we would still have.considetable bias in the itisessment and

'deçision-makir Process. Research has demonstrated that if you take psycho-
1

logical reports and put the picture of'an attractive third grade child on

the top of one psychological repikrt, and p t a picture of an unattractive .

third grade child on the other 'report, teachers and interve on agents make

-4,04.. zdifferent kinds of recommehdations and dierantkinds of.4*Ognoses for
f,

those children. People in decision-mitking situations do Dedeed discrimtnate
lit

'or bias on the basis, of things lik ;. sephysical attractiveness, parental
00

power within the system,,SES, sAnd so on.

Placement Team DecipAon.'Makins,

w

A set of isSueli isOirectly relevant to the place ent team decision-
%

Asking process.- The'point.in time.where Lsessment comes together is

41111- "



when a group orindividuals sits down for-the purpose of presenting data
.

and tries,to arrive at recommendations regarding the 6laCement of the in-

dividual and the kind of instructional intervention that is necessary for

that pupil. When we.look at research relevant to the placement team deci-

sion-making process, there hasn'tbeen a lot. There has been resea5ch on

tlinical judgment. Research on cliniyl judgment -has typically employed

a human information procehsing design; and has largely been inconclusive.

The body of research that does exist indicates that Individuals-typically

make very unreliable decisions. We face the task now of trying to.see

. whether individualstwho make unreliable decisions.will suddenly achieve

rftiable and indeed valid decisions as, a group.

set of investigations showed that teachers were less satisfied with the

A second body of research is research that has useea questionnaire,

interview methodology. Yoshida, Kaufmann, Fenton, and their colleagues at
4

the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped, conducted a series of investi-

gations in Connecticut where they asked individdals who had participated on

-placement teams the extent to which they really garticipated'and the extent

to which they were satisfied with the process. ,Interestingly enough, that

%FP

whole process when they attended decision-making meetings than when they

had been left out of them. In the first place, teachers felt that they

didn't get an opportunity toparticipate. But the important thing,,the

41

4

only point I waot to make, is,that the only data we have froM those Investi-

gations are dtha that give us useful information on perceived participation

(how mdch you thenk you participated, how you felt about it), and the date-

are "not direct data oft the process itself.

A third line of investigation relevant to the placement team decision-

making process has been a series of computer siiliulation studies, some of

3
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the reading research Of Schulman and Vinsonhaler.and their ps6ociates

at Michigan State, Janet lerner's program that is used to train indi-

viduals to comecto consensus with expert opinion in diagnostic situa-
f

tions, and some of the research of Algozzine. In such studies, by means

11-
of the 'omputer, people have been provided with data and then'asked to

make decisions about indiyiduals. There are soine real questions about
Ix

the extent to which you can indeed simulate the dection-making process

. by means of a. cotputer. One of eKe interesting sidelights I think, to

the research that we plan to-do, is that we'plan to study the sSme indi-

viduals,by means of simulation, observatign, and'questiovnaire/intervieW

procedures.' We may be able to get a handle on how much simulation really

approaches reality in terms of telling us anything about the decision-

making process itself.

The fourth line of ihvestigation consist4 of use of systematic,

naturalistic observation of the placment team decisipn-making process.
0

That methodology, 1 thiffk, is terribly attrhctive, but Ws been relied

on very little. We found only one investigation,where people had gone

in and looked at the placement team decision-making process: 'Tatton

(1976) conducted a Stud}r in which he looked at what happened, and he
IX

indicated that the placement team spent about five minutes per child in

making a decision, and that' the decision,the school psychologist came in

with Was the decision that thew team ended up makIng.

AN.

el
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fThe'last re1ev4nt b of research has to do with decision-making

models. We Idid,survey the decision:making models; we found difficulty

applying them tO.ehe kinds of questions that we're Asking. 'There are

Andustrfalvdecision-making models, the group process models-, where we

look at how groups arrive'at decisions, and so on. There is quite an

extensive body of research on how teachers makp decisions in the instruc-

tional process. Yet, we're having trouble finding models that fit our

research.

Rationale for Research op Assessment and Decission Making

The foregoing review indicates clearly that there are many major

questions regarding assessment and decision making, questions that are

obviOusly worthy Of investigation. We have osen to.engage in several

lines of inquiry as a basic beginning for ouj longer-term research efforts.

It ip our belief that the questions in this area can best be

addresSed by conducting several interrelated investigation's. An over- ,

riding perspective guides our research on the placement.team decision-
%

making process: We believe that we must conduct our research in ehe

naturalistic environment, endeavoring to achieve what Bronfenbrenner'

(1976) calls ecological and 'phenomenological validity..

kesearch On decisibn making to date has been iargely contrived

research. I don't know howemany times in the last year I've received

bogus case studies in,the mail where people say, "Here are some data

on, a child; we'd like to haye you pake a decision about the child."

The aPproach gets used so much now that people are becoming very sensi-
"Pr

tive to it. InAviduals have looked at the influence of parents'

marital status, caCe., sex, socioeconomic status, and so on,ion the

decisions tharare made, but it's a contrived kind Of situation. Tile

I.
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case study, and in-lab simulation4)by means of computers, have been

used to try to study real-life Phenothena. The generaliiability in

those cases is presumed but never demonsthited. As h result, it's

probably safe to say that me really know very little, if anything,

about whatreally happens in decil3ion making. We have sOme beliefs,
..

some general ideas, and some pet theories. We've no ecologically valid

data to support those beliefs, ideas, zing theories. Such data, we

believe, will,be obtained by studying the: delcisioh-making process'

naturalistically in the environment in which it occurs, and by endeavor-

ing to docu6nt and understand the many complex factors affecting the
4

.4141°N.

progehs. .0.

But ce also can't0Pimply go out and observe behaviors and tount

behv4ors that occur during the decision-making process; we have to
4

1,1r

strive for a second principle, what Bronfenbrenner (1976) tarn' pihenomeno,

logical validity. He defines that by saying an ecological exPeriment

cannot be solely behavioristic; provision must _be made for assessing

each participant's definiti7\od of the situation, how he or she perceives

1111111P

the setting, and its various elements. In naturalistic sett,i.ngs, far

' more apparently determineshe behavior of decision makers than mere

reliance on objective data. Decisions are'made as a function of the
i ' &

characteristics of the children, to be Pure, but decisions are also '

mhde as a function-of setting,.the beliefs, attitudes, motives, maybe

evenq'the reinforcement history of the decision makers. Decision makers

have indicated that they've very often labeled youngsters as learning

digabled in order to provide thed, with the services of a teacher that

they believe is highly competent. S) milally, they state that they re- ,

fused to label youngsters as learning disabled when they believed the
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services.of a particular program or teacher were not in 'the best in-

,
f .

.

t6rests of the Child. Merely Serving the behavior of persons in
/

C,

decision making wil; not enable us to discover all of those-factors

we want to discover, it will be necessaty to personally interview the

decision makers to Lincover those ecologically rerevant factors.. Thus,

the.research will empThy several methodologies, whete tie not only go

out and look at what happens, but we also ask people what happens,

vihat they typically.do in eNe process, and so.forth.

Proposed Resear'ch
----

There are six lines of research in which we are involved. The

fdxst area o rese looks at the adequacy of norm-referened data

for predicting uccess in a highly systematic insttuctional program.

The research com s largely out of the observation that if you take a

highly matic instructional program, and you put children who are

identified as learning disabled into it, a lot of children improve, but
.1

there are always a group of childreh'for whom success comes only very

slowly. Some of our questions in this research area are:% Can we,

on the basis of data that are available, at entry, differentiate children

who are sucCessful from children who are not? How do you define sdtcess

in alcaystematic instructional program--in terms of number of objectives

accomplished, in terms of return tp a regular classroom situation, or

rd1;1<-
1

,A second area of research is a series of computer simulation in-

veatigations. What we're Concernedmi el-e is looking at the assess-

ment process itselfmas a function of the kinds of information presented

to the assessor. The computer aff6rds us 41e opportunity to systema-

tically vary input data and to scrstematically vary the sex of the child,
_
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the physical attractiveness of the child, and so, on, and then look at

the decision-making process--look at the tests that individuals decide.

to, use, look at the extent to which tiley Access.technically adequate

data on tHe test, and look at, indeed, the kinds of outcomes that are

achieved as a functiOn of that proceSs. We will simulate decision-

making decisions, provide people with data, and ask them to go through

the deciglion-making process itself. We also intend to look at that'a(

a function of the knowledge base regarding .assessmen.
t

4

A third reseaYth area is really a two-fold study. We are conducting

comparative research on children iTho are failing academically and who are

'labeled learning disabled and on children who are iailing academically dad

.11,1100 are riot labeled learriing'41sabled. How are thoee chilOren
.

-

psychometrically and demographically, what are the differences in those two,

groups of children'? We are, really asking to what extent do ehose'childien

demonstrate differences in their performances on tapk, to whatsextent do

those children demonstrate SES differences; racial differences, sex differ-
.

tJ
'ences, diffprences in physical-attractiveness, differences in the power

that indiv,idual's parence have within the school system? How o we MI-

Terentiate the groups? -

Tlie fourth line of research is a series, of questionnaire investi-

gations where we ask decision makers how-thaymake decisions. One in-

-
vedtigation designed to look at the wOrs building principals decide

ow to put children in different classes'in the first place. Do people

use rules to make .those decisions, and if so, what are the rules that peo-
.,

ple use? Secondly, we-intend to characterize the asse4s nt process in the

'ft
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model demonstration centers, looking at the kir of assessment de-
.

vices and procedures that are,used to make decisions and the extent

29,

to'which those assessment procedures are'differentiated as a function

'of decision making. In the third line of jestgation, we will

ask special: education personnel to characterize the decision-

.

making process for uS: Wha happens, all the way from referral
.

to

'it

.,,

outcojne?

The fifth line of uesearch will allow us to check out some of the

information we receive.from theother lines of research. It involves,

ecological research on placement team-decision making. We intend to

observe placement teams in the process of making decisionsl and to look

at the kinds of decisions that are made. We will look at theilamount

of time spent in presenting'data, interpre4g data, and,also will con--
. ,

-trast that with what people say happens in the decision-making process.

We want tb look at the kinds of data that are .introduced and tryt,to

get a better handle on the,process.

The last research area involves the notion of bias following assess.--

ment. We will'look at the influence of,having an LD si1ling on later

9
teacher behavior towaid and expectations regarding an LD child, and

we will look at.the extent to which those expectations may differ as

a function of social and academic'considerations-

Sk

e.
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Table 4

Number of States and Respective Percentages of Components Included in State Definitions"

Components No. of
Percent

States
ComponentS

Definition
NACU only
NACIIC with variations

Different
None

9 21.4%
- 15 35.7%

16 38. l%

2

Intel.ligence

Average and above 11 26.2%
Above mental retardation

V 8

No stated 23 54.8%

Process..
Process disorder

. Language disorder

Academic
Reading
Writing ,

Spelling
Arithmetic

36 85.7%
35 83.3%

31 7.8%
'1 31 73.8%

31 73.8%
31 73.8%

No. of
Percent

States

Exclusion - primary g secondary
Visual impairment

Auditory impairmenf
Motor impairment ,

Mental retardation
Emotional' disturbance . ;

3

3

2

1
1

7.1%
7.1%

4.8%
26.2%
2.4%

. Environmental dishtivantaged 1 2.4t

Neurological impairment
Included 4 9.5%
Not included 0 .0%
POssible 26 61.9%
NOt stated 12 28.6%

Affective
Includes emotionally

disturbed 4 9.5%
Includes socA.a14y mal-

. adjusted 6 14.3%

Miscellaneous
Attention defiCits 5, 11.9%
Motor deficits 7 16.7%

.TAinking deficits 30 71.4%
Discrepancy component 12 28.6%
Special Education required 14 33.3%
Intraindividual differenceS 4 9.5%
Prevalence 2 .4.8%
Chronological Age 4 9.5%

. .

Exclusion,- primary
Visual-impairment 26 61.9.% ,

Auditory impairment 26 61.9.,t

Motor impairment 23 54.8%
Mental retardation 2k 50.0%
Emotional disturbance. 25 59.5%
Environmental disadvantaged 23 54.8% .

P
From Mercer, C., Forgnione, Ci, & Wolki

the United States. Journal of Learn

, W. D. Definitions of learning disabillties use in

n .Disabilities, 1976, 9, 176-306.
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Table 2

Tests with Norms That Are Inadequetely ConstruCted or,Described

.
Arthur Adaptation of the Leiter International Performance Scale (13)4

Bender Visull Motor Gestalt Test (15).

California Achievement Test (9),

Culture Fair Intelligence Tests (14)

Cognitive,Abilities (14)
Developmental Test of"Visual-Motor Integration (15)

b
.

Developmental Test of VisUal Perception (15)

Diaknostic Reading Scales (10)b

Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty (0)
b

.

.

Full-Range Picture.Vocabulary Testu(13)b

Gates-MacGinitie Reading Testa (9)" \ b
1

Gates-Maillop Reading Diagnostic Tests (10)

, Gilmore bral Reading Test (10)
.

Gotidenough Harris Drawing Test (14)

Gray Oral Reading Test (10), :

Henmon-Nelson Tests of Mental Ability (14)

Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities '(17)

Memory'for,Designs Test'(15)
.

Metropolitan Athievement Test (9)

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test'(13)

Primary Mental Abilities Test (14)

Purdue Perceptual-M'a,tor Survey (15)
. _ .

Quick Test 413)
Silent Readin Diagnostic Tests (10)

tkSlosson Intel gence Scale (13) .

Stanford-Binet Ineelligence Scale (13)

Wide Range Achievement Test (9)

---..
.

a.

'

1
.

4Numbers.in parentheses refer to the chapter in which the test is

described. , ,

.

bThese:tests inclui norms in theie r manlialis but include no data
e

about;the group an whom the test was standardized.

4
0

kr%
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Table 3 i

,

" Re1iabilities of Frequently(Used Tests

.0

_

33

Measure' -. Reliability

California Achievement.Test (Subtept Reliabilities)- .76 - .97-
a

Iowa Test of Baoic Skills (1974 edition) None ,

0

Metropolitan Achievement Test : . .84 - .96C

gtanford AchievementTest (1973 editio0) .65 r .97a

bGatep-MacGinitie Reading Test 2 .88 -: .96c .

b .

Peabody Individual Achievement Test .42 - .94
c

Wide Rahlge Achievement Test:

Gray Oral Reading'rest 4 .97 - .8(..!

Gilmore Oral Reading Test ..53 - .94"

Gates-McKillop Reading.Diagnostic Test None.

Durrell Analysis of Reading)Difficulty.
,

. None ,

0

Stanford DidgnoStic Reading/Test (1976 edition) .75 - ./Ac

Silent Reading Diagnostib'Test .85 -

Diagnostic-Reading'Scalea ' ,,,S7 - .96a

Woodcock Reading Mastery Teats .79 - .9c.
,

Key Math , . .39 --: .90a
,.

-

Stanford Diagnbstic Mathematics Test . .84-..97a
, A

gtanford4inet Intelligence Scale - None

Wechsler Intelligence Scale forChildren--Revised
'. Verbal , .91'- .96c

PerforMance: .89 - .91
c

,

Full Scale .95 - ..96c

Subtests .62 - :92c

Wecbsler'Adult Intelligence Scale ,

. Verbal .,,
.96c

Perfoimance-
Full Scale

.93.1.7 04c

,

i Subtests ,
,

Wechsler Preschool'and Primary
Verbal ,

,

PetfOrbance .

Full Scale
gubtests .

McCarthy, SCales of Children's Abilities

Verbal
Perceptual-Performan,;c c.

') .. .4
general Cognitive ,

Quantibative
Memory
'motor

.

,

i`

,

t

-,.62

1

.60- ..96c

. .

.93 -'.95c ,'

.91 - .95

.96 * .97
c

- .91c

.86 - .92cc

.75 - ..90

.90 r .94c

.77 - .80
..72\--. .83c

.60 - .84c

..i

.

.
,

'4*.

,..,0

-., .c.

.,

o

i
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Tab140 (continued)
4

44

Measure
.

Reliaility

Full. Range'Picture Vocabulary Test
Quick Test ,

Peabody Picqpre Vocabulary Test,?
Ilipbraska-Ted of Learning Aptitude
Blind Leertning Aptitude Tept I'
Arthur Adaptation of the Leiter International

Performance Sc41e
Pictorial Toot of Intelligence
Coluhibia Mental Maturity Scale
Culture Fadix Intelligehce Scale

Scale'l Tbtal
Scale 2 Total
Scale 3 Total

Cogtitive Abilities Teat (Total)
Goodenough-Harris DrawinOest
Henmon-Nelson Intelligence Test (Total)
kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests (Total)
Otis-Lenneln Mental Ability Test (Total)
Primary Mental Abilities.,Test -(Total)
Short Fort Test of.Academic Aptitude (rotal)
Bender Vipual Motor.Gestalt Test (1975 manut1)
Developmental Test of Visual Perception (Subtests)
Developmental Test OUVisual Perception (Total)
Memdry for,Designe Test
Purdue Perceptual.rMotor §1iRy

.Goldmani4ristoe Test of/ rticulation
Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test
NrCbrthwestern Syntax Sceening Test;-,
J11tndis' Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities
, Subtests

I.

44.

Total

None
.60 - .96

d

.92 - .95c
.93a

None

.87 - .93a

.85 -., .91a

b
.80

.71 - .81a

.51 - .68a

.91 - .9511

.60 - .70

.84 - .97a

.93 - .95a

.88 - .96a

.86 - .95
b

.90 - .961:

.50 - .90

.29 - 70
b

.69

,

.72 - .90
None

Ihte-iater Only
None
None

.12 - :90
- .66 - .91

b

a
Internal Consistency

Test-Retest 4

d
Altérnate form

-b

.
I

P,

,

Source: Data'are prom test manuals and4vere compiled from data reported
earlier .by Ysseldyke and Salvia (1974) and Salvia and Ysseldyke

4

(1978). '

et !

*,
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- Table 4

Tests 4ving Questionable Validitya

.

7
Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test
California Achievement Testb
Developmental Test of Visual-L.Motor Integrgtionb
'Developmental Test of. Visual Perception -

Durrell Analybis.of Reading Difficultyb
Full-Range Picture Vocabulary Testb
Gates-MacGinitig.Reading,Tests
'Gates-McKillop Reading Diagnostic Testsb
.Gilmore Oral Reading Testb
Gray Oral Reading Testb
Henmon-Nelson Tests'of Mental Ability
Illinois Testofir-Psycholi4guistic Abilities
Metropolitan AchidVement Testb
Purdue Perceptual-Moeor Survey
Stanford-Bfnet Intelligence Sdaleb
Wide Range Achievement Test

kapted from Salvia and Ysseldyke (1978).
b
No validity data are included in the manuals for these tests.

,

r
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Psychoeducational Assessment and Decision Making: A Reaction

-\15rarbara K. Keogh
_University of California,,Los Angeled

Research within this section of the Minnesota LD Institute is focused.

on two major lineS of work. One tnvolved inquiries directed alktthe charac-
1

teristics of learning dipabled children; another deals with the characteristics

of decision makers and the decision-making

my enthusiasm for these research directions,

ess. I would like to emphasize
1.

and to underscore the importance

of systematic study of assessment procedures and of the people who make deci-

sions aboue children. I was particularly impressed with the utilization of

a variety of data sources. Few people study principals, teachers, school

, psychologists, and children.. Most study only one of these. groqps. I commend

you for broadening your base of information and for utilizing different.kinds

of information.

As I see it, the fundamental question being addressed in this series ,
fo

of studies Vs "What is the link between assessment data and educational de-

cisions about LD children?" Answers to this question require knowledge about

; children and knowledge about decision makers. Tpus, the research plans

appear to be on target. What has not been made explicito however, is the

overall conceptualization of the linkage be_ tween the two sources of informs-

'tion. At the conclusibn of this research program you will k w a considerable
0'

-

amount about assessment, about theetechnical adOquiCy of instrumentation,

and so forth. You will also know something aboUt.decision-making.procedurds.

But will the data allow us to understand, and inferentiall t 17ast, to

Pprove decision *taking vis a,vis children with learning pro lems? It is

to this point that I wish to address several brief remarks.

At lelst three.Well develop conceptual altsproacheg-t,
. ,

the study of
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deciAion processes are applicable to decision making within _an educational

setting. I refer specifically to the work of Richard Shavelsdn on teacher's

'Idecidion Ii*ing, to the work of Bernard Weiner od attribution, and to

the social power research of Bertram Raven. Although the latter two theo-

1

retlical approaches were developed witan somewhat different contexts, all

three. seem useful for clarifying and understanding educational decision

making.

Shavelson views teaching as a decision-making process. Based\an

work of other theorists, he has identified some hiUristics which teachers

use to synthesize the complex inforfttion anethe variety of data available

when making instructional decisions about children. Shavelson's heuristics

are appropriate in the decision-making context in wh"1çh your work.is based.

As example, Shavelson talks about a "representative" heuristic, an "avail-

abilitY" heuristic, and an "anchoring" heuristic., To illustrate the'poten-

tial use of this 'approach in your work, the first heuristic implies that

when given new information /Oe end to Accept and credit that which is con-

sistent woith our view of the'top Specifically, if a youngster matches

.

our view or is "representaftve" of Ou
a
view of wh5it mentally retarded chil-

,

dren "look like," we are apt to accept information consistent with, that

diagnosis, even when the information 'is u reliable. Such an'heuristic.

may help explain why some bits of unrelia le information might be aCcepted

and ucilized in the decision-making pro ess When otherl are discarded.

Analysis of the utilization of infOrma on by decision committees in special

educcation might be facilitated and cla ified utilizing this heuristic.
06

Importantly, understanding of this heu istic also ties the child's char-

acteristics to the decision. The other'two heuristics touch on somewhat

'different yet related aspects of selection and utYlization of information
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fn decision Septings; but, the overall pOint to be emphasizcil is that

there are a number of ways information is utilized in decision m king,

and these processes need specification and study.

I would like to see yot generate more information about the nature of

a

the decision-making prpcess in terms of the persons whd make the d c ions.

You have mentioned,,that we use'data to make decisions, and, that the d

cisions are influenced by the nature of the data collected, I would argue

' further that the data you choose, dnd how you interpret them 4e less a

function of thebtechnical adequacy of the instrument than of t "set" of

,

.the person who is 1oing the seleceton and making ihe decision. This aspect
,

of the decision7maki g process id deserving of attention and of systematic

investigation.

Nit
In-this'regard, the work of Bernard* Weiner on attribution also seems

, ,directly related to what you ar doing. 14einer has proposed that in syn-

theAzing informaeion about individuals, we. tend to make attributions
A

about the cause§ of their conditton. When a Child has been referred'as

ath"having some sOrf of failure in.s ool," we.immeLately begin.to seek reasons

for that failur. Weiner has proposed that in most achievement situations,

we make attributions to stable or unstable causes and to intefnal or ex-

.,

ternal ones. We may say that a child is not doing well because he or she Ls not

very smart, thus making an attribution te) ability -4 an internal, stable

caupe. If one views a child's failure in sChool.as being due to.lack

of ability, then the obvious thing to change is the nature of the program,

the curriculum, or the placement, i.e.,put the child in h special class',

r sOmehow to change the educational environment to be consis'tent with the

'ch id's presumed ability level. On the other hand, if we make an attribution

.to motivatIoner to some less stable kind of characteristic, we aye apt to;

I
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attempt to change the child, i.e., to get the child to "try harder." The

point is that4teachers make decisions about what they are going to do in

terms of their attributions abOtit causes of a child's disturbance or

problems. I suspect that decision-making teams make ihe same kinds of

attributions in terms of stable-unstable, iLerrnal- xernal. characteristics

as proposed ih Weiner's model. Thus it seems t attribptiOn approach

might provide some power in identifyiing the dynamics that go on,within

the decision-making team.

We have begun to explore this in some of our work at UCLA, and I can

attest to the power of this model. In a study by Lavelle, we\provided
4

achievemnt perfbrmance informatibn.about their own youngsters to parents

of mentally retarded, learning disabled, and rlorma1 children. When we

0
asked the parents of normal children why their children were successful

or unsuccessful on a fsarticular task, the answers were as ythi might'axpect:

When the child was successful, the parents said, "He does well on that kind

of adsignment." 'if the child vas unsuccessful, the parent tendedto write
--, .

that off and said, "Well, he had a bad day," or; "He didn't undervtand

'that particular questiod." When we asked the pare of learning disabled

children the same questions, they made motivational attributions in almost

all cases. If a child di'd ell, they sail, "He's really a Smart kid, if

4
,he'd only try," or, "He really worked hard on that day." If the dhild

Tailed, the parents said, "That's one of his problems. We just can't get

him to buckle down and.really stay with somet4ing." The parents of the

. ,7...1..,

mentally retarded children, however, mad7 what is really a very sad kind

of attribution. When the child was unsuccessful, the Oirents said, "He
. ,

is retarded and he never does very well on sch6vi,tasks." When the child
. i

.

.

d.,

4')

"
a

yr,

e,
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was successful, the parents were apt to wxite that off and say, "He must

have been lucky," or, "It was a very easy kind of task.-" Understanding

the nature of the attributions of decision makers is am importan"facet

of your research. The attribution model seems particularly well suited to

s topic.

The social power literature,provides still another way of'analyzing

jecision making. "4.A social power model may provide some understanding of

the interpersonal dynamics within decision-making teams. Raven and his

colleagues, working within the social psychology field, have studied.group

Processes in terms of social power. In their view", individuals influence

' other people on--t14e basis of a number of possible dimensions --i'coercive
1

power, legitimate kwer, and referent.poWer, to mention only three in the
\\

Ravenfo-del. "Social power" imensions may provide insights into_why

some parents'have more influence on school4decisions than do others, or

why certain members of the decision team are more effective than others.

As example, do administrators accede to particular,parents' requests' be7

cause they view those pares as balling some coercive power? Do school

psyohologists carry more power than other members in the diagnostic or

placement teams because they are viewed as having Yexpert" status? Do

decisiOn makers make differential decisions about families and children

4hom they.I:riew as similar to thepselves? Social power analyses may shed

some light on the nature of the decision team interactions which result

in decisions about children.

The three approaches or modela I have mentioned are examples of ways

".

of conceptualizing this interesting research area. While I consider these

models potentially useful, thete are clearly.a number of 'others which
,

provi de werful direction and organization te) .11-1e research. -The point

be emphasizeA is that an explicitly stated conceptuaiWation is needed

4
A.
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in order to direct the reagarch activitieä and to integrate and.interpret

the findings of the various studies.. More importantly, perhaps, the

conceptualization will pttov1de ti4 bridge between the studies of assess-
.

ment and decision making. It is this linkage which is the key to appro-

priate services fOr LD children.
.
TheAinnesota Institut is- td be con- .

1gratulated for taking on ihis complex probiem.

J

2
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Psychoeducational Assessment and,Decision
Making: A Reaction

Libby GoociAhn
Philadelphia Public Schools

I have reacted to the paper.as a cOnsumer, probably bdcause of TO

ties to.public school programming. As rwas reading, I was looking for

1

some indications of how the'research at the Institute for ResearCh on Learn-

ing Disabiliiies will help meideal with learning disabled youngsters: I

r believe my consumer perspective is cohitent with the charge, given to the

tesearch institutes, to become involved-in basic research that would.ulti-

4

mately lead to practic
4a 1 applications. .The questions that Ysseldyke and

his colleagues.have posed, related to the linkage between assessment and de-

cision making, have accomplished thoke ideals. The strong commitment to in-

0

vestigate the decision-making process, particularly within-the context of

the'multiple disciplinary team, was most apprqpriate and very welcome to me

personally. At the public school level, the team meeting has become a cri-

tically important pbint in the total process.of referYal, identification and

placement. Individual professionals who once held sway over the identifidh,

tion and placement of.learning disabled children, such as the psycbologists;

or'the coorainator of the LD program, no longer haNT the power, if the team

functiOns as it is supposed to,.to arbitrarily or-Unilaterally make decisions

ehat affect children's lives. The deciaions which impact on our.youngsters

- are the outcome of a muUidisciplinary process and no fonger are the sole

prerogativq of professionals alone. Parents and their advocates are also

part of the teain if they wish to be.

4Unfortunately, some professionals resent the loss of,that power.

Others resent-$1hat they conaider to be an interference. Perhaps some are

annoyed by the added demands thetare now made upon their time. I am hope- $

ful that all school people 11 come to realize that, in this day of account-
,

ability and legalities'; cb11ectiv responsibility is indeed a very gOod
0

43'
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Personally; I welcome it. It TW. important that parents also realize that
. e

their participation in the process carries with it a share of Ehe responsi-
.

bility. The placement decisions thaekare made,,the program that is hammered

out and doCumented,in the IEP, represent the.work, the wishes of.all parti-

cipants; we, the professionals and the'parellis, quist share the glory-or the

blame. The functioning of the team has implications for the,whole sciool

system. Initially, iteexboses us to public view and to public censure if

that is necessary'. We'have to put our professionalism, our judgments, and

,c0r activities on the table. And the public can say', "Yes, we like fhalt"

or "No,. we don't like that." If the multidisciplinary team functions well,
.4

the educational process proceeds as it shoulci. If,it doesn't, proceduraV

safeguards come, into play, Valdren,are inapprOpriately 'placed, educatiplial

programs are Interrupted, confrontations emerge, legal advocates,come into
.

the picture, and so fOrth. Tbe work of the Institute relating to the

.e-
factors that contribute to decision making, the distinct roles of the mem-

bers of the multidisciplinary teams., and so on, is going tp be extremely

valuablep us. The questions that you pose, certainly hint at the many

practical applicatiops; I urge you to proceed ad quidcly as possible:

very .anxtoUs to see the results and I have a feeling that they are going to
/.,

be extremely helpful.

You mentioned the need to distinguish learning disabled from other

\
types of handicapped. You pened with thepea that we not digress into a

4 4 lengthy discussion of.the definition of "learning disability. I do not
* ,

wani to get into th.e middle of..that issue for it has no end. However, I*
I

feel compelled to.say that I am'concerned that the planned invesAgstions',
...

particularly those.that relate to chsFacterisics of learning disabLed

g.

vs.
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populations, may add little to our understanding of the nature of learning

disabilities. Much of the proPosed research rests heavily clothe use of

many of the tests tWat you berated for problemS of reliability, validity,

norming, and,ao forth. I wonder how'much more'we will know 'a'bout the nature

of learning disabilities from using such instruments. The4issue of defini-

flan cannot be ignored. I am nOt proposing that"the Int-tItute undertake

to put forth a new definition:but I Would'urge5you to consid(r.the possibil-

ity of expanding the scope of some of.yoiir investigations in order to,delve
- .

into the identifying.and distinguishing characteristics of learning disabled

children.

Reference was made to the new regulations osi learning disabilities.

I Buspect thatmany of us i this realize that the new regulatiNDs
r

1 really do not solve'the underlying problems of den.nition and criteria In

one research area, an operational definition is used to identify the 16arning

disabled students that would be the target population. Essentially, itN
J.)

stated'Oat the children would be'functioning two years below capability or

expedtancy. Thisan underachievement model. This-approach, which depends

merely on a discrepancy between achievement and expectation, will not do.

Thisoperational definition will.very quiCkly disintegrate within the con-
\

text o.4 an urban school, and 'under the pressures -of 'an urban environment,

By this standard, as many as 60 Percent of-the children of the e;itire

school age population in certain subdistricts of PhiladelPhia would be

learning diAabled. The learning ddsabilities category, pierticularly in

large cities, is abused and is subject to oyerinclusion." The abute of the
.N. ,.

,

, .

Wel is ampiffied in an urban setting. Learning:disabilities often Is

codfused with juvenile delinquency. Ye,.s., there is learning disability and.
t

.
juvenile delquency ove0.ap, but not a one io one correspondende. learning

. ..,.. %
.

t,
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'7 disabilitied is confused with compensatory.education. Learning di'sabilities
,

is now seen aq,;the alternativeto EMR clasalfication. Assessment must

help us to didtinguish the truly learning disabled from the larger mass
. f

of underachieving children. 'This issue cannot be l'areced or set aside.

I agree with you'that a prevalent .4pproach in'the past whs to.focus on

identification'of tile cause, f011owed by remediation of the underlying cause,

and finally, remediation of skill deficits - a) cause, b) remediation of

cause,land- c) remediation of academiC problems. The results of such

investigations have been 'generally disappointium liht.J.'question whether

that al-b-c sequence is unalterable. Does the identification of the cause

necessarily dictate an effort at its 'remediation? This coul'se of action-

would. certainly be questionab1e4 if the causative factorsare biologi4ally

based. Have we adequately reaearched underlyinfg causes? I ask thi,s question

because I suspect that perhaps sOme of the differentiating faCtors.or char-
'

acteristits we are looking for lie in an investigation of the etiological

factors and the biological bases of learning,disabilities. ReMedialion of
..1

skill deficits, the last part of the a-b-c chain, has certainly.been the

most produCtive. It has given us immediate results and,many classroom.ap-

plications. ;The researcher,$ and educators in that area have given us a

technology that, applies'to:41.1.childeen with learning problems. And, it is

a technoAOgy whivh addressaa the issue of management of learning.problems

more.so than the identification of learning disabilities. Note that I draw

a distinction between the identification of the chile'and management of the

learhing problem.

One.reference in your paper stated that learning disabilities is not a

label which applies to some children,t but rather a label which applies to'
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all children and t at the goal may well be to develop an exemplary instruc-

,.

TV'

tiondl-jecfinolo Wilich is applicable across all exceptionalities." This

.is'one alterviat6e:., essentially, the abandonMent of, the Lagsategory as .

. ,

a distinct category of excepfionality. Althoup I personally.belieiie that

'Pere are truly learning disabled youngsters, I woul,td prefer this alternative

to the present state of,affairs and the confusion that'still exists in our.

field: Unlesa we confront the p;Allem of distinguishing learning disabled
,

,

ers from-the non-handicapped and the further problet of distinOttishingY

the learning disabled from other categories of handicapped, I ad afraid that

, -
.this will be the only alternative and the ultimate outcome_ Jim, the title

.e.

of your paper was "Psychoeducational Assessment and Decision Making." I

note that it,ekcluded "for the learn ng didabled.",..Was this a premonition.,.

of the future?.

4

.1.

+
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'Psychoeducational Assessmelet/and Decision
Makivg-: A Reactton

Richard- oodcock

Measurement/Learning/Qonsultantd
., . .

I''M going to assume the role of the gadfly. My comments don't
. ...

/
. ,,

- concern major matters. I didn't find any.. First of all, I want to :

talk about three of the terms that were used in your riaper. I think

that in the fiel4 of measurement and its application to learning disa-.-

,bilidil;Fthere ave miscwceptions about thdse terms which may misleadP
q;\

bur thinking. One term I'm concerned about is used when talking.about

n9rmLreferenced teste" and "'Criterion-referenced tests." It is,the

word test that I'm concerned about. It seems to me that the term mis-

Wirects what.it is that we're talking about. It is not thetest,ithat is

icriterion referenced 9r norm referenced, but ratherocertain forms of

interpretation that we.can apply to the results that.we-get from a test.

The same test results for a certain test could be interpfeted,either way,

or a test that was designed to serve one kind of assessment purpose might

'very well be.used.to serve some other sort oftssessment purpose. It

whould be made clear that it is the interpretationwe're talking about,

not tests;

I am also concerned-about the Wile of the word "standardization" in V

thd paper as well ad in/ the fien. I do not think* of the word "standardi-
N. :

. / .
1

zation"::as beiftg'synOnymous. with "n ing." Norming I, part of the pro-
. ..

.

,.......,,,w.._. ,

r .

cess of standardiOtion. Norming5 may or may not be an eseential ingre-
. .

dient in that.process. Standardization, to me, is the 'ptocels of insuring
f

that the test will be admiVistered, scdred, and interpreted iv the same

way by different people. T0 insure consistent interpretation in norm

.'referefted interpretation, tables will be needed. Norming is the way

to obtain the numbers for'those tables.

48
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The third term that concerns me is "reliability." When we talk

S.

about reliability, we Are talking about the precision of scores obtained

from tests. I believe that people in the field assume that the two
?

statistics "staridard'error of measurement" and "reliability.coeffictent,"

are just two 4different facets of the same*thing. I don't believe they

',are atiall. Basically, we haveotwo different kinds of scores that come

-
out of tests. We have scores that reflect the amount of an ability that

. . .
7a person has; these are called 11-aw scores !I or "grade equivalent scores"

u or "age equivalent scores." With the advent of the Ra ch model, we,are

now able to talk about some other kinds of scores 4lat seem ,to have su-

ior characteristics.psychometrically or mathematically. We can talk

about Rasch ability scores for they are scores that represent the amount

.of sOme,Wling that a person holds. The standard error of teasureMent Ts

the statistic that tells you the precision for thattype of score. Another

class oi scores that we deal with are scores that reflect standing in a

V.

distribution of people. These are the percentile ranks, stan.dard scores,

add the new NCEs. The index of'precision for that type of score is the

reliability coefficient. The standard error of measurement and reliability.

statistics are not interchangeable even-though many people in the field

assume that they are. When we talk about single scores, we talk about the

standard error of..measurement of a single score or'the reliability of

scores that come from that test. When we'evaluate the precision of,

difference, then it is a standard error'of measurement of the difference

score-that is the appropriate statistic, not the reliability of the dif-

ferences. The reliability df the difference scores.is used when the

\

cqncern is whether there is a change in standings of a person. And so;

ln,the .field we frequently run.onto statements to the effect that. we
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shouldn't use a particular procedure wben:you're.comparing two teat

scores because the reliability.of the difference is low. 7

IPumentioned the importance.of.having tests with adequate relia- .

. .

, bility, with a, common criterifon otadequatt being .90 or.higherjor

.vidual decistons. What if you don'titiaVe a test_WIth,relIability that.good?

You still need to make a decision. Don't you still want to-make.dae of:the;

-.6

best information that's/available to you? The user, of 'cotitse,has'to
,

a

appreciate the fact that there is much more 'chance imprecision in those

data being used,tocform a decision. Alsojt Ss inappropriate to compare .

reliability coefficients for tests when those reliability coefficients are

taken prom different studies. The reliability coefficient is a function of
#

the standard error of measurement and the standard deviation of the sample

to whom the test was administered. Thus, the coefficient wili-Chanp de-

d

pending upon the sample tested. 'One of the things that we need in the field

is cOmparative reliabilieY coefficients, where the same tests are given to

thevame subjects- The.Institute might easily collect these in some of your
^

planned research.

In regard to the planned studies, I have a few brief commants. I do

not understand why the term "norm-referenced" s used in Research Area 1,

where you are concel-ned with the'adequacy of "norm-referenced" data for the

. .

prediction of success in a highly systematic instroct4ral program. You

. 1 .
could be using 'taw scores or other types of scores. It is the coiltent of

those teptts that is important.

My comment on the study in Research Area 2, where you use a computer'

to look at technically adequate devices in assessment and decisipn making
0'

is related to point: when you are asking people_about tests

that have sufficient reliability, maybe a more appropriate question would

4
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be "Which tests have the best reliability for a given purpose?"

Research Area.3 involves the comparative research on, children who
.

c I

ate failing adademically and Jabeled LD with those who are not labeled

LD. t woad recommend using the independent Scholastic Aptitude clusters

as the measure of ability rather than Yhe Broad Cognitive Ability cfuster.

of the Woodcock-Johnson'Psycho-Educational Battery. Each of the Scho-

lastic Aptitude clusterp is a.special "intetligence" test.e Also,'when

you are measuring written expression, you might want to include the Proofing

;subtest as well as the Dictation subtest.
Ao

-N

A

t.
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Follow-up Comments to geactants

Jamea E. Ysseldyke
University.of Minnesota

I want to tha the people,who have prov'ided\very insightful

*actions to the gayer. We & rather bave people tell us now those
4

.aspects of our research..that we should be concernbd.about than to tell
1.

us five years from now. There are some overriding concerns and issues
4

1.

a.

that we find ourselves dealing with in probably the same way that.the

reactants do.

I thtrik all the reactants raised some issuesditegarding the

langUage we use in the field'of leaiting' disabilities. Terminologis

important. There to a tremendous variability from location to location

in terms of-thLk nds of children we are talking about. The Chicago

Institute has e essed their large concern with definitions for chil-

drew in both silutbu an and inner city settings. .But, it is a terribly

Important issue for us also.

Dick's comients regarding differentiating between intefprdtation
K,

and the norm-referenced/criterion-referenced testing is important for

us to,deal'with. think our approactragrees with your recommendations

for interpretift data: any test is merely a sample of behavior.

T
Twoithings that I didn't want,

4

to miss responding to on Dick's

concerns were the notion of the reklabilities that were recorded in

the tables and the fact that the rates are there because they differ

(I

When theY're standardized on different populations. The data that are

reported in those tables are taken directly from the manuals and are

the standardization data that the authors themselves ptovide. The

radges reflect Eamply the fact that reliability changes as a function

61)
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of the age level of ttie individuals involved. I have trouble dealing

with the notion that a .90 criterion might be unrealistic and that we

should use the best availably device.'i The best available deviCe, in

some cases s a terribly low reliability. Decisions are made on the

basis of unreliable data. I think that we ought to be very honest about
0,

what we are doing and say to -the parents and teachers.Jand to others that

.we just.don't have a reliable and.valid means ofgete'ing at a particular

concern.
4

<Barbara's commen Vo. on having a detision-making mOdel to guide our

efforts.are extremely helpful. Although I agree, we are having trouble

finding relevant models. The heuristics notions of Shavelson and'

k
KAhneman and.othe s make sense but we 'have hail some diflicalty seeing

how they make sense specifically in the placement team context. We

have.not been able, at this point, to identify a mpdel to use to analyze

what goes on,. Instead, probably the model.;we are using to analyze-what
411,

goeA,on is just straight-out ndturalistic observation in the situation.

4

At some Roint in the future, we will attempt to relate our qbservations

)4
to eXisting models.

4
4

44
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Hiihrights of the Roundtable Discussion
Following Ysseldyke Presentation

Discussion' began with several Roundtable members expressing deft-
..

,

nitiOnal concerns. Questions were asked regarding the nature of be-
,

.

haviors the Institute researchers woUld 11041as both marker variables,,
i

for the purpose of deperibing subjects, and ad definitional variables,
0'

,

-..._
,

f r the ptirpose of defining children as learning disabled. Alternative

definitions were described and diScussed, ranging from defplitions based .'

entirely on,school labeling practices t&test-based definitions. It was

obserVed that much of the research being conducted by Institute personnel

is not dependent on defining populations.of ililaken as learning disabled.

However, the results of several Institute research studies should shed

light on the ,important definitional problem.

, The strategy being used by the five Institutes to deal with the

\
.v

definitional issue will be to describe the populati withrhom they

work on the basis of the same variables, such as age grade, SES, and
4

measures of ability, achievement, and interest. The Institutes will use

the Woodcock-Johnson PSycho-Educational Battery to obtain the latter

measures. this way, identical descrip.tive data will be gathered arid

the results compared. In the long 'run, the Institutes will dttempt tO

make statements of the relevance of...petific research findrngs. to a

variety of settings.

iv The marker variable study beii*cdfiducted by Barbara Keogh at UCLA

also was cited as an imPlytant step toward clarifying the necessary

components in descriptions.of the researth population. In its first

year, the marker variable project conducted a comprehensive survey of

4!
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the research literature hnd found inconsistent and non-:comparable char-

acteristics being used to describe learning disabled popufations. .It was

noted &hat, giyen the'aismal situation related to definition in past,

:and current research,,any attempt to determine whether youngsters in

the research samples of the five Institutes are similar would be an

enormous step.

Roundtable discussion continued with consideration of the issue of

what to assess. Specifically, the distinction between the ability/
4

0
process orientation to assessment and the skills orientation to assess-

,

ment was questioned. It was noted that the two approaches have differed

within special education. On one hand, the concern has been to look for,

difficulties within a child, in terms of information processing variables,

psycholinguistic abilities, perceptual abllities, and so on. Within

special education, this ability/process orientation has attributed the

failure of a child to acquire academic skills to causes within the

child. A contrasting approach denies the value of searching for within-
:, .

child causes and turns to a more curriculum-based task analytic prQ-

cedure. This skills orientation has sought to identify the child's

skill level and then Work from there to develop higher level skills.
#

in a sequential manner. While there has been eonsiderable empirical

support for the task-analytic skill-based approaal to intetvention,

there has been little empirical supp rt for the'payoff from ability/

, process assessment and ability trai ing intervention.

It was suggested that the distinction between the ability and skills

approaches might be an historical one rather than a logical one. The

, two approaches cannot be distinguished on the basis.of their focus on ,

cognition (since the skills approach ultimately is tied to cognition

4
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theory in the way that it task-analyzes skills). Rather, one approach

did not seem to work (the ability approach), so another approach that

did seem to work (the skills approach) was adopted. This does not Tan

that the ability approach cannot work, but perhaps more realistically,

that it leas not been tested adequately. It was''observed that individuals

who have attempted to train processes have used skills as their depeiadent

measures, but generally, have not taught these processes (e.g., perceptual-

motor procesSes) in the specific domain-to be tested (e.g., reading). '

Teaching processes within specific domains might lead to diffetent re$ults

than previously reported.

Another issue raised was relqted to the suggestion that deciSions

should be deferred when only technically-inadequate infOrmatigOwas avail-

able to a decision-making team. it was argued that, given the current-
-,

functioning of multi-disciplinary teams and the different levels of de-

cision Making, decisions cannot be held in abeyance until adeque test

instruments are available.

IpIt was agreed that we are forded to make decisions: we cannot cal

for a moratorium gdecision making in educational settings. However,

the problem with using the "best" available tests in most cases is that

we dapnot demonstrate that the measures we select are indeed measuring
i

.4.
0

.

what they purport'to measure. One solution is to have alternative means

of data collection which are not test-based, particularly for making

instructional intervention decisions. It was noted ,that the best way

to determine what content to prese a child and what instructional

methodology to use is to teach the child.

Decision-making teams, however, must Make,decisions related to
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,

other:.xhan instructional concerns. They must make decisions regarding'

,plaem6nt;-related aervices needed:parent involveTent, and so on.

The questlos of what sources of intormation should be
.

these kinds of decisions was raised.

It was suggested that placement decisions need to be tesit-based

decisions, but that documentation of the need for a specific placement

must be made as well, Considerable data should be gathereipon the

ternative instructional techniques and strategies,that haye been attempted

a 7

in a youngster's educational program, and whether they succeeded or failed.

In some cases, decision makers will Simply-have to admit that they do not

410

have 'adequate means for making a decision.

4

'01/The interactive nature of assessment and intervention was then

discussed. It was suggested that assessment which results in identification

and.classification clearly has an effect on instruction. Special education ;

training programs provide differedt courses in curriculum and in methods

/.
for childr9n given different,labels, such as mentally retarded, emotionall7

disturbed, learning disabled, autistic, physically handicapped, and so on

Although not necessarily aft approach to be advocated, the classification

procedure purports to-tell us how to teach.

However, the claim that assessment and teaching are interactive /

implies a two-way street. Behavior analysis is an excellent example!

of the traffic flow where assessment influences intervention. But /

what evidence is there0that the traffic flows on the other side of the
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street, that intervention influences assessment? Soecifi'ally, .how

does what.happeng to A child in'the-olassroom influence how that
%

child gets tested?.

Several responses were,made to this question. At a gross level,

\

a teacher referral indicates that the child's education-al program has

in somerseMebeen inadequate; this event sets into motion a series
* _

of assessment 'activities. 1 Those who are working with 'children ought

to gather data On the intervention process. Tkeinterventions tried.

shOuld dictate the data to be collected. InterventiOn and assessment
1-4

would then go hand-in-hand.

The concern was raised that while continuous gathering of data

may occur prior to 'a decision, once a chila is placed; the decision

Hseems to be chiseled in stone. Dat4foollection is not continued once

a child is c d. Assessment has not received the emphasis it should

have in re-evaluating Olacement decisions. Once made, placement de-.

cisions should be considered as tentative, subject,to further Input

from other data gatherers.,

It was suggested that while the idea of rethinking placeme

decisions is important, the-present team decision-making proces seems

to,inhibix its occurrena. The placement process.is a cumbersout one.

whic000verburdens the individuals involved. .However, the system;does

have a built in annual review requicfement, with re-evaluation re uired

every other year. The latter requirement should fo,Ce educator td

.look at the appropriateness of the continued placement Qr categorizatiOn

or the youngster. Unfortunately, the system is diff4ult to work within

and typically is very.slow moving, even when there is information
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4
which dictates that another decision shouid be made.

was noted that'data collected through standardized tests s'Ome-
.

59

v!

how are valued more highly in decision,making than data collected

through direct observation by te chers in a more informal and unstandardized

way. This happens even thou the unstandardized, direct observation

data could be fed back into the decision-paking process more regularly.

Such biases may be a reason for the apparent greater influence of a,

.school psychologist's Opinion indeci:sion making than the opinion of
4

3.

the close, day-to-day workerVith the ch\ild.

One aspect of the Institute's research is specifically'concer d with

such interactions and influences in plac'ement teams. iNsearchers also-

will be studying the extent to which intervention data act\tally are

input into the-decisionTmaking process. Although intetvention data

ought to be importaht in making decisions about placement, the extent

to Which this actually_occurs is questionable.

The issue was then raised as to where the Institute's research on

placement team decision making would .lead. It was suggested that the

\afindings should somehow lead improvement in the decision-m king

-

process. However, there is a problem in that there does not seem to be

a.dependent variable: we do not know wheh a decisioh is right and when

T. it is wrong.

. It Was suggested that the dependent variable data will probably

have td come fromjupil outAmes. How the pupil does will determine

whether a decision was right or wrong. The result of the research

should have grgat potential.for influencing the process. At the present

time, the research concern is to describe what ha'Nens. 'Such a"
s 4

a

v
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description should lead to some Statements abdut,desirable deciSion

/ making. In the future, the Institute will probably be engaged id

specific research to influence-the decision-making'process. Otte ap-

proach would "to' compare and contrast alternative decision-making.

models. Another approach wo51'd be to.train placement teams in c*ision

making and look at-the influence of such trAlming. The'present des-
_

P.r

criptive study might indicate that people spend 90, percent of their time

in decision- g meetings Presenting data. Given this finding, it

might be'possible to prediCt:Nwiihc90 percent accuracrwhat the decision

would be if the.data were available ahead of time. 'Thus, a third

proach might be to enter all data into a computer, give the,decision-making

team the computer-based deoisl.on, and then evaluate the influence of

this information oil the team's dedision. Whae_there are a great number
2,-

of possibilities for influencing the decision-making process, empirical
_

evidence is needed first on what currently happensp the entire as-

sessment and decJsl-on-making process.
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Highllghts of the Open Discussion

'FollowingNsseldyke,Presentation

0

The Open discussion began with comments on the research to.be con-

.

.ducted at the Institute. It was noted that the direction of the research
P

seeths .kd be to identjTy some general principlikes, ones that can be used ef-
.

fectively in applied settings,. ,It was suggested, also that 'despite theIr

commenda61e emphasis on are'non-testing aspects of the assessment process,

the researchers should realize that observational methodologies, as well as

interviewing, are not simple cul-alls. Many problems will be encountered

in attempting to use an ecylogicalaepproach. Another:commenk dealt with

the notion of the multidisciRlinary team: Although callvd "multidisciplinary,"

team members,reallyvare very much alike. One miLht Speculate that if other
,

individuals were included, ingviduals who traditionally have not been in-

I vol ed in the psychoeducational Ostem, the decisi6pn-taking process might

be Very different.' JP

The possibility of considering the weight that a perdon assigns to

4 a given piece of inforMation When making educational decisions was then

.1.

raised. Fir-'example, a person might be giVen a great deJ of empirical

data yet'reject it because he or she has a mental Model established about

what is ilriportant in identifiying a learning disability. there-be

any atte4t to determine the weight of a

extent of empirical data needed to overridf the' model?

n'sgental model and the

'Inyfdponse, it-was agreed that one's model or set does influence

decision making. The simulated decision-making research will address

this idsue to some extent. It will allow the researchers to introduce

certain data (such as sex, SES,,and attrac

i
iveness information), analyze

eir effect on decision making, and then compare these results to data
,

obtained in stud,tes in which decision makers repo'rt the extent to which

i-

Itich information influences their decisions. It might be predicted

.04 , (I
),

IL
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that decision makers say the information does, not influence theit decisions

-

even though research findings typically indicate that they,do. Research

on attractiveness bias, for example, has indicated that a child's looks

do not just create an initial impression, but rather:influence grading

and'other educational events that occur throughout the school year. It

was suggested that because such internal influences clearly exist; it

is *portant to build them into the system to be recognized and studied.

The point was then made that such simulated.bogus study information

can have restricted value because only one variable is studied at a time.

The'decision makers are gn information thlat,varies on just one variable.

#

It was suggested that decision maker is presented all data, then A

factor that otherwiSe might appear to have.a significant effect would be

washed out.

In rbsponse to this, it was noted that the research did. notNakidy

just one variable. Even in practical situations (the clas'sroom), whA.e

all variables were operating, a variable like attractiveness still was

operating. It did not wash out. It was suggested, however, that new
P A

information does serve to modify one's previous model. Weightp are
.

put onto new bits of informatibn and these weights determine the influ-

ence.on one's model.

Another audience meMber suggested that someery important*Tactors

have been ignored in research on decisionmaking. These ara_factors that

exist out in the real world of education - declining enrollmeht; fear of

t.

loss of jobs, and other irrational variables that do enter into decision

l'r
. making. It was agreed that such varfables certainly are important and

-%

that the research will attempt to look at them.

al 0.4,1
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4
The question was next raised regarding the extent tel.whichcl&

Institute woulebe investigat6 the re-evaluation process. Once.a

63

child is plald, are needed changes perceived, and if,perceived, do they

actually occur? It was noted that although such investigations are not
0.

explicitly included in the proposed research, they certainly will be lp

area of'concern'for subsequent .research. Studies would involve deter-

/
mining the extent to which data on a youngster's success, in a vlriety

t

of interventions, are used in the process of making placement or continua-

tion of placement decisions.

The diScussion concluded by shifting back tO -the definitional issue.

It was suggested that the treatment of a learning disability might be

greatly improved if its etiology were known. The situation might be con-
*

sidered similar to that in the area's of suicide and feyeiss. Suicide is

4 behAvioral symptom. Initial research which,aite4ted to correlate

Various factors with the &currence of suicide was not vepy helpful in

preventing its occurrence. The etiologyt akes a big difference in treat-

.

..
.

131
ment. Similarly, fever is a behaviofal symptom; but, treatmerit relies

on knowledge of etiology. .Learning might be considered in the same way,

as a behavioral symptom that needs to be treated.with consideration being

given to etiology. It was argued, with some'disagreement, that whereas

. the dependent measure in'suicide ot fever is quite reliable, the dependent

measure in the identification of learning diSabilities is not quite so

reliable.

In relation to the definitional issue, it,waS.noted that the Institute

plans to look at learning disabled students and studentwwho are failing

academically but not labeled "learning disabled." Data on these children

t k

*
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4).

will be collectedlpthen presented to diagnosticians to see whether thei
.4 (

can identify those children already abeled as learning disabled. If :
---74--

'tills re4earch indicates that diagnosticians cannot agree, the field

really has probleme. Furthermore, researchers are faced with a diliemma:

for it will be idpolSible to reliably identify who should be considere

as learning disabled.

a

,
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Behavioral Research Methodology as a Basis for the Formative
Evaluation of Learning Disability Service

1

Stanley L. Deno
'University of Minnesota

--J-.1.

(/
f

nranalyzfng the,contributions that the behavioral approach might

make to the assessment of children with learning disabilities, three gdneral

categories of assessment decisions 1...14.e..tonsidered

__-
decisions (which include referral, screenstng, and

. First, identification

classificationY; second,

program planning decisions (which include goal setting, curriculum and in-

.1(

struction, and level of service); any finally, program effectiveness (WhiCh

includes both formative and summative decisions). The two types of deci-

16. 4

sions in the program effectiveness set require some explanatio vjkormative

decisions are the decisions made by people during the cour e 4r.f implementing

C-
program plans. Frmative decision making ruires answers to questions

such as: "Do the methods and materials seem to be working?"; "Is the

level of service.appropriSler; "Are the parents satisfied?"; "Should we

change something?" Formative decisions are made, then, to help improve

and'adjust a program on a continuous basis. Summative decisions are an

outcome of judgments made either annually or upon program completion.

SumMative decisions are after-the-fact decisions typically.made by those

persons emPowered to certify thatt.a. program s9tceeded. The essential ,

summative question is: "Did the program succeed?" An implied question

is: "Should we.allocate special education resources similarly tnydevelT

oping future programs?"

While thI'Institute for Research on Learning Dis'hhilities has

taken on the task of understanding and improving assessment practices for

children considered learning disabled, this project's goal is to bring

65
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the behavior analysis perspective to bear on'the problem of assessment

for pyposes of making those three general sets of decisions. In doing so,

we-have identified a set of relevant hperspecXives,"1 a few of which I am

going to share wifh you here.

First Perspective

The ass4ssment of problem behavior should tieapproached
from the point of view that it evolves from and
governed by the same laws that.govern the development
of normal behavior.

, This first perspective deals with the'assessment of problem behavior,

the kind of behavior that children must emit to be given a special label,

such as "learning disabled." The perspective implies that when a child's

behavior diffep significantly enough for that child to be referred, one

should approach assessment .as if the behavior to be assessed-c#n lie accounted

for witho invoking a special set of determinants (variables) to explain

the occ rence of the problem behavior. The behavioral perspective is

that problem behavior, as well as normal behavior, is a func!)On of.three

sets of variables: (1) the genetic constitution of the in ividual,

(2) the training or reinforcement history of the ineividual, and (3) the.

current environmentaloéircumstances of tte individual. Often, people
ft

assume that behavioral psychologists think o'f the human organisy

ginnpg witha tabula rasa; in other words,-that all human organisms are

the same, without any constitutional variation. I do* not think that as-

sumption is representative for most behaviofal psychologists. From my

Pwn point of view, it is just as useful to assume that there may be

These are presented in Deno; S., Mirkin, P.K., & Shihn, M. # Behavioral
NArspectives on the Assessnlent of Learning Disabled Children. In J. E.
Ysseldyke and F. Mattison (Eds.), Multiple perspectives on asse
of\Aearning disabled children, in press:

\

I
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,genetic constitutional differences, but such diflerences are probably

the proper domain of phybiologists and perhaps physiological psychologists.

Behavioral psychologists typically do not study the ilifluence of an indi-

vidual's''genetic constitution. Instead, they focus on the historical. and

current interactions between individUals ond their environmentd in at attempt

to account for changes in behavior.

Just as people sometimes erroneouslyconclude that behavioral psycho-

logiats do not believe in constitutional differences, I think people also

sometimes assurne that behaviorol psychologists approach -the analysis of

behavior as if there is no history -- that all behavioral determinants .

can be found in the current environment. I doubt seriously that any be-

havioral psychologist.would say' that. Generally( the assumption is that

/.

-
,

each individual carries with him or er a. mass of ,gxperience which is

described in terms of the reinforcement contingencies experienced by the

individual. That reinforcement history combined with constitutional
r"

-variables,- then, determines how the individualjs likely to.respond in .

the current environment.
1111,

The interplay among variables of the genetfeconstitution, reinforcement'

history, and gurrent 'environment was succinctly characterized bY Bijou

(1977) in an article that he published in Exceptional Children a couple

of years ago. He called the model "interactional," saying it consisted

of bdo basic concepts. The fiat concept is that there is a continuous

interaction between biologically developing children and the progressive

changes in their environments. The second is that;these.interactioft

change the incillipual (that is, develop a person with a unique personality)

on the one hand, and change the environment on the other. The individual

*
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acts on the environment and is in return influenced by the changes that

his or het actions bring abOnt in the environment.

At this point it should be emphasized that while the behavioral model,

its principles, and its procedures can significantly contribute to im-.'

proving learning disablities servii the focus of the present research

.is not on the aPplication of b vioral Kinciples to learnini diisabilities.

Instead, the.focus is on the research methodology used by behaviwal psycho-

logists to empirically analyze the behavioral effects of ch#ngas in

individual's currenC environment. Reinforcement, punishment, stimulus

control, and schedules of reinforcemefit, are principles that ought to be.

appfted in developing learning disabilities programs. In fact, as I train.

teachers, I require *them to use pose ptpciples in the development.pf
r'

in&rventions. However, in-approachirig the problem of assessing children

with learning disabilities, we find more relevant the scientific methodology

that behavioral psychologislts have developed to experimentally analyze in-

teractions betwepn behaviii and the ehvironment. Thus, the application of

behavioral research methodology to assessment of tudents called learning

disabled is the direction of the present research.

SecondPerspective

The,methodology which has been developed to4accomplish be-
havioral assessment is characterized by the careful des-
cription of the behaviors of interest, the development
of procedures for dirctly observing and recording that
behavior over time, and the use of time series research
designs to try to determine'functional relationshitps be-

. tween changes $.n the environment and changes in individual
behavior.

The methodology J.E.i idiographic rathet than nomothetic, and it may

be developed to make unique contributions to the assessment of Lb students.

0441
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Time series researdh designs arp not the private domain of behavioral

psychologists. One of my favorite illustrations of the application of time

series data analysis to look at human behavior comes from a Common Cause

newsletter. The particular time series datum collected was the number of

pieces of franked mail that our legislators in Washington send home to

their constituents over time. The question wasv,how much and when is

franked mail used? The data are presented in Figure 1.

Inserf Figure 1 ahout here

As can easily be deen by inspecting the graph, a relationship apparently

I

bution that time series research design can-Take to the evaluation of

exists between when electiond occur and how much franked mail Is distributed.

What you.wouldobserve if this were a cumulative graph is the characteristic

fixed interval scallop. An increase in use of franked mailings occurs up

to the point that the elections are held, and then, an immediate drop occurs

in how much free mailings legislators use. The amount begins to increase

agaill over time as an election approlphes, and then it drops off.

One of the nice things about time series data analysis is that it can

be used to keep ourIkkgislators accountable. More importantly for us, how-

ever, is that it cati be used in ongoing naturhl experiments. Careful pre-

sentations of time series experiments have been made by Glass, Willson,

& Gottman,,(1975) and by Hersen and Barlow 11976); amyod articles

exist on time series analysis. An imrbrtant featue of Glass, Willson;

and Gottman's book, however, is that the oint out the potential contri-
--,--;...

educational programs on a ontinuous basis. If you know what data might

be useful and significant, you can'then 6utIne1y collect those data,

t

'identify naturally-occurring changes in the enaronment, and then determine

"4( :
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whai relatijonships might exist between changes in the data and dhanges

in the environment.

Probably all of you have seen graphs like that in Figure 2. Most

of the time they appear in technical reports written by behavioral psycho-

logists. Figure /, however, preents a graph tthat a teaCher developed to

monitor the percentage of a clasa whic was engaged in "disruptive ndise."

.
4,11, Insert Figure 2 about here

This graph shows variation in percentages of disruptivelnoise across time,

with vertical lines denoting points at which specific environmental

changes occurred. pe graph also depicts a "reversal design," in which

an attempt is made to replicate the effect'on behavior of changkitg from

baselineto the treatment condition. Replication, of course, is not always
4

possible, but it is a way to eliminate plausible riVhl hypotheses for ex-

plaining the behavior changes. In this example, ehere is a decrease in the

behavior both times the treatment isitntroduced. Many graphs-of this

type exist throughout the literature of applied behavior analysis. I

have always been intrigued not only by the treatments but aso by the

potential for evaluating individual special education programs which\is
1

inherent in the research methodology. Special education programs are

individually-oriented intervention programs. When looking at individuals

instead of groups, a methodology ikneeded to help one look at individuals

,

to determine what influence a program is having on them. Conventional

research methodologY typically contrasts performance between groups rather
,

than within individuals. When approaching the problem of assessment

within learning diaabilities programs, then, the within-sadect approach

of behavioral psychology seems more useful for assessing treatment effects

1
1+4
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with individual learning disabled students A related perspective
\

.is releVant at this point.

_-)
Third Perspeive

71

Behavioral assessment requires first, a precise description
of the level and direction of the behavior, and second,' an
empirical analysis of the variables in the currnnt environ-
ment which con,trol the level and dirdction of that behavior.

I .

Unli.ke most approad4s to vsessment, the relevant data in the behavioral

approach are not simply measures of the curren level of perfOrmance (or

achievegent quantified as raw scof-Prn-, grade equivalent scores,' or percentile

scores). Just as important are data on the direction in which a behavior

is changing (i.e., is it increasing or decraasing?), since the behavior

may not be statkc. While it is possible to determine level by assessing

a behavior at a s gle moment tn'time, the.behavior may, in fact, be

increasing. 'John Stephens (1967), in his book entitled The Process of

Schooling, es4011Wizes the fact that children are gettin.g better in basic

skills all the .time, and argues that the schools do very little to influence

that in any specific way. He hypothesizes a kind of general press that the

school brings upon the child, to learn to read, write, spell, ar)Aso

forth.

Stephens' point that academic growth is continuous implies that
4

assessment of a child's behavior requires description not only of.current

level of performance at a moment in time, but also the trend or rate of

change in that performance over time. Raee of change is essential,

1

especially if one is gping to use assessment data to,eV4luate the effects

of setvices. If we agree with Stephens that children's academic per-

formance is not stationary, observed changes in a student's achievement .

might well be attributable to tonditions other than those.arranged by the
441

special educators.
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efficacy to the consumer. Pre and posttesting
..

is comMop practice to
N..gewJ

Nowadays, special education is_chargled witlidemonstrating,its

provide evidence of.rogram effectiveneas. s ould now be obvious that

pre and-posttesting is 'an inadequate apprpach to evaluating treatments.

Here is ap illustration from a class I teach.

Insert Figure 3 about he

Assume that the little squiggles on each graph in Figure 3 represent j_n-

dividual academic performance data, and that the heavy vertical lines in

each case represent instructional intervention. It is possible that the

efTect of each intervention will be interpreted quite differently depending
Ad I

on whether one looks at level of performance alone or whether one considers

.level and direction together. To illustrate the problems of pre and post-

testing to evaluate intervention effects, I propose to my students that

if

they interpret intervention effects first without the time series,data and

then with the time series data. I ask them to assume that the pretest

datum point is that point itilmediately preceding the intervention (which we

ordinarily obtain during initial assessment), that the intervention line

represents the onset of learning disabilities service, and.that our posttest

*datum is the last poineon the graph (e.g., a year-end assessm.ett). Such

a mituatioh probably characterizes iCh of the'assessment.that goes on in

, ,'

)

evaluating services. One assesses where the student is, then sets up a

program and teaches for a while, and finally, determines whether the stu-

dent has increpsed his or her performance on a'set Of objectives, or has

mastered a certain set bf skills. If student performance changed from

point A to point B, it s assumed that the intervention program produced

the effect. As inspection of the time series data in each graph illustrates,

sk,
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however,'it is quite possible the conclusion will be,different if dile

has.available more information. In several instances, the growth.from

point A to,point B As perfectly predictable 'over a period of time based

on the actual datp from baseline. In those cases, no evidence is present

that the intervention had any effect Whatsoever. In oth*cases, while.

a "no effect" conclusion 'Would be drawn from pre and posttesting, the

complete time series would indicate otherwise. In ehe most embarrassing

cases, we might assume that o4r intervention has had a positive effect on

the student's behavior when inPdbection of the time series reveals that

onset of learning disabilities services actually depressed or decelerated'

the performance.

1

As a resule of this exercise, the point is usually quite obvious to

1

the teacher in training. If one really wants to be sure of the effects j

of instruction, one needs to,assess performance in such a way that estimates

of trend, slope,,,or dinection, as well as level,'may be obtained. That,
4

I believe, is an ikortant characteristic of the behaviOral approach

to assessment, especialfy in contrast to other approaches to assessment.

Fourth Perspective

The comprehensive behavioral teaching systems used.to
design remedial instructiqnal programs differ significantly
with respect to assessment.

Several, well-developed behavioral teaching systems exist which can

be adopted -and used extensively in school programs. In the review of

the dap base, it was noted that those applied behavioral systems differ

with respect to the emphasis that they place on the collection of the kind

of time series data that I've.been disCussing. Some of those applied be-

havioral systems tend to rely more on pretesting and posttesting awl may

.uoit post hoc teacher judgment on checklists as the primary assessment datum
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, for deciding whether or not a studAnt adtually 'lase Set of'skrth-,

...

rm
op

0, ,i
Other applied behavioral systems heavilY emPha4'ze daily data collectioh. :

A fairsillustration of.those differences exfsts in the Distar. system.whi4 1

4... tends to do'frequent pre and.posttesting, and in Pretision Teadhing where
411

daily measlirement is the essence of the system. Owenjihite. (1917) has

described the Distar developers as interested in specific prescriptivei
ii, .

. -"".... ,

solutions to teaching particular skills. In such an approach, .if the

. a

\ teacher has a student who is deficient in a. Skill', that teacher. is given
.

.
c

. a teaching patkage which ikused'to teach the Child that skill. In.con-

rp

trast, people in the Precision Teaching tradd.tion are given a package for

creating time series data.on the specific skill, and the teacher is trained ,

to use the daily time series data to evaluate the effectiveness of instruc-

_tional interventions, packaged or not. Since many variations An inatruc-
.

tion are possible, the teacher is given the tools- to fry to appraise the.

effects of different alternatives.

Fifth Perspective

The applied behavioral systems whith contribute most,
uniquely to 'the development of procedures for assessing
children with learning disabilities include.repeated
behavj.or sampllIng and graphic displays'qf Lme serieS
da /

We belive that the behavioral systeMs wh,ich might Make the most

N
unique contr bution (dot necessarily the greatest) to asses4ing children

Vith learn ng disabilities an4 to educational assessment-generally, are

1

those whi h use or re(luir'e repeated behavior sampling and graphic di4plays

of time series AL This is not to flay that what Engtilmann and'others who

apply. bellatoral principles to develop prescilptive techniques.are doing. .

is.wrong, or not useful. Data exist quite to the eon%rary. the point

#
V
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is thae"when,it comes to assessment methodolagy, the use of daily Qr

°I.' P, .

routine repeapid behavior sampling and yisual.Usplay of data., .mi,sht

I N /

make a uniquecontributio n.
, . P _.,

-..
, Since the Potentialiof'time series data tn assessment is our prithary:

..,
.

.., i_ , .
. .. .

interest, the 1.mportant distinction for us in testing is not-wl3gther
. .. , ..

assessment is norm-referericed or criterion-reference4i rather it is

whether assessment Involves single or rePeäted behavior. sampling.
4

0,- this legard, Wells Hively.has made somewhat tht same point that was. :

0
.. .

made.earlier today -- criterion-referenced:teSts and north-referenced

1 It.
tesits.can be.used for .the sate .purposes

..

can.convert most norm- 1

0 , ,

.

. .. .

refeienced tests into criterion-rloferenced sts, and,vice-versa,

4 Wd take thep,-from behaviorliorchoIog repeated Measurement and "

.. -....
.

. ,
a

4a

'time series data analyffis; it'is aroupd thai approach to assessment that
. 14

.,
-)

-
we ha ve developed a program.o& research. 'A review-an0 synthenis

oft the area.Aiggested the pn4ontial contributions of.behavioral research

#
\

methoddlogy to idgnti,f,ication and planning decISions, we have restricted.

the focus in our research'plan: The decision made was to focus on assess-
. -

, .

.

,.

ment For purposes of maktng formative evaluation decisions -- the daily

. i

l'etisions made by ttachers in .an atteMpt to improve a program which is'
r

40
! . . ... i

. .

in progiess. Tbus, the primary focus is on agsessment. that can be accom-
.

pfiShed by trie t.e.gchev when instructing:,or managing rerVentiona,
. I 4 4

. and' which. can 'be.ulii(rto tailor the inOtructIon4 program to the
. . ,

fni
,

4nerViduai st_pdipit in an egrort to makelthax instructional program
:.

; .

. ,
.

more sucCeggful, At this time, the roseaioli does not,include using a
, r

behaviOral approaCh to ident.Iii ch&idren wilh learning ,disabilities, or
',

t . : l; .

i to prescriptively plan programs (althoUgh we wili be involved iu prOgram

It
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, planning). We expect, Rowevel:, that the research will have,implications

. for all phases of programming. -We simply'will not. work on all fronts

simultiheously. some.later time, perhaps, we will haVe the opportunity

to try to do that.

I.

The Research Proposal

To thig point we have considered gederal perspectlyespwhich have

Val

4

provided the backgrpund for our researdhe We turn.now, more specifical

4 to the research, beginning with the dasumptions upon which it rests.

Assumptions (
The first assumption, which I believe very strongly, is:

At the present time we,are unable to prescribe
peci c changes in the ppdgrams of individual
students that will certainly be effeciive; there-
fore; changes in a,student's instructional program
should be treated as Ilypotheses, which must be
empirically tested;

11

If you dO group research, you can identify interventionrhich
4

.might work in general or might work in a high proportion of cases.

y,

Spectal education, however, is required to do individual assesAment and '

programming. That creates an.incredible technical problIla. To predict

that'a particular intervention, even a placement in a resonrce program

or in a dpecial class, will be an appropridte. change for a given child

is an logous, I Chink, to requirtng the Naion,l Safqy Council to pre-
.

dict not only how man}, accidents there'will be on the fourth of July,

'hut who will have thoSe accidents. L could be wrong, but I think that

Our ptoblems in assessment pd programming are analogous to that. In,
'

individual ases, it is very difficult to predict with any certainty

whether any kind of reform that we make in the student's program is

going to benefit that indiviaual student. If you believe Mat people

444.14
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arg unique indOiduals interacting uniquely with thq114 current environ-

'Tent ds a function of their vnique training histories, and their unique

'constitutional dharacteristics, then the difficulties in attempting tO

make a'reliable prediction.about what program,. what curriculum, what
or,

incentives, managed by What 4eacher, obviously exceed our technical coth:-
.

.

petence. A very highlY structured program seeths to work for a lot of

/
childrea; but, to predict exactly which kids that nrgrai going to work

for,is virtually impossible, There is always'that residue of students
. _

who do not succeed-very well in even our best programs. Further, those

kids who are.v.icceeding may be apable of gre success given other
0

program arrangements. Our,view, then, i you cannot be sure abbut what

is best for the student om an a p ior basis: you must continually monitor

*. the pertormance to ensure'that what you are doing is benefiting the child.

That's the idA.1 system.

Our second assumption ig that:

--
Special education is an intervention system cr&ited'
to produce refOrms,in the educational programs of

1144. selefted individuals.

Prone of my favorite artkcles'is one by Campbell (1969) a.ppearing in

theAmerjcat PSychologl.st, et),ritied "Reforms as Experiments." His

point there, aymine,has been, was that we should treat all a,dministrative

and educational reforms as'ekperimeats, doing the best possible experimental

analysis of the effects of thosereforms that we can. ,Special education

fOr'each child is'an intervention or'a reform which can,' and now'with due
A

process requirements, must be empirically tested.

From our primary assumptions it follows that:

The effectiveness of learning disability services
provided for an individual student will be significantlyt

4
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determined by the capacity of1those services for
continuously assessinvthe effects of program
adjustments which have been designed to ii. ove'
program effectiVeness.

This assumption is.critical"to the propqsed research. he assumption

-C
implies, in a stritisticaOkense, theof the total variation in student

achievement, a significant proportion is going to be acCounted fot hy

'the daily instructishal d Orions made by the teacher. The assurytion

is that what the teacher aoes in making adjustments in a student's program

has A significant impact on the success df the program.

A final assumption is that:

Teachers will have to be capahie of implemen,ing Ind
managing *sy matic formative evaluationwhi h makes
a program res onsive to its effectA with indi idual

students,

If it iA true.that the effect of teacher deotsion na4ing is sig-

nificant, then teachers must be able to continually assess re effec'tiVeness

I

of what they are doing. This implies that if we can create better formative

evaluation systems and/effectively teach teachers to use those systems,

they aregoing to be more successful. I believe that the reafly important

things that happen to students ar

that we can positivery influehce w

procedures teachers use in making t

a student's program..

what teachers do froin day to day, and

at they do by improvtng the assessment

ese routine decisions about reforming

I believe that systematic'formative evaluation systems will have ro

be identified or developed which can teit the effectiveness of adjustments

fn a wide variety of program variables. Consider first, changes in level

of service as a variable. Our evaluation systems should help us to deter-

mine whether or not changes on some continuum of services from,Level I to
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Level II, to Level III, and so on, are benefiting the child. The evalua-
-.

tion system should also assess effects of changes within a level: Suppose,

a student is receiving thirty minqes ?q"1,1) resource assistalce, and the

time is then increased to forty-five mi tes or an hour. IOis desirable

to be able to appraise tile value of th program:reform occurring.within

sr

one level of service. The formative evaluation systems should allow teachers

-

Ilnd other decision makers to determine whether or not such an increase in

amount of service has an effect. Changing the amount of time in instruction

is important since it involves additional resources. At the same time meny

believe that,amount ZT-Instructional timeiis a significant variable in

determining inttructional success.

/Our formattve evaluation system should also allow determinations of

whether or noythe changes between currlicula, such as those between dif-
.

ferent readdg systems, are significant. Further, since changes occur

within a curricuJum, such as skipping steps or modifying the skill.sequence,

ft is important to attempt to objectively assess whether or not changes
\

within a curriculum are benefiting the child.

A third set of variables to consider is charwes in the type of

,...,_ ....t',/

instructiori or irnte,ivention. Introducing an expl cf.:b'Lontingency manage-
(

ment system,-"'providing oral reading peactice, .or 4oviding auditory dis-

crimination training, arf: ttempts at program reform'which may'ormay
t: 66' s

L not be benefiting the child. ff-40. wibh changes in level of servic and in

curricUlum, the naMber.of changes4n.inAtruction or interventl n which

5,0

can be created ia almost endls, and their effects are unptedictable.
.

.

)

-
To compound theAwblem, even when a program *pears to be working,..it

,

may be neceAsar? to change, anyway (cf. White & Liberty, 1979).

.7-
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.Conclusions

The assumptions specified. above.and the perspectives from the

-behaYloral approach to assessment can'be combined into a set of conclnsions

about research which must.be done.

First, time.series research designs,based on repeated measurementa

of student performance, which behavior analyst& have developed, could

be used to systematically teat,program adjustments. It ought to be
6

possible to evaluate the effects of changes.in learning disability services

by using the kin'er .of data collectioniand display systems that have appeare&

for years in the Joufnal of Applied'Behavior Analysis. Often,-when I

make thaysuggestion, too many people react b}r`vying, J'Hey, that's behavioral;

wbat.they are looking at is the effects of reinforcement contingencies on the

behavior of the students. The children I'm°interested in ate learning

dieabled. That behavioralstuff does not really apply because the child's

probrem is not a teinforcement.problem, it's a learning disability problem."

So the research is set asid wlthout considering its potential. I am saying,

"Hey, wait a minute, you're(throwinAtut the baby with .the-bathl" Whatever
\/.

your theoretical biases, there'is a really goo'd analytic_system involved,

one which might benefit the'children about whom you are concerned. You can use
4

the.behavior analytic.research methodology without embracing either behaviorism-

or operant conditioning. Individual subject time series system analysis can

help you to evaluate, in a formative way, the effectiveness of what you
. IP

are doing.

A second conclusion is that, to be effectively used by teachers, the

time sertes researc? designs will have to be embedded in formalive evaluation

rocedures which can easii be used within the context of an on oing

learning disabilities program...One of the major tesistances to repeatedly

c)I,1
)
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measuring student performance is that it is sdch an intrusive activity.

Teachers question whether the time ariNtnergy devoted to it is warranted.

The question typically asked is, "If I spend all my time testing, when am

I going to teach?" We plan to address this concern in our program'of

research.

A third conclusion directing the research program is that formative

evaluation systems should include s2ecification of target behaviors which
_ _

validly index improvement 6 the curriculdm domains for which learning

4
disability.services are cp monly provided. We should greate simple and

direct procedureQ_Z repp tedly measuring target behaviors, for graphic

display of repeated Measure ent data, and fdr. using the.gtphed data 4s-

tematically to cumulatively improve a program. I'am proposing that what we

* .should do is develop procedures that aee analogous, I supPose, to what phy-

e

sicians use when they measure vital signs. We need to know what ate the

vital signs icif growth in reading and other basic skills which-are easy.to

measure and.can be used by teachers .to monitor the effectiveness of what

they are doing. A fIrst part of the research program, then, addresses it-
.

self to the identification of target performance which validly indexes im-

prOVement in the curriculum domains for which learning disabilitY services

are commonly provided.

Research Objectives

Our primary three-year research objective is to empirically determine

whether teachers who are using the kirrds of formative evaluation systems

that I have been desc'ribing are more effective in improving the basic
. -

1 0
-,.

agademic skills and the social functioning of-learning disabled ch11.6rep

than teachers who do not employ such Rystematic coeffi-ative evaluation.

/) We are trying .to achieve that in three stages.
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The firgt of these, Stage 1 in our general research plan, seeks to

answer the.following question: Can a simple set of behaviors be identi-

fied in reading, spelling, written discourse, and.social adjustment

which validly index improvement in those domains? Some other basic skill

areas have been left out deliberately, not because they're unimportant,

. but because we have only so much time to devote to this activiq at the.

.

,present.

Secondly, if we can identify behaviors as validly indexing improvement

in those dolains, can simple measurement ptocedures be developed for those

behaviors which teachers could use routinely, daily If necessary, to monitor

the effectiveness of interventions designed to change those.behaviors? It

is one thing, of course, to identify a behavior as a geodedex of growth,

and it is another problem to develop simple procedures for'routinely qb-
,.

taining data on that behavior.

Third,,does Variation in the frequency or.type of measurement affect

outcomes? That mayloeemjike a peculiar question, but Tom Lovitt has talked.
% u

a lot about the value of.tirect and daily measurement. For purposes.of

developing formative evatuation procedures 'to evaluate the effecta of

1

the kinds of changes that we are talking aboUt in curriculum, instructlon,

and level service, we would like to establish the,importance o daily

measurement. We would like to know whethe the teacher can drop back to

less frequent measurement such as three time a week, or weekly, or.once

every two weeks, or once a month. We also seek to discover, whether it

makes a difference if behavior is quantified,as percentage; ,or rate, and

'Whether the a measurement sample'is one minute, three minUtes,

or five minutes. Variables like those, which are parttof measurement

itself, can conceivably influence student perfcirmance and teacher decisiOn

making, so they should be examined empirically.

r, ,

t.;
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An additional set of research questions relAtes to whether systematic

111V.
techniques can be identified which improve teachers' use of daily assess-

.

ment data. A daa_s\tudies have been done in which specifiC rules have

governed teachers' use of.data to decide when a program should be changed.

Ralph Bohannon and Phyllis Mirkin both used such systems in tJjir .doctoral

research and,obtained positive effects. leen Liberty and Owen White'.

are the leaders in this particnlar area of research. Our question is,

if you have teachers Using.a data utilization system, does that maximize

the potential contribution of time series data to improving a student's

program?
t

. A final Stage 1 question is, does variation n who does the measurement

inf uence effective data utilization? Teachdrs, students, or parents can

be involved in data utilization. Does it.matter who is involved?

e turn now to Stage 2 of our research. Once ye have answered the

questions posed in Stage 1, we will attempt o construct formative av4ilua-..

tion procedures in each domain which are logistically feasible. I thank

Tom Lovitt for the notion that:We need to consider logistical feasibility

within the context of school learning disability programs. To do so,

we will attempt to determine whether or not the procedures we develop

are generalizable across different curriculum methods, clLsroom organi-

zations, age and grade levels -- whether it is easy to train people to

use the procedures, whether t e procedures are efficient with respect to

teacher and student time, and finally whether it is easy for teachers,

w

and others involved, to manage such systems. Those are critical variables

in determining the likelihood that such systems would be adopted and

used within the schools. Logistical concerns are major ones for answering

our primary research question. Teachers must be able to use our formative

Di
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evaluation procedures over the peiiod of a full school year. If the'

procedures are too cumbersome, we will have difficulty maintaining teachers'.>

measurement behavior.

If we are successful in Stage 1 and 2, we would like to do a major

experimental contrast between the effectiveness of teachers' using the

formative evaluation systems developed in Stages 1 and 2, and teachers'

not using such formative evaluation systems.

will close by providing a,hypothetical example of what we hope

'to achieve. Consider the graph in Figure 4. Suppose, for example, it

turned out in Stage 1 that reading common words in isolation from some

hrigh frequency word list like the Dale Ast of 769 easy words is a
C-

valid index of the'student's proficiency in reading. Suppose further

"$* I
that we could generate a display of the sudent's performance using simpq

daily measurement procedures, and that what,we displayed in Ffgure 4 is P
/ .

one student's performance from nitial asoessment rough a series. of i
.

L

I(

program reforms. The numerals on the graph represent re<ing from t e

isolated word liS1 during each program phase -- the, rate correct and

incorrect, median rates, ,for those phases. The first reform (placement ill

decision) was to have a learning disability resource teacher consult
.,

with the teacher about some possfble curriculum change. The changes,

sequentially, Were consultation with a curriculum change, but continued

class pldcement, and then a second curriculum change!

mot -

Insert Figure 4 about here

.Ag yoU can see, these reforms did not prod6ce an improvement in

reading perforMance (tit least as indexed by our measure), so pites we

O.)
,
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changed the level of service to resource ass1stan4e with one-to-one in-

structioth for a period of time during the day. In doing so, we maintained

the second curriculum change made in the classroom. The data indicate

that the refoim initiated g wtli in reading, but a bit later the growth

seemed to level off. What Se did then was to introduce an instructional

change oral re-reading to maatery; again performance accelerated. This

hypothetical example well illustrates, I think, what we are striving to

achieve in our research. .A system like this is the kind of.system that..

'T.4e hope to develop and.test in the final stage of our research.

4 Ai?

a ,3

4

a

'
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Behavioral.Research MethOdology: A.Reaction
.

. ,

i
.

Thomas Loyitt ..

University of Washington
.

.

,

I will organite my comments wcound the three features of the research
1

_ ,

program on which I'was asked tci make..cAlments, and then talk about the

.. ..six proposed research objectiyes. -WIll;also, preseni.some itdeas on
. ,'.

.

. \ appl.ied researcVand where.ft seem s. tb be going.' . .

-
4 .e .
I will first comment on the,knowledgease.. Icaeems to me that!

3

'1 .

-

there .are'at least.three 1.teratures related to this area of research.

I think one\would be the liierature on precisi

froth appiiad behavior analysis. Altp.

teachihk as.set apart

-r

gh i dividuals in this Area tend

to be' liAe brash and &Ix" ess,.an , ften ar 'poor wr ters, they ir.e

zither' uickly from ne idea to..A rather creative bunch, and

another-4 One .baa . to be a ,bit c in reading some Of.this iit ature.

A second ody of'rele'vant'literature comes from the applied beHavior an-

, ,
'elysit.camp - from the'Seet3t, the Bijoui% the Wolfs, the Bernbauers.. 4\fin

set)of.methodologiea,can-be.ggined. from them. I think sometimes thgy.ar
4

.a bit impractiCal in..some things (such as'school systems, political isseues

biit these researchers tend to be more applied than some people. Certainly,

..

a, third body of relevant literature that might'be considered more strowgly.*
\\

by Deno's group would be 'that in general education - the Internati,onal

,

. .

ReadineAssociation, the John Guthries,,the_Jay'Samuels, and so pn. 'They
,

.

,have been working on reading, mathemftics, Vence, Minnesotf 'state his--

. -
tory, and so dn,,for a long time. ,,I think.that if Deno's grOup...can pull

.
. I .

together the1iteratures frot those three.areaa preicision teaching, lip

plied behavior adalysis, and general ckriculum, we wi41 beilefii great

The lecond aspect of this reseaxch,on which I will cormientinvolv
.

t ratidnale for the research. I couldn't agree Ore heartily With what

Drpo's group is doing. They are working on,basic iiills'- reading,

4

4,4411 01)
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of.

'k

0
'writing, and.arithmetics they are working in applied.settings - Schools,'

,andltney are dealin&-with a.population.that is very oopular -'learnimg
.

disabilities.. What could-be nee'

I

'4.

The thi,rd *point I discuss relates to the potential uptribution

MY repunding.gppreal here'is based on the
of *he proposed resear

same reasons

problems and

I think some

and thinkin

" Ite.ry read

I w ld

'and m e
,

a

Vi
-in ading,

gave' arlier.. Deño`and Iii's,cohorts are studying lundamental
.

they eem to be doing it in a practical way in applied settings:
0

41

o the metho s to N.thich' Deno

about slope, over

y in school systems

referred (time series adilysis

time and trends,of dew) tan be impleftented.

if not all product situationpr---

now like to run through the six object s f t isresearch" .'

1m

- !

few comments on them. The first objecttve.is to easure behaviorp,

spelling, written discourse,' and social adjustment so that the..., .-
. . ,

fectivepess af LD intervention can be monitOfed, . .\f hope that this does.
.. .

,.
. .

,-,.
. . 4 t,

t mean that you want to find'ilependent variables that. are high/y sensi-,
. . .

I .

tive to some of,the -old- stand-by LD interventions such as the Frostig,

watWing rails,:amphetapines, Distar, individualized cubicles, and DLM

o

materials, which are commobly produced
"
.and ballyhooed. I think that might

4
w

%
,

ibe a backward approach, and / really don't think that is what Deno-had

In milid.at all, i think they are trying to idehtify impOrtant bAhaii,re
4

that we should deal wi'th when we retrying to aducate)learhing disabled

lchildren. In ideAifying-important behaviors, you could just.simgly.

I teach LD childrerr the same behalqors that are taug t to normal chilatin

as has been ddne in the past. ok, you.might identify'-the behav rti of
2,

successful adults andtrY to teach tse to learning disabled 'chilren.

;Still snother1way womld be to use a va1idation,corpa: an independent group

of'jgdges. Such a group would verify the existence of some defl.cit
. ,

)
II
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t

I

dr maladaptive behaviors, then,oafter someone taught this set'df
.

behaviors, Would te:4valuate the children and hopefulIy.say, "Yes,
A

93

04 t
1

they,are OK, they are nolt-LD." ConceiVably then, you bave.dealt wAh-
i

impoY.t.irit.behdViors. I thihk it is time tp really grapple Zrith bigger
:.--

.. .

i
. \*

.
.

....

. designs, more importa t designs, and perhaps go. beyond someof the in-- -. .

. , "I ''. 1

dividual charts that ave been use& for sa mqny years.'
. . .

The'seeond obj:td*tIve'of the reseatCh isito measure those behaviois

(Peading pelling, writtem discourse,social4adjustment). Deno referred

..

0 the controyersy
.

about measuring I ln ;erns of frequency,'duration
.0

, per-.
:.

..

.
,

. fl

0,centages, and whether datashdtld be collected on a daily, weekly, or

monthly basis& 'and so on. There is also
V

a great deal, of"controversy on

how the behaviOr'should be graphed -'on the Cartesian coordinates that

Stanley used or on semi logatithmic paper,that'Ogden wopld use, or on

s'

soy othet form of paper. There are great debates on these issues. There

j
are several WayS to.resolYe these mahodological prOblems, but again, I

-
.

think One.way would be to have a.validation corps, a roup of judges.tf
df course, considdration woulebecost, sUch as.the.length of time

.
..

!
required tO teach one_.,measurement aystem as opposq to andthere. -

'Itlthird reSearoh objectiVe is to determine'who ghould monitor Eine'

. .

.

v .---'

.

.
measure the effectiveness Of,an intervention. Reliability is extremely

.. ..

.. .. ' 4,

.4mportant here. .Often we.use a friend, spouse, or roommake to:be our. f
. V . ., -

second recorder of the data, ifrin fact we use a second'peison
...,. We ..

. .

\
.

,
.

. . .

.4should be using'highly.trained, non-involved, and,unobtrusiVe indivi .

.

4
.

.

'duals to cross-cheCk.burimasiaregMent. in.ptaetice;,I think that the4. .

effectiveness of intervenfion should bemeasured-by.an immediately in-
. ,

yolved persoo, stich ss the patent. the teschex, or even the child..
.

.

. -
..

The fourth researchlobjectiVe i :to insure:that the.data obtained:.'

1

I. , I

o

I

I "

4

p.
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.

in mdnitAing an intexvenzion are utilized in improving an intervention. That's

tough, but the adsweris important. If data, are obtainedth0 should te

used in some way.; They could.be used to communicate,.they could be Used
, ,

to.validate, but theycould also he used tobmake decisions. How to. do.
-

this presenta a real problem. Some studies have indicated that requiring
°

teachers to collect end look at their data more often (Ries not hdlp them

make more intelligent-decisions. Often, it seemg that specifying decision

,rules on'the da'ta chart is an-effective way.to encourage decigion-makingl

. ,Dale Gentry, at the University of Washington, did an interesting disserta.--t.
Pp

tion along that line.. He found that when they talked to.teachers and
,

prompxed.them to make decisions based on data, and gave social reinforce-

ment for doing it, the rate of mak*ng decisiont iAcreased.

..The fif6h research'Objective is'to identify.systematic formative

ev'alvatton procedures that are logistically feagible within the context

of school programs, The first problemls that no one hag really identified, 1
C.

, .

. ,.

the varioUs systematic formative evaluation'precedures,.alihough Deno
.

tdid to sorge extent. Second, I don't think that anyone has,deteraned bhe

extent to which formative evaluations are now us"ed in school programs.

Thi;d, Ii.plon't Inow whether anyone has tested how, and with how

many students.th se systems couad.be used in theschgol setting. If a'

teacher were ea m.intain four or tive chartsler day for -to.35 students,

that would .be 125 r 150 charti per day. It would be interetting to lueit..

test.for limits on kiven seta of,girctilistanoei. However, one must"dlao 2

'consider.the politic and the realieies of it ill, which Mean,' we have to
,

deal with busing, unipns, collective bargaining, tenure, and so on,

when 4evelopi4 a data system Of any kind.

'The last research objective ii to deteimine whether systeditic

formative evaluation significantliimproves
intervention.effictivenees.

-.4 1 111

11,Ao
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One way to.do thiS is to aSsess whether thesystem is 'tore eff6cti4e,
4ro / , .

,

, . .

th.1101 nothing,'whetherAt is mpere effective th..kin'another data system,'
.

.

, .
.

' '

*
_

.

and'so on. _You seem to plan to do ghls. *
.

.

. ie- i
I

.., ,
,..

.

1 think thatthe."pIaDned researel iS beginning in,a4iifferent way..
.,, ,

'It's not a better way,- it' a different T.gy. ,,i think that research'..

. ., /
-.

.

problemorare beginning to emanate'from the Schools'. Previdusly, we
1

-might have-4st in "a. librarysor. in a cubicle and ore a researclv, . r

: 1
. V '

,..idea: Then, after doing that.research and coming up with. significance
t

.
.

. . %...

would wonder why no one implemented it. Now; -
, -

at the .001 level ve

tr

research is beginning to'respbnd tothe needs.of peopleltn.the schools..
.. 1

. .

t'see this asone'of _Lbe anges that we Ac going fhrough in applied
:'''

.
.

..
. .

.

. . .

tbehavior analysis. '1 think.that another.,change is in the measures that
-

.

.4 .
,.

.1

I think.weare seeing.more data being gathered. More and more;
- ..t

11 -

41.

we' take.

v-

Oink that as researetters, we have to'get_the,commUnity, ottler!
. .

people,-involyed in'swhat we Jio.. Me 'are talRing now.about social signifi7
1

cance as well as statistical signifi!gance Finally, I th4s116,.that the` C 1,
ways in which we disseminateand vaildat4 our.programs ars beginning. -to

.

@change.' :The important'criterion in determining the yalue of.research is
. . ,

,

the Dumber of re4lestp'for information from teaEhers and other Const1-
* ....4 ..., . ,

i

,
. . . - .

.

tuevfA.; how many areused-tath:r ihan jUst put.on shelVes? Were there-
.,

. .

'

, .- ,

..
i a4 effects, gad if so, as/what magnitude? Ando'how nianTsYgOstions

,

for.research.doe 04 researclief get fr6m taachers or other,constituents?;
, I 1 . ..

'

. I

s'
c o

_
I., .

:

.

. .

.
.

1

.14

I I
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Behavioral Research Methodology: A'Reaction

Phyllis Newcomer
' -Beaver College

I would like to giVe my impreesionis of HOw I think this research ,

focus can help the fleld of learning disabilities. I also want to..

telkabout some of ty concerhs.

I find the'behoral metholology exceedingly attractive: I think

1it places th'e responsibility fdr.assessm,ht, for instructional purposes,

precisely where itirlongs, and that's imarily in the hands of the
1

teacher. It.gives the teacher arMethocrolfylpeeequencing the learning-

activities in *hiCh the.child needs to engage. The teacher IA akool '
,

the notioh that if a chi d has islearning.problem, all she,

is scream for someone to help and that someone will solver .

disimbued of

:or he has to d

the problem.

and I'm

Therefore,- I see many advantages to the-behavioral approach,

.

gratified that there wilr'be, land ehere hail been in'the work of.

others, some very encouraging evidence,that applied behavioral analysis

Is effective.
/_.

Now let,me tutn thecoin around and-tell you about some of my con-t.

terns, I am not associated

and iemediationof,learaing

4
with one specific approath to the diagnosisv

.

disabilities. .However, I have had4

. .

4 4

with many children4ho have beencalkd learning disabled, and have
P

developed certain impressions.

of your behavioral assessment approach swill be for the purpdse of id e-
.

Iou have indicated previOusly that part

ificatio il
.. I was

- ... ..

was not Ithe.fOcus Of your efforts. If you Anik at any of thoi'definitions
i

that ar4 curiently prevalent,'it is very diffioultto fif Ybur behzwioral

umption that learning

.

gratified when you said that essentially,that purpo e.

model film assessment, and particularly-your basic

disab4ities is a natural product of the interactice-between the- child
.

0 a

.96
so s

f
4.

4
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A

and hi or her envirOnment,.into.those definkt,ions sinde-they preclude
p

calling children "learning disabled" when t4hey are,primarily environ-

1 .

mentally or cultUrallY disadvantaged. .I., think you really had to deal

.

.with that fvobleuP in order toluseify your approac
a

'I am far more concerned aboUt the specific pla
.

;e. that this research.into behavioKal methodologY is

h to identification.,

ns for demonstrating -
e

really going to benefit

the'group of chiLdren whom;we call learning di$abled. My iiitrest is notr,

only,:in learning more abouc behavtoral methgdology,.but In learning

more about learning disabilities. I have some qualms aboUty,oursubject
,

poputations - children who have beet labeled according to inconsistent
0

criteria as LD. I wonder what concluSions you will_
1

levanf clearning disabled children afteekyou-have

be able to.draid reA-
, )

compl.eted yOtr .stddy.

I can appreciate that jou,owill be able to draw'many conclusions relevant

to children who have experienced academic failure. I. recognize the kw-,
. - 4

.

111101portafice ofthose tonclusion 1 realize.that.behav%iorists.prefer to '

..:!alroid the issue a etiology becaLse they regard It as insigniiicant. What.

. ..

.1.s. important'is,developing systematic programmingto'overcome learning
, .

.

.. .

defitits, Xtd I can apprgsiate that position.. When we try-to operation-
.

.

aline the.definitidns of leathing disabilities, we-Often want to tear
o-

Ni

,

Alur hair-out, particularly if we are in an eniiironment 'where we end up

wi;th 50 percent of our scodents aS learningdisabled. I agree with Ton

Lovrtt that.
,

an.empirical

,

the people who generatethese deflnitions very.karely use

base for theth. However,'while I appreciatelour position,

.1.am cOncerned, especially .because the'Institute is funded specifically for.

research pertaining.to learning disabilities.- We can-get.,entranced. With

the behavioril'apProach*And,sttll and-up.with.littie Pertaining directly
sr'

kearning
- Aro..

.1

..
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i

tA reIatedAssue that l't.going to-content on is the person-centered
..

, 4
,J rt-

. .. approach for remediation as opposed to the situation-centered approach 'y
.

-:

4 ,. .

. .

'for remediation,iri a'behayior modelt I am firtly in favor of working
: --.. ,

.

, -

with the.youngsterin.t4$ natural environment, the classroom. -I have

felt this, way for a long time, even when'the typical approach to"avchild's

learning problem was to examine and remediate in isolition. I believe-

that we often got.data that wasn't always as pertinent to the problem

'aituation as we could have obtained by looking.arcomponents within the
,

classroom 'Although' It firmly believe in the intetaCtio4habpects of yr;

a.

prpblet in any school.situation, I. would hate to seeps reject the notion

'that a chlld may have a problem that is not-induced by classroom related
,

16
I

VariaPleS. -The effect would be to shift emphasis.and to maintain thatithere.
.

. ,
is no such thing as learning disability unless it occurs in a tlahroom

situation. -It's akin to wh

disturbance. When'I ask

.iexceptionaIity,."What do

.

1I've sead heOpen in the atea.of emotional

students in my, introductory graduate course in

irou think Causes emotional disturbance?" they

say that fk ie a socially determined'variable. People are construed ae
. .. .

dieturbed because society sets itandards and they deviate from them.. In .
.

k

1N
other viords, they give a sociologiCal 4rspective: I then ask them whiether

_

emotional dist rbance is always relative to. the social sitaation. WhenA ,1

they say'"Y I ask about schizophrenia. Eventually,' they realize that1 ,

not all conditidns are relative to social situations. Towould hare to.see

the pendulum swing inethe field of learning disabilities to imply that
...

-.

A
, -everything had to do With the'environient; and nothing with the child:

. , 4 , '
.. . .

1 don't,think that's true. 4 , V
o 1

I .1.
.

.
.

traltio wanted to.-note,thakI't very pleased that the focus of this

PinvestiVtion willabe'on.bapic skills, As Tom Lovitt said; what could be
I I

5,

.
5
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I..

'better than stUdying,rehing,.mriting, arid ao an. jlowever, I noted 'that, .

.

you propose,toMO someof the Work wfth preschoolers. I qm particularly
,

interested in that population:- Lahare Dr. Reynolds' concern that we

e
calnot always be dealing wittichildren after they become fall-blown cas-

,

uafties in third or fouNth grade: I am.Yeally iriterested'in the kinds'

S.

,. . of data that would tell us somexhing abogt these youngsters before they......
,..

,

. i

Start faAing and deVelop problems htt l'asicskills. I WOnder Wow ex-.-

, .,. -, ,

.

tensive.the exploration will be at the prescicool leve4.and whether or
.%

-
-..

. ,not it will involye eny investigations into oral language.

'Finally, want to .make, one More tioint that reflects my,interactions,

with teachets. It is p.recommendation really. 0ou are proildsing a very

)elaborate methodology. I know that,you appreciate the importance of
.

. .
volving qie tseachgrs theiselves. in planning

)
what is feasiblein terms Of

''r .

the ithplementadion of this methodology. I frequeetly have,been in situa-\ .

/
tions where these appro4hes have been implemented and 'teachers have

p.

ooperated. I .think for,a slight period-of time, the new idea period,
. 1

hey enjoyed it and'everythi,gg was fine.
,

,left, the'new'procedures were dropped essentally becaUse the. teadhers
1:

did not accept them as part of their rOle.T One qf the stiengths of this'.
. .

. .
,

, ,. .

, . 4
. study cOuld be thetyle procedures established continuOto be implemented

But,then, when the researcher
**

when the' research is ended:

. ow'

V

p.

'go

0
oti

;1
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,Behavioral Research Methodology: A Reaction
:

Joseph Jenkins
I. UniVereity of Washington

.11P

c 4 N

..
o

..

Data-babed'program modification, the applied behavior analysis

I a

S.

perspective, 'is probably effective by definition. It is a:self-correcting

A.
approach whicfi, whenidone properly, requires teacher4 to change instruc-

,
.

.
.

tional variables until the behavior being teasured is affected. In such

a.

. .4.

a system,- less likelihoothof ahOrt and long duration errors exists since
.

.1

teachers cannot persist with an ineffectiye'intervention. That, it 'seemi

'to me, is the essence of thetbehaviorai approach..on whiCh you intend to

_ imple ''thermometers" for measuring proficiency in rea ing,'writing,i and.

.

.
,

.

..;) S'pelling..

.,,,,

.,. .While ihe objective may be quite clear, the-issues that,it raises.
,.1,

.

4 \
capitalize in ybur researah. f.lith.that.preliminary comment, let Ole address

r.\

myself primari y,to your first-research qbjective, which identify

As

A

'

are cOm The first issue is whether the measures really will help

very much. sn't it possible, for example, that if we Made routine

. nqes without measutamett., We.irould obtain title littlite rftsults? Ckeecond
-

.
,

issue cOricerns the directnees orthe measures you might develop.- tlirect!-
.,

' ness inithis context refers to whether.or not a teat measurkg.precisely
,

utiat is being,taUght., SuPpose.other behaviors.are changing behaviors

that may:be more'important than What your prodedures Measure? -Con7

,versely, if you .take_direct measure( of. the skills you are teaching,'

and make instructita chanea based oh the childls progress thtough

01::`I
ybur skill eiequenca,, xou are assuming 'that the skill.sequence (or cur-

ricuruM) i is evenly anti,.regularity progressincin.difficulty;
. OnlY 'Olen

,

curriculum segments are of.eqnal difficulty can' you concludethet'
' -..

0

100 .'-,.

..

a.

'.
4-'
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:. 1

in
... ,.Sitiuctionale .0rotectitres.....ireTesponnib,4; fp. y.. variati:0' iA 'progreat 41.4-4, 1... '4 .'')

.. ,

,i ,,':
....

° ' . .
I. .

, .h.4 ,than the dif areitial -.ditti:culty.4'of skills' Within the 'curriculum.
J,. 0 .. I ' ' , .. h!'... N'5. , i ._t .

. 0The issue ' .o f coui-se;, -is, whether measjire yield ordinal or . interval lata..1 - ..
.

,.
. .,..

.If .you develop keas..'uke.a.t;aEked On' Progr.estr..thrOi(gh the Curricuid,'' the. ;. .
1- : a . . i -...,

s . 4 *
A .. i st

equal interval - equal 4i f ficulty afriotuViok ptoba.b1 canikot 4 mod." .
1' , N . / -.. d ,. . * . 4i ) . . . . .

t . An,oth6r problem r
.

d developing measures is,,- *lot ;seems. ;t10- mo,
. . .

. '? .0..
. ,that teaching-cu&la4.uM Da s such kas Distar,.. defy *lye kinds tit measures

,,,;.; ir, are grofiosing.. Ycor.capriot
.,

6 ity make performatib.e... '"C1:11'4arrs d'hf';#c-h- .ritiett
you

... .,...
.

4, - . -. .
. . .,±

' . i' lf \ `
t .1.1 :. JP: 4.

i xe

ikventf.proficiency on silgie Vsko-. beCat.06. the ,behiiiiiors tatiliht within ..

..

..
1

0.,

4
.1) . ; - . or ,

...

. .,,,-. '4
..

, .
,,* tlifse ,t4pes of curriCurum ..packagfs changcivOom day! to day'. Gne op7tion.3 .r. roe!

. 4' -.'
i .. .

. ..
'is' toi getaway. Prom direct measurefient and g some soyt .-of indfteoc,

.... " 4; . 0 '0
. ,'/

. easure which can bg.:given, more r6gularly .than standitxdizgd.,,achielgethent-
E. ,.

*

.. .
,

.`: .. 4.*
4(.tes r That approach requircAthoosing an 'ecolpgictilly vaktd-,,---dxtiernal

_

'4 .
. measvre; such \as reading the newipaper. The advantage of: drn Oolhically., .'

. .
f

o* , 0IP val. i'd e xi e rna,1 measure Is that it can be used:to evaluwt: LAttige in.. - .).. ,
..,

1
. /°

. . ' ". .. 't 'A t* . . ot, .:t.),...*, 1
p;Curiipla4m. The only,way to eyaluate a curriculum change is with an,. ;,,-01.,.. . . ..- .

'It!. (10'..1,---* e
. . . . , ,.

,'.1... / external, measure., Yet, there are problems when'such external measures zind .... ;: . ,,. c ,,.;,,.,

qi.

a

, 0

-; a Ir.Verf- curriculum do not match well: Your newspaper...rnensure may pot

reveal growh, and you Ida not:::-really know.vbether yon.fire evaluating the

entird reading-:-program or the partic4lWreadfng c4q-igUlurn "because the !. .
: .

:',,two are confounded. Thus, there sie problev wit1:b4h .the direct.measures
-A

rand the indiyect or extvnal measures,:which you must, -address. within your.

- I .reilliarthi / hive a -,teel,ing. t*hat. We will, Rrobably have.to 'go to some tom-_

1 .
.

. , ...., . .. -
.

: ,. .,

.: . -

,:14 _ ..
.

.".
%

. b ... .binatioti -of both -direct and external measures to proVide the dita-base .,

'-for all 'the deCiaione.wef'must make.

hopOthat 6'a:external measuresAeveiopia in your *earth are.
f

Aico1bAicia1y-4a44. -Utitortunatily,_finding.ecologically, vaiid-measures
A .

1
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. "
isiotjj. The relatidifilshipetweep internal ahdjxterndl:measures

, . .
. :

.. -

is-,,important,-Nowever, becauae even though yeu.might findian effect

.
, ) .

,
using a.simple direct measure, it cc:had be the case.that nothing ecolo-

.

.

?-. ,

gically important has changed : thatno-effect has occurred on the external.*
.,

.

.

%cri,terion measure'. 0
. .

. .

4
Llt me give you some examples df these issues Ss they exist in:

.current research. ..In,.one study we werelookirig at,two dependent var-

/ , iables - an isolated:word measure n4 reading in contexr. Our 'In6rven-

s

44\"

e

501

5.5

tion procedureS:affected the i ated word measure - &dimple, daily oc.5

measure - but, the intervention had nti" effect.bn ihe accuracy or rate of

.57

tleadingln context, which is a more ecologically valid measure. In-another r

study, we 'set up conditions 'that-affected oral rate and accuracy of reading.
. /

But, the increases in rate and accurac id not affect reading comprehen-
.

. .

,

.

sion. In a th'4.d studyl, we faund that we.could increase knowledge of.
, .

word Mean'tngs, which is highly'correlated with reading comprehension,
.,,

but thia did hot afftct compkehension. Sucti research suggests that even

if you were to obtalm high gorrelatians in your.validity studies, these.
I.

could be mitsle011ing. You might identifi good predictor :variables

(o.g., isolated word-retognition), but changes i!performence on inch
. e.

measurea may:not produce changes on your criterion variablds.-
-

.
N-.

As yau develop yout measures it woug also be nice to'find thou. ,

t
that generate.data with charactiristieally, s eeop slopes, so that changós

are quickly evident. lively, for example,.shawed that growth on a4
. .

daze task typipilly chtiges so slowly that it takeS too,l6ng to-find., 5

out that eNhild is not making ibod progresa.

'
o

t,

04.

;

A
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.t -. . . ),.
.

. . .
-: *'I have:re final,set 9f .comments related to the social behavior

i
I

, . o 1 4'
. .

measures that..you intenh to develop. S.teve Xsher suggests that SOCiOn
.

''. )

. .mertic.data46+6 preaictive.of aduivsodial, suddess.,,For examOle,
. . .

'
, ..

.children with pbor peer nelationshiPs.show up more.!often on mental' - .s
. .

.

health rosters as adtAts, ran they'also ve more run-ins with the'

-a,

.5

, -
law.; - ?fut., *Nocicmetric i trumentsaeem..to have longitudinal predictive

., . '.
,

.., ..-
(- , v. -

vdlidlty. However, sOcio etric instruments are hard to 'use. Asher rec-

,

, ()mends that one not 'he docidmetric inatrubents more often than toti- .

. ,.
t ,

,:.

or-,,threestiMes a year sibse they may be reactive. Thus, sociomet#c
.../.4,

- :

..
.. . ,

measutetwit not meet 'the..elualiFic tion for simple rePeated measurement.. ,

:, .

. ..-t

that-you geek. As an alternative,.behavior analysts have tended to-take
,:, . .

.Kate measures on social interaction; these meaautes are.easy to obtain.

The problewis, however, Atat According to Asher., soCiometric data and

rate 'Ott:Interaction data 4 not correlate. turthettlore, there.ere'no
-.

'longitUdinak.studie. .s onrate-of-interaction data to .suggest thal they,
1: ..-

..

predict sabess in Oulttlife..:So, daya that we might-be fempted to ob-
.

.,
,.

tain regularly lot assessing program'effects on 'social' development p01
,

. :1 A.
'to he less than adequate PerhaOs the observational measures need'to 1..;,.

,

4. .
..

, be modified somewhat to look 'at the 'rates of particularndS of
.

. ) .:

..,

.

-,
0\4.interaction..

Ze
4 . 10

S.

'

11 a .1
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) Follow-up Comments to Reac.eanta
.

.

.
, SçanleyDeno

'.University of 1innes04.
1,

.
c

.-. )

( 1 am-gding to mAke
+4mly some liery brief comments. 'First'o all,'',

,&',,,,
.

.

! .the issue regiading who we will-work with and. whether "or not we will
t , . .

Sb

o

.'have anythiageo"say'about children with.ldarning disabilitids, rthink,,

will, rest on how 'We select.our samples, on how 'we select the/children with

,

..1
.,-..

whom, we will work. L suspeCtthat OUT prOb4lem in idefttifying4 sub-
S

. jects wi/l be no diffeiont from 1the problem of others AS they try to
. .- : . . .

''ddvelop their samples:for:doipg research work. We will tri to work'
1

particularly with cidadmn whoothers would identity'as a group Of
.

5T
-'

childteh with -learning disabilities.' Hawevdr, my basic as&uMption is.
.;

.

.

-: -fr

t.

A

that.learning disabilities is a heterogeneoms rather.than a homogeneous

concept. I.hope,that Our findings Will be applicable to' air individual&

we want to teach basic skills, so our research:wIll be wieful even
/ '5

ifit turns out that there is no such thing a& learningidisabilities;

Nevertheless, in our selection of research groups, I rink we-ought'

to try as carefullyk possilite to work with thOsta.*c ildren-ubom We,

currently refer to as-learning disabled.

Sb

. .... .

.
. .

I Appreciate Tom's comments about' the valida ion' Core, about working
. .' /16Z ,..,

with the teachers and die people who are the c isulars and the,users.
. . :

"' ..

I also-appreciate Phyllis's comMents because P yllis is;kindsof a knef;,---

Jerk teacher trainer or workerk-with-teacher p rson. Wel time worked

with teachers and I want to make sure that 'continually ao, so that
.

our work will be uieful and vali4. I have vest interest in Joe's

1

comments, an d would like to discuss many? oinis further. Some'of the'

problemsWith respeci.to covariation in. urbehaviors and' criisri
4,,

, .

104
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variables 'are of particular interest to us., We want to.fi not on1r.. , . i. .- .. .
high correlations, and good predic,tprs, but also, correspondinechanges. ,,..

:
in oAer important criterion variables.:

. :. 41 1 .
.. .,;,(..? :, ig- ..

..
.

, t
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Highlights of the Roundtable' Discussion
F011qwing Deno Presentation

-U.

r;

The Roundtable Discussion began with comments. On possible political
: ( .

,.' .flisues rIelated to incorporating,wteacher data collection procedure. 'The
1 I-....; .,

..
_prooedu, is one which often i,p considered-to be cumbersome. 'IL reiluires

tiMe'andi effort on title part of the t,eachar. .But, if.thaAaures do'leid.
.-* I 9

1 . :. ,. .
.

.O 'great'er improyements in ohildren'S performances, it is relevant to ask.

.
. 'pi

Wf;

,
-

ether eachaifecan afford:nOt to meaaure. 'The political rand. ications. ,

y be that such a procedure will ralqUite.smaller napil-tdacher_rat/os,

4.

1Nexample, whiCh may not ba realisticf:given the'cUrrent atata;of-affairs.

It.was suggested that the research should not te:1*luenced.by 'auciv"poi-

tical" ,coocerns,
.

The first'gtep is to identify, and demonstrate the effect-
p

iveness bf the, data cdllection procedures.

, .

leperal individuals expreisbd concern over the difficulty,of demon-,

_ .

strating transfer and generalization of.skills that are meapured and changed,'
A

It%a's suggested that the edcus on skilla doll not tome to grips, with the
p

petvasiveness of the'educational problams.

.may be .deyeloped within an individual, th
.

cOnsidereds,to be a functional liUman bein You cAap change almOst any)*

specific behavior and teach,almoat-Any'kind o c Artence ifieriiptottks

.

For',eXample,i,e46a. though skills.

individugYatill may,not be0

, ( .

a4loe of high powered talent on it. But, what comes next?
...

.

a.

It was'gsperaliy agreed that the peocedure.of selecting a target be-

havior and applying massive intervention strategies to teach that.target

behavior is 47fail-safe system. It doesn't" fail'because it is noi'allowed

to fail. However,' the researdh is concerned with contributing to the

devel(Tment f a fully functionAng indivAdual. Tfle kith step is to

4.

a% LI'
.

-

- "
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1
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'Identify inacesthat 'axe ecologically valid.' 6rriculam skills, ,3

. .;

- ' 'Ato107 .

4

'

were Qhosen,Eor study first because they relate ta. "N.tural impera- . ._

/

l
tivesf."-

.

. The research,will attempt iden tify bell'aviora tligth,` when changed;

reflect a releliant change in hum roWth and devel'opment. it was fnrther

duiggestea that an important aspect of..tkte.research should be :to lopk at .

.
.

. . 4 Zg . . . .
.

. ,t a
changes tha; occftr in other criteria, rather than just in the behaviors

.,tindr study. !

'

-- Dlscussion then turned to tnetanction of applied behavior nalysid
,,.k...-o

, .
.

.as a re'Sgarch toolversus applied INO"avior analysis as a. teacher s tool.
..

. .

1. Y' r

Behavior analysis appears to be a. powerful7research tool, fqr di4covering

instrUctional principles that ar4,a.kfe ctive. But,lis it a useful tool .

.-

1

..
. .

for the teacher? It appears to be cus4)ersome to Aise, in the.classroom.
r *::"

,
t ., . ,

Teachers want things like more personnei arid:inatructional.materials,

but kthty do not seem. to express any need for More deta'to make day-to-day:

decisions on how to change instruCtions. What evidence is there.t6-indi-

. /

cate.that we need to use'daily Measures in classrooms?

One type of.evidence mentioned, was from reseatch that contrasted -

teachers taking.data with teachers not taking data; The reaeakch Showed.
. . . .

... .

the aUgmented effect4roduced by data taking.
l
It was suggeSted that such

(4
,

,

.emidence is.not aufficient. A more appropIrlate procedureyed be to
i

compare the eifects foruteaphers cpllecting data versus,those getting
ft

something els, such as more instructional materials.

. Another suggistion.was that the law now requires educators to show
,

whether inst,ruotion,has been-effective for a child. There is an account;

ability,basia.for collecting data in the Classroom..,It was argued.tfiat

".

5' .

t

1.

01.
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1 ..
:

, .. ..1k: ,... ,.

such a fun004pn of monitoring adhley ent t'o document specess is. different
.0.

' 0 -
. ,

,

.from_monitpoitg achieyetent to d*esign nstruction.. The -feeling was'.then
. .i .

_ .

. ,... .4,4.."

A preased that.while the-law requires onay monitorirkto document aUtcess,
,-.

, 414.
te

reawarchers should take advantage ofthe'requirement to deteriine *ther
k W

O /
mbnitoring,can also1be used tcl design'instuction. Perhaps.-bY requiring

k 1.

data.collection,.we can prectude some.of the inatructional failiges,that
.-

. _ . .. .
.

are so dotmorOn schoqls: It might be hyliothesited that. teac
. . . ,

w

-
more effectfve if they are more precise in:thtiAtfaervation

% S 47(
the data they Collect; whether they,think they 'need more measurement'or

,

1

ts w1i be

.rnake and .

, not.
.

It was suggested that an,interesting qine of Aitlyestigation might be ,

. to look at the eAlict of data cbllection Eor teachers whci.,.on their Own,

. .

do not seem to,have good "internal thermometers" of wtat is going on in
.

. .

,

terms of a particular child'a progress. Also, it 'would be interesilng to
.

1

,

compare, a t some time in the future, the effectiveness of a Oltematic 'claba

collection procedure against an informalrevaluation procedure that is usect.

in a**ceessful instructianal program,:su4h as that used in the DISTAR

reading progkam. It is not clear that.systimatic data-qollection will
.

fare so.well when pitted against a powerful instructipnal progrim.

a sviy.i4luldhaye two'groups using' the'instructional
,

group using the formative d'ata-colliction in additton,to the :thstruCtiotail

program. It was noted.that the present,research.does.have coa study that

*resents a fiat step in that directton: ,given teachers presenting the

t'

.
same subject'matt r aa using the same interventibns,A not-measurement group, N

,

a measureiett'group, and eMeasuredent dectsion gx.Oup Win be compared.

111 ' .
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,. i

The point wag made that the Ins4tuee. isfocpsing,on.the 'methods'
( .

,
.

. & . . , --*. .

appropriate for children with learnins.4i9eakilitie,s, not on the inirestigation
. i

r .

i
' 0 ,.

,
I

. -
. .of Applied behaviiiral analysisYThe Orfenntioll'of the reseerch to success. .. .

.

Aldeducation wa4 cOmmend.e.d;
,

to degine whexher ameasuring

rn.

,11.-

noted.t,KAt the researchere are trying

-

Vit

I .1

to.

W

.useful in.:_termq of the.wdy chikOrems

1 1 .4,4.- I

4

'.4

'to.
yr ....ft

i
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Highlights of the Open DiscgsSiód*
following Deno Presentation ..

.

r

A.

.4iscussion.began with Aomments on the importance of coaducting.'
'

research:before aetempting social validation of..,thetechnology: It
-' J

was noted that oftentimes technology precedes cpnsumer demand. For.

example, miniaturized trdnsistor circuits weid available-long before
. .

.alece was a big demand for desk,calculators.. .The..pro'posed.,research
.0

is,asigned to. determine whether an:available technology works.for a%
.

givenpoptilation.- Social validation requires:that we'have,some answers..

.

.
.N

.

.
. . -

While soie aspects of behavioral..principles have been.välidatea, the use
. . 4.

. . .

of thisimeasurement technology for increasing teacher decision making
.

.

.
.. ,. . .

I , A

has not bfen validated. The first charge should be to erperimentAly
v04,

validate.that function, beiore an attempt is,made to sOCially valigiate
'

r

it. Concern was. expressed that teachers should still be inliolve4p1
,

the experimentlil validation prdcess.

.The questiacCwas; posed of who will determine-OW target be-
. '

haviors to work on. Is sucqessful learning merelY tHatever thesteac er,

* identifies? For example,.msny teachers work'on 1)7,1 blends rdn though
' . - '

. 4

the child never misses them when reading in context. There is the po-

teptial problem of measUring success. in an onrloing program when that

_ -
program is dompletelyjnappropriate given the Complexity of..the_Oung.7

ster's learning' problem.

A'
It was /treed that too often the' tendency has been to be curriculum

. , .,
,

, ..,

,bound with'assesement procedures. The goal of the present retearch, 2
,

. .
.

.

Ihowever, is to develop.ways of taking regular data that will be curriculum
,i ,

free and independent of the specific skills being taught.

I.
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v 0 . r
:Although it was suggeAted that issues related to teaching. a

.
'rrelevant,.

a

... -' .' . ,,r ''. .
..

,

,
.-beKaviqs or simpf belpavio

.
rq rather than gomplex behiviors are relevant:

,T
.1 4' ...SI . e

/ tlost Only'ro the behaviOraLlapprpach; tfthers suggested that the problem
,

.

e 1.

sbs

of measuripg simple versus complex skills.is particularly rmOort t.

*.-

'Teaching'-etral readil which 'can be easily' measured, does not .improve

.,

comptehension. Thus, reading comprehenspn must be measured,- to,gee
.

. 4 .-

whe the r changes are occurring. But,' it.i4.difficulttO measure'a
,

readtng comprehensaon in less than half an'hour; doing sUch
. 4,

every day 'involves time away from reading lessdns and other

aativities. When you want to teach complicdted things and you also ;dant

a meogurement

instructiOnal

to measure complicated things, you-have a trade off between'testing.time
4

ahd teaching time. The question then becomes: how,much teaching:time,.

.4.re you willing to pay for measurement time? The question of' measuing,
.

..
.

aind chanki*,behaviors on simple dependent variabXes versus complex
.

.,.
)

dependent varia4okimmediately l ets into the'probfem of time: The
.-,

measurement stsrem is.pot'necesprily justiTted'on the.basis of ies
....4.\

..

. ,b . .
__

,0 ,-, .

demonstratibn wi.th tiiiiiple independent' variables. The approach of

present'researth, to looklat new time frames for measUrement, new

&systems for measurement, a more open system about how to meaSure and when,

is very Important in-'the,light of the time problems that-do exist.

the
4

sampling

In relation to this point, others

do not hnvewquick ways to inealisive tore

noted that alihough we cUrrently

complex-akills, tht poggibility S.

4.

p.

IS

I.

4.

I

<

...

. of finding such measures.ddia gx4p. It was noted,thatithe research projec.04 .4. -

. ..

,

lk, i :
.

104

.

seems to have two major,thrugts - first, to-see whOher the measurement . %
, . .

?.

apprOach Wrks
. :

the area. Of learning disabilWell.

and second, to see whether. .the approach can be applied:

"'

. Another individual noted that the proposed measurement system

11.,7

119

41
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precise in the sense that an observer records the frequency of..a.pre-
q.

cisely defined.behavior. The Measuret6ent alsaioccurs at the:time-

the behavior oacurs. The problem with the mare global judgments typi-

cally.mede by teachers,is that-they are made after the behaviors
I

11.

haveocaurred, and there aredistortions of judgment.as. afunCtianV--
,..

, memory: In order to Compare teacher judgments with more precise

measurements, to find out whether the precision is' necesPpry, the

reSeatch phould equate for.the time at which the judgment is made.

Another 440er. of the audience suggestdd that thelocus on teachers

_recordin.data\imay be too narrow. The teacher.does not have to be the

only persok recording behavior. Children also can record behaviors,/

-The concern with teacher time for measurement pay.simply, reflect the

-fact' that we are not yet being creative enough.in identifying the many.
.. ,

different possibilities that exist for recording data.

The importance of methodological concerns-Was proposed. It was

suggested that c ontrol condition4 ahd.control groups should be handled

separately. In looking at control conditions, the researchCkload.look.
-

at what happeng with the use of the measurement system versus what

happens"otherwise: Also the research should look at.the amount of'

.time asteacher'devotes'to interVention. Thus, if a teacher in a-

control group, not using the Oystemihas to spend an equalamount of .

time taking notep; for example, then.th46 are control conditions in ,

the control group.',. The research might Also benefit -fromemploying a

.within-telicher design for.controi.. This would involve having the

teache introduce-the- measurement system following a period in whieh

the syitem,was not used. This would also provide a form-of:social
S.

11,

ir*

yt
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.validatiOn,_ihich the teachea touldsay whe6er.the adn'W diAdn,
.

the system c.ids helPful..and' wkeher they'wodld &ontinue tq use it.if;

.

the choice was left to_thet:

Another membir f the audienceagreed with.the point ehat it

might be possible that the significant effects'of aailY measurement

aieTelated to the fact that the measurement syStem gets the teacher

to attend constantly to the.program.. There 4re Orobably many now-.

specifis things.that can be done to focus the teacher's attention on
. .

F ,

ate students. However, daily Measures do halie the advantage of being

I S1

microscopic and thuS perhaps not,,so subject to halo effects and memory

probleMs: .tet, to get the teacher involved j.n a, way that Constptly

points the teaC4er to thetask may be quite a different sort of effect

that has nothing to.do with the problem of daily measures.

4
It was then-noted that perhaps.the best single vati4ble by which

the teacher's behayiorioshould ice controlled is'sttident performance.
4

While Other methods may increase ehe.teacher's attention; it seems
.

Seasonable to try to develop a measurement syStem that gets the teacher's.,

inatructional beh"avior under the controi of the student's behavior,

so that as the student is improving or-nôt improving, the teacher will ,

make changes.

The discussion concluded with comments.on the relation between

teaching.and assessment.- It was noted that the research' project viewt
5

teachihjasawassèssment'technology,aswellasan instructional teCh
0

#
%0

nology.. It is important- to' feed data obtained through instruction

into the decision-making proCess). 'Teachers probably are the people

who ought'to mike those assessments for the most part, and feed in-

formition from those assessments back into theeecision -making system.

mr.

-
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SummarY and Commentary

_

nzernatiOnal. Readtrig.AssoCiation
, .

.

. ,

diOalssio s, and rA4Ctionsl.Wthis confOrence have
. .

- . /

41.4.11

k.

.revifwe4 a greae.deal of literatpre o*aSsesament of--:--chlidren withI

. .

learning:dkabilities.- A basic purpoSe'of this conference has been.
-

--state th4'impoltant problems in the ficeldthat require rtesearchand pro-

poseinvestigatTons of these. probldmareas.

.4

t o

My commentary'is centered around. two questiOns: (l) Ar4 the probj,ems

, .

that have been stated well-formedl and (2) will ihe solutions to these
. .

.pioblems benefit-the education:of children with learninjbdisabilities?

It is inleresritig that these.twO questions have received more and more.,

attention lately'in the researCh establisHkent. Gaining consensus in ale-
).

reSearch community abOut what the important problems are has.been-more com-.
.44c.

mon in the National Institute of Education.in the last.few years: 'Vor ekam-
.0

ple,-ten task forces were,formed.to devdrop the.important researeh isetes
1/-\ t

.n.reading, the outcome of which has.been the Center for the Study .of Reading

.t
..at the Univeralty-Of Illinois that is focusing .on comprehension of children.

-

'At the intermediate grade level.. The second question, abou educational

'benefit', has receii/ed mine attention as federally funded.research has. be-
,

.come increasing4y mission oriented:. Regardless of whether thie orientation

that seem to- proffidge.immediate.is,heilthy; it raises the stakes for atudiei

improvements in education.
' 1

Framework for Assessment

I have pitted together a someWhat Shaky organizational framework-to

the relationships,betaaen the twq

and the reactinna of the critic!.

help me understand

within the papers,'

I.

,44

115

9,94

main papers, sections. ,

It, happens that this
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0

..4ramework also po o miissing 4ata that.
4
,.are cvrUdial from at least

t

, . .
!

. .

v
*

. 4 - . 'one v.iewpoint,.thoug y:are'sUperffuous from at least one other
. ;.

.
,

.., .

. A
',vtewpoint.".

0
dV V

.
.

0e:framework cotisists of lourCOMponents of the process of aitemI4.-..
...

-,
...

ng to-improve'education'forlearing'disatiledikhildren.. These ComponentS)

)re:7 %I) referral; (2) assessment; (3) .diagnoSii; and (4). .teac4ng, .
,

"Referfal pertains to the event in which sote 'person, uually...an adult
.

Suchl'AS a teacher, Tarept, ot principa4-suggests that a certaid child..

in'a claiseoom'or schOol needs help. ,Need4.ng help xsuallY refers to a"

failAtto ldarn. &basic skill in a'manner that;makes the Child

unmanageab e by the teactier or the chtld's Sehivior that disrupts learning
.. 4

for the h1ldren.9'Assessment refers tO the-administration of. tests that'

are idtended to deteOmine the child:s achievement, iptitude,' or skial

And attention behaviors in comparison to ottier children,or tO the deminds.,,,
. -

of the curriculum In Which'the hild has-been learning or.tO the requirennts

of the social.cohtext in,which education is taking plaCe. :biagnosis refers
1,

to statements.aboAt the'044 thaedelineate the protaem or tO a classifit7
.

. . . .... ,

cation of-the child. into a Categorylmeted on alfemiliar otistering.yd,
. N

. .

scores on the assessment test*. Andi teaching refers to different educe-
It. ,

,tional activities, management systems, or interventions by sped-an:cad
. .

-personnel, such as tutore'or counselors 'that are intended to solve the

-problem asAescribed in the diagnosis'. not hard to see that.deciftioti

. 'making may occur within each compohent or 10 the linkage points between
. 4

the compbnents.

Validity of Component*

'To determine the adequacy;of 4 component, or the deciOton-making

4, . .

rOCOSSOIS enterinirinto-t40:_cP0Ponentowe neid a criteri or each one. /- -
4

6,

.
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- /
..Essentially, we need to know how to

able criterinnpehat ca4n be used in the validation of thes
c

.,-thit each .stage..-As valid if it leads to valid4eci4ons inathe next

.1

117

validate each Component. .0ne reason:-
..

omponents is .

Foil example,

imptovt Che

0 .

dar.d. In tu

informaxion

is valid if

stage.

a diagnosis'is*valid if it lea'as to a teaching program that
9 .

child's achievementin basic skills by some appropriat&
J,

rn ,an assessdent procedure ismalid if it provii,des sufficient

to enable a reliable diagnosis: to be madel, In turn, a.refetral

it leads to dew assessmontformation that is important for

.

the chil,d's education or the confirmation of a suspicion . regarding,.a

'ciTild's learning problem.
,

.It%can easily:be seen tbat this syste ! hinges on the.validation of
. %

tedaiing. The depepdent variable for decision-mpkink research is the

. 1V
.

.

Nalidity of teaching. -For our purposes, teaching may be considered valid
a e

,

wh'enve child learns rapidly'andbehaves.appropriately according to some
*.

. .

't
agreed upon sta styiit.the.educational prograttin which the child is.

located. Wit n this system valid teaching ass4meit, at.least at some

gross level, am. aptitude ftleatmept interaction. Thas, there must be

A treatment cra teaching.system thati.s.effective for-a 4efinedSubr
. .

population-1/1., but less effective-for a,"population #2. .At die same-4

time, a different treatment or teaching system is effective for subpapula-
r-

-

tion 1/2, but aess effective for subpopulatiorlis, is not:, the ,oase

and teachinucannot be yalidatepilin this sense, then tgeyalidity:of the.
.

.
., .., .

other components of the decision chain cannot be determined'.
,

The authors of major papgrs and the,discussants in this conference
-s

have taen dikerent positions about the relatiofirehips'among'Ihese-

, ,,

components." For.example,XeOgh states that the real incl. uqdet censiderition
40 - - ''

in thisprograil ot`research-idecisiOn making Otthipii.eonextYotedoa:

`)

.P

.0

cationapkvogrammingjIn other fiords, to uee the language of the fresuritork,
4 (

/
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,eft

she isemphasizing the validit of thecomponentsand the processes that
A l

enter tinto thet. ,Specifically, she eMphasi;es-the liAlcage between asseis-.-

et

ment datii and educational decisiona'about'LD childreq[
.n

V
Keogh also shareeber belief that the 'assessment Xhd'identification

.%

of.learning disabled childreq is an important goal, deserving of long-term.
and systemarit investigatioh. Do we know that thiS ia true? How do we

, -know it is.not &waste of.Money to assess and identify these children?

4
How-to we kno4.they do not per:form more effectiVely in r$gulai.classrooms?

;;.,

,sxa s

Do.ve hStre ev1dence"the4)interventions are effective?
. .

I.

.c.

Not long ago, 1 was idformally observing a fifth-loadla.classroom

, .,and studying three or four.of.the childfen yho did not seem to read well

=senough to keep up 4ith their ]essons. The teacher, Mrs.-D., Ointed out

one 'childdito me who she thought was tiright and cobscientiouS but waseone
lb 4;OC,the lowest readers in.the4class. Partly.by.way of description, and.

partly as a request for.advice, she said, "Udoei send him to Mr. XIthe
-

reading specialist for, the-school] beceusesT think he learns more in my,
,

classroom." What is a scisistificallybaied refly to this; teacher, I asked
. 4

myself ag the blood drained out a My facia In a moment this teachfor has,
.0 .

.
.

.. .

.

.-

iettisoned the referral-asseseMinidiagnosie-Arestment procies tor children
. -,...

.
.

. .with
,

learning disabilities becauie ohs didn't see any,validity, toll!:
.,. t...

1 .., . L *
teachinircomponentv,AIntp We can tell her the probability that thisa-,,,-

, , .

child's reading wilX be:Imprgved 1;), an'iriti*ention, and:tell her the
f .

. t7. A.

amount of:6hat-iiptOement,,thero is'little rationale. fpr the'Practice
. ,

. .

.

.4.: .,
(or.the ifiVestigation ) tother'eftingftents in the d4ision-making process?.

,
. $,' i . .) '.

WI:till substantieLtespect 'fox hor juclOment and little scieitific evidenee,

10"'

A

thilpontrary, I told Mrs.'U., "Youlie.probably right--b: dose lam

,..lisore yOur claserrm."

VP:1.4
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In the first a-.L f riasehrch discussed by YsieldYie, the/adequacy
.

. . ,'", .

,

of norm=referehed-data for prediction.of success in a highly sySekmatic',

Anstriictiponal program is being investigated. Followit'lg this, study a .. ,

/
Weiiiited combination of certain ,tests. Will belitentitied :that can,predict

those who learri a great deal from those /11c, :learn, very little from this

. .

..''
. .

.

,.

teaching program. _What can be dime with Oat formula after it has been.
.

.

I

devised? One seductive implication that We:should 'avoid is that children
*. -\

with a profile liimilar to that of successful\ learners.in that teaching

peogram'should be placed.w1 ithin it. It may be that the same profile pre7.

dicts Successful learning in other programs as well.
.

A control stOy is.
.

needed in which the same test data are available for children who learn

a great. deal ortlearn very little in a less laystematic,teaching method..
6

However, if ihere were differences between 6te formula for t4e.control,

group' in'flexible teaching.and the formula for the experimental group in

highly syStematic teaehing, the useful result.Will have been turned(up.

Teaching will have been validated in one sense,. Ana a rate aptitude-treat-* t

'ment'interadtion will have been disdovered.,

7°,
-Reliability of OoMpohents ,

4

If a decision-making chain,.such'as the:one I have outlined here,

is to function effectively, each of the components must be reliable.
t

By, re ability, L or-referring to consistency in performing its function

tn the-decision-making chain. How reliable.ls the teaching component?

1
In other words, do-wiiknow l4ow -consistently an.educational Program of-

.

a certain .description, say the Distir system taught by an experienced
,

teacher, will meet some.agreed upon standAd for'effectivenesa, such as
, ,

, one year of gain on a standardlied :comprihensiln test in ten months of

teaching for's given population of children? Ttis reliabi lity could be

-4

I.

It

ka

4



4
S.\ I e:

4.

. A

125 4

Stated in the form of the probability that,any child from Age seven

to fifteen with normal performance on an intelligence testsueh les the

WISC and two,e4 more years', deficiencrin,% standardized teading test .

perfoto

this effect, nd\although

rtance will Make such a
.

gain.. To mr_knowledge, there are, few dat a

.

collecting chdata has hazL.ds, they would
.

,.
. alp

- proSide crucial informationoto'the study of the decision-making prOcesi.

% It has probably occurred to you dhat teaching LD children cannot

be validated withouttbeing able to locate LD children in some ,z)hsisten't

way. Reliibility of decisions ip the diagnostic component seems parti-

cularly impOrtant;'afil stbdies of it have been proposed by Yseeldyke
. i) .

.
and .Lovitt.during..thisoconference: In Reseaxch.Area 3, one study is.

,,.
.

.

, * .
proposed.by Ysseld:ykesto examine the'differential diagnosis of Lb and..

1
,

,

-non-LD children'. ThaVis,..60 professionals wilbiTasked to sort'120
4:-. A)I .1% ( .. t . ,

.*,
. . .

.
eases of individual children into thpse who are LD and tho!le' whwe.not

. .

,. ,

.,.
Lb basea on 22'pieces'of teseinformation: The perCentage of'casits.4on,. .

.
. .

.

1!1.,;61i eC *,

A.

y"

more.than'90 percent f the clfnicians agree (abbut tfiii

binary decisiOn Of LD vs: non-Lb) will givi,some elsridence about retia- -
,

bility of diagnosis into these-broad Categories.

It seem to me that/reliability ofidiagnosis is a'gentral

1, fsince most educational placement decisivstare baded an it. Lp c ildren

often feceiVe tutoring, ml.lk and cor?kies, and direct, daily meisur ent;,

whereas, non-LO children seldom receive any of these., The esseniials

questions on,this problem are: (1) Do klinicianecagree with each othe

an the classific4t1on of childten into' LD ancinon-Lb.caregories? Designs
a.

.

'such as those'presented at tkis conference mayework to answer this

question. ',.(2) Are tiiis of professionals reliable; that 4, Clo they agree

1
A.
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11.

witt other MEIMEI on the. clasaificati:on Of children? (3) Are clinicians

.9",.! .4*

" V

'

.

121.

., .
.or teams of'clinicians consistent.over time? That is, do they give the

... ,
., .

.. .

me diagnosis on the seine or highly-similar cases on two'different
,..

,

f occasiona? I might add.thai I would.predigt that the'reliabilitY of
.

, . .

diagnosis will be inversely proportional'to its useeulness for teaching..

-

That is, reliability of LD an4 noriLD judgmenes may be reasonably high, .

but thelr value for teachin? l imited. To know that a thild has "a

reading problem" do
;

es not provide a tutor a large.step forward, and the'

inforpation could neariy always.be provided by the referral source7-the
-

.

. . ., -..,

teacher or parent--in any event; On the other hand, Information that the
. .

"
. A. .

child,needs.to be taught how to divide words. intossy.114111es.for decoding,
. .

.

to expand hls'or her knowiedge of word meanings, particularly in.the area-

. ..j
t

k ,

0

O
. 4 e... ...

.

of abstract nouns and verbs, and tb expand.his or .her perception- of the
. , .

cHematic'structuee of stories by aiding' the detection of resolution tog

. his or)her present abilities in detecting beginnfngs and climaxes may'
.

r,be useful to.a teacher.-.Hoe0t, agreement among' clinicians that these
1

i(or some other) are the appropilAte teaching goals is not likelyto be

e'OC!gh at this point in the development of the field.

e oihet invesligations presented bY Ysseldykt pertain to the
..

lactors.that esnesr.ihta decisiofiS in the 9ther components in, the 'deci-

OA

.
- sitniLmaking.frameverk haVe sketched.'For example, ResearCh.Area 4

''" entails,sAnding queationnaires to-decision makers, including principalaL
..

...

special edugan.ou administrators, and child seryiceflemonstration Centers. ..

,

The respondpnts.will be asked 0 indicate whicil 'of thecomponenirs are
A

0

included ift.their decision-making Programs, tha.particular operatibns

used, and 'the' personnel involved. Research Area 5 inyolyea studying

6

A

5.

4
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. placement team decisions through direAnobservation and iape reco rding.

The second .research area, involving interface with the domputej, will

*study the effect of certain variables,.such as sex, economic statde,

physictl attractiveness, and academic vs. spcial,difficulties on diag-,
**

"nostid decisions.. These seudieis inyolve examining the.variables that,

illluence a diagnosis. It seems,to me thtt a Tlitti could be made fqiik,
. .

deferring these studies untilitsucfi time A the diagnosis can be van-
/

dated. sOn1y-after we'knaw,whether_these'educational decisions make

a difference for ttie teachinsii of tD children arid whi h of these educa-.

.
.

tional decisions make a differencedo the decisions th

inciary.

of .how it

If a decision is pointless and ineffective, diet

. -

is made-is equally pointiesi.And,ineffectiye.

,Behavior Analyis-Approachjio Assessient

%1*`"L.,211".
s The major compoTts,of the:decision-making process, consistAng

of referral, assessment, diagnosis, and teaching, are viewed very

4

es merit

the .study.

.
tliffèrently by the behavior analysis group, incLiding Deno, Mirkin,

and Shinn, Lovitt, Ankins

0

14

r- r

educational

," and others, than they are by the psycho&

studies group of Ysseldyke,'Thuriow, Keogh, Salvia,, And.

,
r others. The behavior analysis school claims that the decision-making
, ,

that I outlined before, of referral from the teacher, tisstsament

, v- ,

sb#00oideiners, di 0240.0 by/professismal's, and, teiching-by a dif4rent
,

specialist is'inopeative. This decisioa-making program' is dismantIld
r

, . t *
.. f

I.

by Deno's rendWon of Lovitt's view that the teicher 'Mist contin'uouslY

,
evaluate different techniques while ere used to solve indlviduar

1 46.,.
o 'W

)45

'problems and no singl instructions echnique will ever.be ppro-

priate for, ngsolvi all the problem
.

e.4"A by childrin who save

o
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aca47ically.. Te*cging is-primarily a

a thatter of continuous,

of leseofts to

of children.
V.

4,1

matter pf trial

and sometimes drastic, adjustme

.

cope with changes4 the learning of the child or a group

123'

Therefore; the behavior analysis group proposes tp develop

formative evaluation systems.whiCh will detect errors'in the fnsp-uctional

problems quickly. in other words, in the terms I have been using,'be-
.

.cause the teaching component cannot be validated, the-rest of ihe system

does not need to 1)e examined.

*7

\The behavio analysis people, on the other hand., afso make decisions

about teaching'LD children, and their'decisions appear to be like those
IA.' "e,' .,

everyone else. The decisions include: (1) Referral--vihich consists
. -.. . .

.

of the decision to conduct a decision-making routine. This decisionis
, .

4

Often made by A teacher based.op his or her min judgment, or based on

Lovitt's judgment about daily measurement. (2) Next, the',teacher assesses.

7'
the chtleby gitring a measuremeftt of behavior, for exaMple, a list of

20 words that,the teacher would °like the child to be able tl read orally.

r,
(3),The teacher will diaghose ihe child, which LO to say, Oecide Whether

the

set

child has learned or not learned the list accorang to some previbusly
/

standard, such as one word per second correct nd V10 of a word ih-
,

.

correct per second. -(4) The instrwtor engages the pachAng component..

,. S.
.

The instructor decides that if the chbld has not learned List A, then

List*A will be taught. 'ContrariWise, 4f a thild haa learned List Apb

% .

the educational program will proceed to List B. These deaisions, rather
I .

.

common in behavior analysis, include referral, aasessment, diagnosis,

land teaghipg in their,owt way. There are decisibna/within each component

andbetwedn each compbnent, and many optiOhs' may be:found. The proceisee
a

. I I

SO "

f

.4

I.
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4.11,are occurring at the level of a iesson in-the behavior anafysis scheme,

though they are occurring at the level of the .syndrome fOr the psycho-

educational .grOup.

Validity and Reliability

i-
,

How are the issues'of validity and Tgli4birity for the deciSion-niakitik
/16

-

components addressed by behavior analYsis? The 'validation of teaching is

always the most diffigult problem to confront, and despieeits.eIbsiveness,
*-

I'll attempt to ii.eat it briefly.( Thetcri4erion, miiAltigped preVIOQ.y,

was whether an educational intervention could be shoWn to be uniquely

useful for one subpopulation of children.. A more appropriate criterion

for the validation of'teiching'fOr behamior analysis regards decisions-

made atout what to teach and whell to-t adh it. Far eicample, if a Child

performs-below standard on Word. Lis .normally Word Jaffe. A is taught

. until it is learnad to mastery (in SOMR sense of the word).. If a child

has,not learned Woid List A, the teacher seldom goes to p.st B for:instruc-
.

-

tion or to Story X which contains many.words Irom Word List A. What- is

1

'

needed-in the behavioral apalysiO*0400k la an .examination of the

validity of.this teaching decision.* If the long-term goal is for chil-

dren to learn Word Lists*A, B, C, and D, and to 'read Stories X, Y, and

what is the most'appropriate teachingstrategy? It may be to learn

c, List A toriterion then to read.Story.X (Which co4tains Words pm List
/ 7A), readlist B to crilerion, read Stori Y, List C and DOOld read Story

Z. But thereitre other optionssuch as not learning Word Dots but only.

Stories X, Y, and Z, plus Stories A, B and C, which also include.the'same

words, or'learning.A, B,'C, Dr..Mordliists and Stories X, Y, and Z to a .

low oriterion, and then learning them all #gain to a high criteiiou of

' .

4

.

I.



.4 The queStion about validity, of-4aghosis essentially amounts to

4 r

proficiency. The history"5f,education is resplendeqt wtth. eloquent

125
.

Armchair debate about;t4rse options. But behavioral analysis Can develop ',..,. t_.)m

"data regarding.them, as their adxecates are well aware..

the.issue of how much learning,(of Word List A or Story X) is needed to

judgea child as proficientt There is substantial...evidence that mastery

learning dOes not apply to acquisition of word recognition. Children.
. .

41-

learn orpographic 'rules, structure of words, pronunciation of Kknown

words, and other ward recognition skills cohtinudusly from first to

twelfth grade. Mastery of one word during one lesson at one age does not

occur by any reLisonably stringebt'criterion. latf:ough the child,may pro-

tnounce a word correctly wiEllin a given lesson, hid or her speed of pro-
.

tiunciaiion will increase over.the year, his or her knowledge about the

. varipd meanings in varied contexts will increaae; and his or her ability

:6: linguistically predict its preience ir a,clause will improve with gen-.

eral languagesSkills.. Both 'substantial.data and simple reflection allow

that we have.all increased Our knowle'dge of meanings Of words, such'as

war and peace, or our reading of simple documents, 13uch' as-the ye4loig-

paps.. And so we are required to evaluate the conceRt of mastery and

sequence within the compo5tent of diagnosis for applied behavior analysis

..programs.

The validity of the assessment conintreN in behavior ahalysis pro-
,

grams leadsto the-question that Deno posed as centrall what hoUld be
. .

,

meaaured to deterMine whether Neaching program is effective? Deno and

his associates indicate that measures they have used or prwose to use'.

,

'Consis't ofi4iigtc frequencY words ip isolation or Oral reeding of wordis it !

..
. . . - 4

'" context. I confess to say that it was i relief to find out that reading'

4 ,

#
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0'.

wOrds, which is-a pajor problem for these children; wodld be assessed

giving children words 'to read.

The question.r ai raising is w

an dpproprfate measure in the edu

It is elegantly simple to,ask a ch

r the task of oral, reading is

and time his performance. The record

contingencies,
.4. 7

,

-leaihing disabled children.

, . ,
4

.

o read aloud, count.his errors,

i sensitive to reinforcement

Oral reading peems to be a valid dependent variable.

Since:the child is reading aloud, it appears that.the,bebavibr is u9ler`

airect observation. But is it?' Prftumably, the fundamental purpose for

reading is not to make sounds but to derive meaning fvom print.
I

series of studies, Lovitt and Eaton founii that reading comprehension was
f.;

utterly unrelated to dramatic changes in oral reading rete.and accuracy

that were wrought by clever reinforCeinent contingencies. The validW of

the proPosed assessment devi needs to be examined. I very much like,

the concept of valdatit corpsthat Lavin proposed. 'The top of his

6
'.1ist for issues to be yalidated by .the research community is the tipor-

.
,

m. .

.
.

0 : .

t
t

ahce of the response. This relates 4ewhettrer 'the behvaior being modified

%
.is significant: In,the caseNof word recognition, the importance is. mod- .,

erste. Reading cannot occur-without this skill, and yet thii siill is by.

.no means sufficient for a student to understand's social studids,.iext

or to enjoy a bubble gum wrapPer.

-Reliability

The issue of-reliability ofOomponento of referral, assessmnt,

diagnosis, and teaching- inthe behvaior analysie-approath will not be'

disicussOd now, partly for lack of time and plirtlybicause behavior.

analysts are sensitive to this issue .

\ 4
N

ID

* .
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.In ;losing,,I would like to refer to an observa4ion by William

e'(MtDermOtt,i967). He said,

Our knowledge grows in spots. The spots may be%arge or'
naLl, 1),1t PtheAnowledge ne'ver grows-alliover; some old

knOwledge always remains what .it was.....Our-minds thus grow
'in spots; and like'grease vots the,spots spread. . . .The nov,-

elty wakS in; it stains the ancient mass. (p. 418,-419)
.

jis 1seivit,,the research, uoposed at this conference will provide
-:- 1 . ...

.

spot of new.knowledge in the fiel4 of.leatning disabilities, and my
!.

v
.. e.

hope4ia Yha. t it may visibly Stain .0,0 mbre favorable.color the ancient'
. .,

mass of.literature in thisliel0.

4

ft

vev

4
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Summary and'CommentarS,
'41

-4

C.

John Salvia
The Pennsylvania State University

I haveT MO major points that I would like to make. One is on the,

compatibility f the two tgaMs'. work,- and the second is on the general

practicality of the'Institute.. Then, I will present a,series of 'picki,
4

p.

comments, and finally, some mdre fug4aMental oncerns.
I r.41111, 4

I think that this is ohe instituttthat is divided int6 two teams And,
,

to some- extent, the two teams' work shotild be integrate'd, And Compatible..

Jim 'mentioned four major,areasiof assesment:

pr ogramTlanning, and

divided the ptirposes-
.

program"ealuation..

of assessment-between
.

,is fairly reasonable. Deng 's team is

.screercing, classifiation,'

1-

thlnlythat the two teams have

hem. I think the division

concentrating on,

.effectiveness of the applied behaVior analysis-approach

in their'words, i'the

to assessment in

programing for children with learning disablibies. I would call that,
: .

program:planning and program'evaIation. ,Isseldyke's '..i.e/iM /s colleen-
.

..
..rating on tfia problems of classkfication: Thid-seems to me a very reason

.able.division of labor.. But,..as I triedto put ehe two togetherlinto_

an overall framework, I'founkth;t the teama.ignored the work of each other'

"in many areas, and'I think in one ipot., at least,'the work is contradictory.
4

to run through those. I think the Solution, by the way, is fafrly'
, . s-.

The.twO teams need to:sit down and talk a ett:

kith ,teams'are,interested in the. utility 9f the'data collected fOr.
.

. 'placement and classifiCation. Deno's steam deVptes.constderable.attention-
.. AP-;.

.y

'to tbin issue. For example,.they'addrvis We issue Of peraon-centeted versus,-.
' ., .

, .
:

& i

l e .

situation-centered approacheS.to atisSsfet. Yeseldyke's team is so intet7.
, .. ,
i.: , - 0 z , . .

estedfin.AsSesament apd classiiication that their fifth 'research area is

..

6
-) 11.

1

6
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)"Eculogidkilesearch on.Team D eciqion Makpg. Although siic studiee.

.

are listed by Ydsildxke's team, the cancerhs of Deno's team are ignored. In the
. .

computer`simulatton research of.Ysseldyke's team; thmy cnuld-but do not,

incorporaWopAttna forperson-cent(fred data vers situation-ceatered &tea..404/

,- .
In perspect6e 12, Dtno's Eeankcoasiders personal and social problems as they

(1;.re relatIto the' identifi.ca Dn. disabied.Ye-t, I
04 45 @ .

do nut find any mention of-person -.social vailables in Ysseldyke's retro
. u

AgspectiVe studies IA Research Area One pr theit.simUlation. studies in Re--

search Area Two, The comparison of AD chiidrenyith Children who ate not

labeled.LD but are failing ingschool (USeldyke's Research Area Three)

uses the Piers-pa;x,is Self Concept Scale and,the Peterson-Quay, bilt 'no4.4

.. direct observations. tt.n all fairness, it should be medtioned that ehe
" ,

r

o I .
,..

.

'1'.- -questiondaite studies. in Research Area Four.do ask about personal-iocial
C 4

0
., 'Variables. I will not talk abaut ResearCh Area Six now, other than to in-

'0

V,.. a

"4.%4'' .

', -dlhough observations ofpersonal and 841.41 behavior Could ,

icate thaElt
. , ,

.

,

).
1

.

,
.. --...play aa integral par. t', maybe terucial role, in bias fallowing

j

assessment;,

O.,
*,

;this aspect is ignored, Similarly, Dena's team has not #ntioned some of.

the important issues raised by YOseldyke'S-teani. for examPle, Ysseldye-
.

_.. p,.. . . ,

ife evoted,.considet ti#ble attention to the noon of bias,in assessment. Yet,' .
e .- .

40
,1 ?ind the. issue-addressed by Deno's team only in connection with situation-. . . .

.
.

k

`....... . er.
. .

centered assessment, and there .I think it.was dismissed fairly casually.

Abo*the bnlylinenti
.

Und was in tbe atatemetit
, ,

13.

'_-'
41 1cturinglian ihierview with the teacher wl has,referriad4".'"

, stu4ent, the ratiluict person 4eets some iip okrating with,

respece,to"the-tiacher's identificatiatiof this_particular
-.child aa'aproblem; an,Opportunit$?. exists tcpaddregis the teacher's, .

.biased eicpeqations ab well ali or.lustiad.W,the student's be-
havior. .

J

4 :
..

. -, ( Itra
... A

0 4. ,..
7 4,

,
t.'".

.- In addition-to the latrature on biased standlrdizeetests.an0 biased,ratings,
1 ,:, .

. s. , ; ",-q., \
..

,

v
,,

*
, t ',-

,.., . /
i C

e.

] %

0
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.to'whicft Ysseidyke.has attendpd; there et Small, butil4growing.liperature

on, biased behaVioral obgervations. .wtrt fct-qne issue oCJAISA contains a

(

paperby Al Kazdin which talks about problems in'behavioral observation;

simple counting is a biasable Phenomenon. One.particular problem that

have been concerned With i4 obseper drift. 'There 11 a tendency for ob-
! .V

servers to'change theiedefinitions pver time and not rec rd %he same be-
.

A
.#

havior. fn an institute in w a substantial portion Of one team's work

...)' I
. . .

*` As directed toward bias, some`concern'with bias should be ,reflected in the

.

ther team's woris. Another bias study with behavioraldata is a e I:
I '

9 study by Jack Neisyorth. He fodnd that labels-of hyperactivity affected
,

count& of out-of7Seat, hYperactive kincis of behavior.

The last point I wish to make it connection With the: ompatibility of .

the-two teams is that neither team proposes to study the ef ct of the label.

0
"learning disdtled" on program planning, program evaluation, or program

a j

implemedtation'for,learning disabled ghildren. I would think that would

)e a'very'big issue in terms of biae followinvassessMent,'and one that
ulfr

could easily be incorpórated..:The preceding poilts have dealt with inte-
t ..?

gration, and iconsider them to-be merely omissions.", $ach team has

failed tO take into account the pertpective or the aata base of tile other

team. Stich omissions coad jeopdrdize the validity of vartous expiriments.
6

. -

I think that tWere may be a conceptual contradlttion in the work pro-

.-ed bY.the team's. Deno's team is using a highlystructured, behaViorally
. .

.oriented approach to instrvtionl. They,believe ii: will work. There are
i , i

twoo quotes that are.illustrative:
V" 4.

9 The. primary. f-the proposed research is to develoEformative
..eintlok Oh, es,' based qn time series data inalyfts whtch,

, 'ttfiim.440edJtY teadhera, improvel'the effectiveness of attempts to.
modify, ProgpameZyr.ochildren_with-learning disabilities,

9.

"
,

and:
A)

L

;
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The:research activities-proposed promise' to provide the means
for improving Orogramr:Of instruCtion provided for students

ftiwitlir. lerning disabilities.

04111the other hand'Ysteldykels team defines as learning diaabled

only those stUdents who.do not succeed.in such a program. As they put

it, sydtematic instructidnal program

bated on task'analysifroi'learner &ki development and employtng
continuous daily measurement...has b6en highly successful with
the majority aT students, but has been unsuccessful with many

.'others. We identify.the former as instructional casualties .end.
the latter as true-learning disabled childrent

j.NoW it.seems to me that if"the true learning disabled.cbilwon't learn

..Under the structured ituation, then Stan has a problem. if, oh the other

hand, the.do 'learn Under a systematic-programdtinatructidn, then:lam,
\

has a problem. And, I think.that if they don't get together dh it, we

have a,problem. Basically the programs fit together4 there are not a
-

loi of pibblems.or diffictiiti But, dd wish that you twd would address

/r

. .

A

'those.isues. 4/

I'hive some picky poin s that,I just.can't iesist mentioning. I have

ur points for Jim and ond for Stan, but the number is not indicatiVe

of the weight. Some of my concerns have been raised earlier,.but I would
. e

like to drive them home. In atsearch Area Three, Ysseldyke talks about

differential'diagnosis of LD and non-LD children. They are going to cam-.

pare children who have been diagnosed as'learrancdisabled.with childrefi

who have been diagnosed as ndn,learning disabled. 1hey are going to .

give'a whole battery of tests to.those lMchildren, 60:in each groUp. As
, ? I-

a

best as I can telli die data on p subjettvare going to be pollected some-
(

tithe afeer the, kidsieve'been in special education. My question is; tiov

a* .

will you attri6ote differences ... to special educmpion,treatMimit, Qt io
)

4 e

differences at time.

project to' interprst

of diagnosial
u '

t

I think it is going to be a very difficult
.

I'm reminded oi someof the nomfrological Studies thet,
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were done where people tried to find locations of tumors, waited twenty..-
,

years-and performed autopsiet If there, were no'txmors, and

the diagkostilian said there were no tumors, everything was just fine;

if there was a tumbr On autopsy, one was always open to question as

ta'when that tUmor occurred. Was that the same tumor that they found 20

A
years ago?. Perhaps more fundame al is the question of the inter-rater

agreement of diagnosis of learning disability. In a follow-up study .

diagnosticians are going toL laic at the records andAliffevtntiate children

wto have been'identified as learning disabled and not learning disabled.
y

My question.is, wiAt tiappens if they-cannOt make a reliable distinction
. ^

when you.go to compare learning disabled with. non-learningtsltsabled CHildren?

You have a dichotomous-criterion variable that by your own research wink.,

demonstrate no Tenability. )If you ao.not find group differences,

do you attribute it to faulty classification proceduresor to the measures?
,

0.,

Similqrly; if you do find group differendes,-ba diagnosticians caOnot agree,.

-that one grou0 is learntng disabled'and the other is.not, uhat(do thfle
,...

differengee mean? .f
In Resparch Area One; you will develOp zidefinition of sucaessful'and ,

, .

-- .....-

ii

.

'

4 ..unsuccessful students in o irrder to.compare kids who have profited in an L ,
. ..

.

4

program and those, who have not. 'It is not as easy as it appeari to make

a cut in there, to decide what constitutes successful and.unsuccessful.).',

kfnumbir of studies that I had something to do with wer;. reviewed.;

the.gineral Conclusion was that these studies.do-not difer ti-lot'df insight
.

ot'validitY. I think.they a., .I think that 1..nourcomputeviilm atione,
. .

in your questioA00.ire research.;,'and }rode Aservatien'reseaTch, you are.

a

doing much the sem& aorta Of things.that We did with the attractivendii..00..

I
ework. We asked teacher's' what they thought, we went out to lOok at what. :4

I.
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so

.
. ,

, the5, wre doling .in terms.of process, and then we lodked at the outcomes.
P.

.

. 4ty last" point fgr'..lim is that I have somesconcern eibout the interactiVe
.k .. ,.

. .
..

effects in the4studies that deal with questionteireaotompnter simulation;
, .

.
.

,

., . )..

and observation. 'As I understand itythey include the same psychologists.
f

I wonder'how much participating'in one etudy will affect r Wiavior .. ,

.

',.

41.1a the next study. I recognize that.thete are Aar& advantages to studying
\ .

.

. .

i the same people overtime, iltit t,, here arealso some disadvatges. V.

, a ,

The last picky poin't is/for- Stan. I'm really Amaled that he is

going to set off to develop a new set of achievement trs in all of those
.

areas that at.e based on observatiCnal data. I think.'this will combine

the.problems.of both behairioral observation and siandardized testing.

You are going to.have to worry about both inter-rater reliability and
Jib*

N

regular kinds of reliability's,'

4
.

'Practicality is 4 more general issue,that I would like to discuss., .
.

The question, is, how useful is this:ine.titute going &) be? Thati
.,,

will this Institute produce research'

I .. ...9.

reuentification and treatments of learn n$ disabled pupils? My answer is

'4t. wholehearted "maybe." aff everythin* ç4el1, I guess.it could. )4y

0, ,

will makekblidifference.in the

ii 1
.

'pessimism lies primarilfin the area of deciiion *king. I think ibu

, will find'a lack of main effects, a lqt of error variaptd, inconsistent
.

, ...,, ,

ludgmen.M3; I 'dc) Via think idlere will.
/7
he a consistent pattern. ity lack

of confidence does.not elem from dovbt rbout the team's capacity to.do
A

golk research,or methods tha 111 bt.ftthey eine ng, it s just the etate.4/

'

of the art. I think that *e ari'intelleCtually,banksupt and we are.

trying td cdVe,with a system.ihat is not very,scientific. If We,are 4
.

supposed to be a scientifit discipline, then we should be able to agree
A

.
,upon what we are Obterving. In the mils of *arming disabled childrent

. . ,

we should he Able tO agree that x,Y, *0 a cfialren'arivindeed isarning
\

'

11

la'
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..Ndisabled. I cannot imagine a group of chemists arguing oyer whether 411000
.

LI 4

.
i .

:not a sample contains iron, 4.

.

T dis. agrekwith the notion ttit we should try to bury definitional,

.,
isgues. rdisagree with the.prentihes on which the classifikation of

f.\.,... .

'learning disabjliuy are based; I disagree with the Aefinitions. This

A

# .
P

Vdoetin't leave,much. The first premise with which I have a great deal.of

dMicu1t4 is%that mental processea exist as anything other than descriptions

of behairior. Certainly, they do not exist as things than.can be stretched
1--

-
.., .

. .d'and formed in the seuse that most people are talking.abOut,t /and in the
+4 40 ,,

.

_
0

.

. 'sense that the definition is used. The second premise with which-1 bave

a'great deal af difficulty is that in thejoint occurrence of behaviors,

process errors- and c errors.anybody'can separate a cause from

an- effect on one "Child.

N

bblem orattribution is key here. The.

questnn'hsked is, what is i hap caused this child's failure\to

achieliel' I think we engage in at kind'of exercise every time we diag-

nose a 19arning4isablad child D o spoke to that point well.in his

papeL , Speaking to it does not ma it go away. Now, I would not argue

that"fdir sbmé kidA, attribution s quite poffsible. But, we seldom fli ave
.t.

t,

clear-cut evidences The thirdp mise that I have a great deal of .dif-

ficulty wilh is that disCrepanc es.in an individual profile are either ,c
f. ,. 116

' reliable or diagnoktic. I see reason to believe that scores that do

not correlate perfectly should te\the same. It's just that simple. But, .

mcist fundamenialli,. V reject the notion that, non-edusational :variables
.

ian be used bo claseify educational ioblems or to piovide insigivinto

the delivery of educational,programs. ,As Deno and fliptin wrote in.Data-

Based. Prosram'Modiiication: A MAnu4, "Handicapi themse1ves4;M1t Op
.

.

ohly.4especulate pn why a pupil is difficUlt to teaCh.. jiorely ideniifyr

ing a handicap often obscures the riupil'iiinTuciional

'0!

s/ 3

I I $
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.

1/2/
_....----.--..., Later on the same page they say; ".From our point of view, then, the1

.4.
.

.Troblem is never a child's handicap, it 143 alwaYs the aiscrepancy between
.

.

di

I'1"

we,

desired and actual performance-and pragreSs." Thoth are many relevant

pupthcharacteristics, non-epiucationai vailiables1 that-cannot be ignored;.

we know about the effects of hungersand malnutrition, tge know what :

r ,

illness do4 ; and we knaw what uncorfected physical defects do. Yet,,

if we have A ungry chtid, if we hay a.child with a ieverely.limited
-

memory ability,-our"job is still to teachlhe child.

the second problem is with the definition itself. I hqve been trying
)4

to get lr fix on wholearning.disabled children are, and I would like to

share. a .folksy mrspective with you. .1,arnin$ diSakied children are
,

.children,who, for no apparept reason, re..perferming poorly in.school.
. A

"No appa ent reason"

.

intellec ual,handicaps,
. ,

in that those claldren.are free fiom debilitating
.

.. ..

emotional problems,,sensory Problems, imotok .

handicaps. The children are culturally similar to most children but
,

.

sdMething has got toibe causing.their poor performance. As./ see it;
I.

1there are roughly tree things than can cause their poor performance.
\._ t

The first ofie ip teits. porm-referenced tests

'

.

etfms of relative levels of mastery,
4 1

d

pupils; to separate pupils alangivatious continua.
. ,

are.disigned to tank

io discriminate among

Test,questions,that

do not discriminate among individuals are not included.in the tept.- Test.

questions for which 1

chiidren are deleted.

ow-scaring children answer bitter than high-scoring
\s.

The job is to spread the childen. Achievemetit

tests,and intelligence tests, as well as tel;ts ef particUlar"processes
4

that are used to identiky learning disabled children are, indeid,'noim-

referenced tests.. That leavesous with the conclusion that some children

Must flunk. If we define normalNas 25th parcentile and up,°fdr either
7t .4

p.



achievement or/and intelligence, an we say

117.

eve to have normar in-
.

tellisence to be learning disabled ond y ave to have abnormal achieve,

riient to be'learning disabled, end if we assuke thit the tests,are indepen-
,1

. ' dent (w1ich they are not),'then we will still come up. with.about 18 peitent

, offheyopulation as meeting Filet Criterion of normal' ntelligence and
, .

4

\--Poor4achievement in each achiev'ementiarea.tested. The: oint is that.tbe
,

,

tests are designed to identgy children who are behind, and if you make a.
. .w. .\

,deflniiion based upon low performance inttwo areas, you .lie gOing to have
. ,

44..
, .

children belind no patter Oha4 their internal state.. Sb.tests, I think,
,

can cau e ils,to have a LD'population.
A

/

Setonh, poor "teaching', We don't kike to admit it, but' there #re poor
i*

teachers ovt there. Bob mfth and Jack.Neisworth gsb'thete "teaching

Chiidren ith normal ability may not be achiiing simply

because.of incompetegt inetruction, repeated fit various teachers., f
,44

. .
The third evlanotion for why pupiks. Are nbt doing'well in school

v.

for no afTarent readon is for a reasSn that wecagnot see - something

sIde'the child. There may be something that's.wrong.with the children,

someihibg inside. f think our social.policy will not 'allow us to provide

.compensation for vietims of poor teaching, dr inappropriate festingi, or

N.

. ,

whdlart'poorly motivated, but it willprOvide grey for,childreg who hive
. A*

usomething he matter with-them. If we,are going.aftdr,the children
, 1,

. 1

have proh ms inside and aren't making.it in'sChool,'then to operatiealize
, ,/., .

that definition is faiili simple, at last conceptually. Solleiody reds ,Z.,o-
to teach the,children undej highlyinotivating conditioni.. If a Ckild

doein't learn, dgesn'imeet criterion within.aapecified number/Of triall,
if

.
1 .r

we have a functionaX definition of learning disabilities, uch44the same:way
1 r

/

, A
. ,

..1 i \

t
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,

Ysseldyke indicated. The profession has not opted follosUch

Mosedefinitions of learning disibility are scOntifically

At,

an approach;

useless; they

,are empty Jargo0 or prattle. The following is part the Federal defini.=
k

tions: "A proceS's deficit or dysfunction In one or more of the basid
. .

_psychological prOcesses involved in understaRding or in 6sing language II

- This
.4%

is inollided so that the 1:44pil is not a victim of poor testelg or poor
,

teaching. I would like to see an enumeratio of the processes; if the

child has'a process deficit, let us listithe piooesses that we're consid-.

erinr% Unfortunately,. he elnumeration of such processes ig seldom giVen

Ilbecause they depend upon one's theoretical! orientation, and the thgoretical
.

,

orientation of the person who has the power to define hag been very impor- '

I

,.0

tant. But we could talk about s lf....actualization, need states, perception;
.4 .

I.

.perceptual-motoy Itegraaon, conceptual tempo, attention, binocular vision,P

spinal alignment, and diffkiity-pumping on a swing. It seems to me.that
. ..

.

4
. if. we are going to gpecify process dysfunction,.then the least.we can.do..,

, . ..
.

.

.
. .-is speciky-the.procestr.

Now,' back to- theqdefinl.tion. The process dorder "...may manifest
%

its f in an imperfect abilitFAtOcVsten, think,.read, write, spell, is'.
..

do matheiaxical calculations." Think4for a-moment about imperfect or,

perfect abilityw Have ydu ever sat ata pr.esentation and had youraehd
1 ,4

wander? Ilave you ever misinterpreted or misheard.something? Have you. .

,
.ever made a logidal error or drawn an inappropriate concibsion from cdn...

fusing data? Have you ever.eisarticulated; spoken-withAin accent; failed

to say what you really meant,? Have 'you ever been writing.a paper. and.had',

.your.mina.go faster than yoar\pencil and left out voids? an you sped?
,

,every word in the English langauge? .11aVe you ever made an er;or in your

4-checkbook?- Sounds like fhe seven warning siglial:Aof learniitg disability

doesn't it?.
4

. IL

\

`.
I
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The lapt park of most definitions excludes students eligible

other kinds.of special services. Yet, I think,.there is a logical absurdity

.
. to the stater"nt that learning disabled children do not include children-who

have learning prohlems which are primarily the result of ...environmental...

.4- disadvantagec I think that exclusion Iails to take into account

thodsand reports'on the impact of environment on learning. 'These and'

p.

.1.

t.
similar empty phtasee lead us into A. conceptual quagmire. The words. and

, . s I
.

phrases used to define,learning disabality cannot mean whaethey literally

mean.. They've been Oven new" mfanings. This phenomen,onleigenerally

referred io as "Humpty Dumnty,"'in honor.of.the first egghead. LeWia

Carroll: in Throue the 'Looking Glass, recorded a cOnversation.between.

, Humpxy Uumpty and Alice.

."When Luse 4 word," Humpty Dumpty said in a rather scornful tone,
means ju@t what I chpose it to mean, neither mote nor less."

"The question.is," said Alice, "whether'you can make words mean ..

so many.diffefenc things," -"The question is," said thiMpty Dumpty,.:
, "which is tOkbe master..." c

,
,

.

If words.in a definition can mean anything we want them to me n, then

-Purely wecan. use the definition to Identify anyllody we vont to identify.

When Kirk. and Elkins examinedchildren being perved.by GSI1Cs theelite-

cilttIes foeL6 chilaren,.they f4nd tha't the childw actually served
4

under'the heading of leirning.ditability would,not meet/the current de--
v

finition of learning disability cited in the Federal 'Alles and regulations.'

Ohe should.not be surprised,"Humpty Dumper. definitions result An whimaical.
r

+0%.... I I

and capricioug procedures; this is the-problem that Isseldyke.and Deno

fang, if they are relying, upon auth procedurei,,sinde-they)will uSe La'

populations that 'Are 'already Ldentiied. They'vdg t to make some"sort

Of sense out of that conceptual quagmire,

A

..-

;,
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.

ol,

rhe identiftoation! of learning disabled,children'requires *that inadequate

denitions be opeiationalize We have to do something to turn a defini7

tion into practice. I think the nicest thing that we can say about current
.

assessme t devices is that.they are.generally inadequate for diagndstic\ ,
,purposes. But, Ithink that.the time is long since past fpr us to be.'

so polite. We cannot
.

continue to to1eiate.such inadequate devices or, ;he

.continue& creation of Jrloore inadequate devices.

-To conclude, there are some bright 1

spots when coasidering the prac-

ticality of the roPosed-research. The Deno teem offers'a potential for

immediate help in instructional management and development of.IEP'S. If.
.,

their' work .is successful, A see the likelihood.of rapid infusion into
..

. ..
.current practices by behaviorists. They tehd to read, and they tend to Ulm ,

. ,

...,

.their data'. The Ysseidyke-teim can provitde useful descriptions of what
-,..

.0 .

.is really going on in.diagnosis and classification. I think they-hey*
.

& ', the long-term'potential toi,provide informatiOn which could be Used 'to' ' .

areform current diagnostic and classification practioes, not only for

children vith learning disabilities but'Also foi children wi,th mild non-

sensory handicaps. k the Deno team also has the longtternr-potential,

their learning data prove to be 4eltland efficient, to provide a# earl:. ,

,

cational basis tor 14ed1cting pupil prodress. From'my own interests ao
.

. \my own perspectivep, I'm satished with What th;rInstitute is% goVcto db.1.,

.,

.t ,,,At the same time,-i woul4 have been overjoyed if these repairChers Aa4

designed one'or VW3 additidnal studies that-demonstrsted first:, that,

pupil performance during itistruction.was.more predictive of subsequept

diagasis of learning disability than were ppychometric,procesi measures. 4
6 :

5And second, thatteachert using pupil performanpe' data as a basis for in- , $* *
, .struc4sinal ,deicisioW Making were not biased by naturallyv-ocpurrint stimuli*

,
.4

.1

i/4
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properties for the children they were teachIng. I think that if we

141

could have,)those firidings, we could coma out of the swamp,.

4
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Highligtitof the Roundtable Discuision
Concludingthe Conference:.

A

..The discussion began with comments-on the blending of the two

research projects presented

the two projects do seem to

14

by Ysseldyklkihnd DOO. It was noted that

have different methOdological orientations:

ste" w'as suggested that an important approach to blending the r6Sea'reh

would bp to get each prMect.tb ask the other grouP's qiesti4is while'

.u.sini their own methoaology. .For exampW Deno s team,might ask: what
. 7/

Ja6

occur in deciSioh making when.using .time-sampling chits?.
,

kinds of biases

Such a blending of questions wouldtprovide a typt..,bf,cross-validation..
4

Also, the two;teams might brainstorm
't4

.='00tfalls-of each other's"r

studies Proposed by the other4

.

and possibly4how each would:Conduct eh

team. Methods, to fome extelit, determine-how you work 'at a problem and

i.. 00fill
even'the-problema Au see. Talking with ea6i'other would promote the

. 4.

sharing of insighW Tbe suggespion is not that the two teams do eich

bther's ittudies, rather,.thatwich team take intd'actount the im.-

portant aspects of overlap.lti For example, Dqno's tbam shoUld protett.
:,1

itself, whenever possible, against biased assessment. ind Ysseldyke's

/ .
.

.team should bring the behavidral apprwich to bear when looking at the.
0 . .11. - ..,:,

,.. .

operation of multidisciplinary decision-making teams-.
.

.

It was further notesi.that it is ,probably a very. healtby 'restarch..

o .
.

,

..
situation when reseirchera.itran institute do not 'Share a common Method-

4,

.ology. ,The prolocts 4.n the Ins4tute do/noi
/
',1st in.lsolation;.the

. /
- , . ,

,

Institute setting providts tht opportutlity to-bring W
.

ividudIs together;
.,

6

who cap challenge one anotheee ideas. The.concirn was expressed, hlwaver.,
, 0-.4 1r
,

that it is equally important towsYnth'esi;e the results of.the two ap- "
. ,

' .

proaches, s9 that the various 'points of 4iew would be hrought,togethet

103
151
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. at some pOinOin time.

A quesion Was th9 asked about how the

in the Institute fitdo which reading education. It Qas suggested
. a

-that multiple'methodologies be 49ea VO approach,the questianqlf intei-
,

vention in reedit& When. one looks:at exisiing prOgrams that ,gre 1
T

a.

.

two treseardh kotects.

..dhoughd edit; spedial
4

a.common factor is a hi h teacher-pupil redo.

des7eptionh.of.the content or aching procedure ire so

gross as.,to be rather 'useless'. Thus,:to helpslearning disabled chil-
;

'dren, we must discover the tajo karametesof the educational pro-

rams that help themr. A v.ery.

6 .6

ple experimental studyro.recommended,.

one which would Nyolve eseentialiy.Olanned variation stuaies and an

.ethnographici

'childreWare.

'strategy 4o4eterMine what is going on in programs where

. 'successful, . One ?could -use a..naturaligtic observation
/ at I., . ' 4,

60.
v -STIltegY.to find out whae4vappens.in those classrooms where children

..., ' 0 . . p: ' t. . i.ma,ke,phe menal headway Tri reading. 'If you find that- a p§rtidular in.-...

,-
. . .

;7 ' /lbrveht in redlly MatOs a6:difference,,a 'difference that can be seen by

,

Ii

. %T 'At,

.

t ;

.1

'*

,

r

t

,4ifloylar-Classroom. 'teacher, then you are in a posiionto stevelop ar
I ,

asseasmenE/diagnosis-system, to locate those.typis of chiAcirldn.so that they/6

cr
..,

. . -
%

,dan be given . the servides that you found to he!' dbFcessful.for.them.
. This.

4 ,

might involve'looking for aptiepude;treatment inieiactibni'(AT/),.eVen.

though- past research using thatfaipioach hag 'bean verY grim.
.!

IricommentIng on this suggestion, it washloteci. thaE ATi re
/ 6. .

.

has been grim.not only in the.past. It ispartitularly diatressing.
,

.
mfie.taIking.aboutopup.

,,

." arch'

.outcomes. Bruce Joyce at .tanforesystematiC'el1y:
NICI\

Apachers use 'epee ic instructional approaches and randomly'siovpd:
".

,oschildreVh7ugh'the various apprpache%. Illikwas linable to idbentifyva\ty

?ne,, inatrnonal apprbach 'thet waw iffective, any one teaciltr tIlpitets
.

.

"1! °5 46.,

64 4. .,.
4'4

'
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1 A
effective across approaches, and any interactions., Such findings suggest

,.

that,judging outcomes of the teaching process is,tremendously tomplex'

,
hnillperhaps itsyncratic. FuyeherMoreeven if one were to identify Pupil

,

t aptitudes that interacted with treatments to'produce speclfic inetruCtional
4 .

outcomes., everything wouldwash out if the teacher had,a bad day.

Agreement on these,points was expressed, but it was alsdonoted that("

tHe research to date has foCused on a rather narrow set of variables.0

I

0

It'was suggested that, in a sense,.sertaing a child to 'school reflects an ..

,

ATI decision. Children whom you think have an aptitude to1lear6 are sent
, .

(;) schools; others (fOr example,'hospitalized children so impaired that

theirChances of7lea,rning in a classroom are veryllon) are not sent to.

schools'. .-That i5 a:decision that implies an aptitude-treatment inter-
. .-

action... 'A finer .intervtion,is implied by bur decision to nd.sbildren

.to school et age six.raeher than age two, With the assumption t at there
,,

.

is more atitude for learning at six than Ai twOt .Even finer decisiopil
%

..
. ,

such as placini prainabIe youngsters in dne
.

set of curriculum goals and
.

.
.

.

.

.

.

.

:otlieridtl.ldren'inAnother set, involve an ATI paradigm, The assumption
,

of interactione in these cases is prqbably warranted,Sbut data have n.ot
.

.
.

. ,
.

t /

. been collecied At this level.' ATI research, has been cOnduCted on finer.

.

.,., .,,,,..,4' , 0 fijii.:: 8 1 i .': : .. ,-4-.; -. '

'variables, sut1 as theArkteraction Of 0. divergentAhinket teacher_
.

'working with childrenpho are aivergent,thinkers. Maybe the interactions,

do pot exist a ttiat levetitt'certainlx, tbey do exist at some level.
or we wouldn't have education.

J
I .

,

3.,

. 6

."4

-Discussion then tuVned.t0 the,potential apPlitability,,of.the

lormative evalli,tion'approach to virtually?any sei Of.goals di'targets.

The relevant qUestiom.then becomes: whht arg the important targets in'

readingcognitive development, personal-social devermen, 'language, and.
ft

' .
1



ao

a

146

wir4r
so on? When these .are identified, they cin be empirically validated to.

1
IT.odttermine their value within a formative evaluation system. 'Such a

.
, ,..:

.system requires simple defAitions.of target.behaviors; if they,are

'complex, theldtensive analYtic instrUctional system cannot be ap plied

because there is a lacik of consistent agr ent.

).

The importance of such questions was streised. It was noted diet

in reading, for.example, :comPrehension ohould be a target. Some-measures

°might deal with reading pasgages and some might dealyith processing at.

the sentence level. Thecredibility 'of behaviovanalyilis, outside of

'the behaVior analysis community, will be vastly increased by working on

problets.that people are concerned with, such aecomprehension. In line

4111th çhis, it was suggested that specifying multiple methods and multillle
N . .

outcomes becomes critical. How far awayare children from their target

task? At what point do you get some kind of effect? :At what point doe's

yoyr influence end?

The'queition was posed of,why people'should expect that teaching a

lower,level skill, such as word recognition, ghould affect a higher level

skill such as comprehension. Comprehension should not be expected to ip-

crease when an intervention program is remediating a,lower level procesb.

In reply, it wilfis suggestedethat A simple-mintd approach resulted in such

expectations. When a rlading comprehension failure is observed, people

suggest that the comPrehension failure,is not surprising because the r

, child does not recognize,Any of tle words.' So, the simple approach,.
,

is to remediate the word recoghition problems io increase comprehension.

The correct approach probably is.to t*ach compre 1 nsion, but the( is '

; ,-.--
difficult.bpcause we do not know what is involved. Some people have

0
,

suggested that utomatiCity.is necessary to comprehension,' and pas seems

I

(
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4

to be trueoup to a Certain level. But :440, area. ta ,sttil

clear..

.Commefits were also made on the possibility" of--measuring siangeor...
. ,

th curriculuin areas, .outside of what,is'taught specAfically in
;:

Aasstoom. It was suggested ttiat:it may be niathemagcally

to.do that because you woul,d only exptect.1.0 to 20 points of' change,

during a year; that repreae tvnly onp tenth of. a Point change each

'day. Such.a.change could not e measured reliably eyery day. Perhaps

the only alternativeiis to track:changes in what is being taught

4
specifically in the program.,.In addition, there seems to be the poten-,

tial for, a higher rate of change the simpler the task being measured.
a

Thus, we Tind rela4rly piles of change for'word racognition,

but not for comprehension, however compAphension is def ed.

Discussion then turned to.some cautions tilat should be observed

in the study surveying,assessment inst ents to determine thóse,that

predict success in a sys&riatic structional proikam. First, it. might

be best to crossvalidate the asures discovered"for predicting o e-
.

year success, by looking at their predictive value after two ye

and also by seeirig whether they predict with a secon group.

of children: Second, the.study lhould be conducted for moxe one' '

4" .

w/
systematic insttpctional program".

.

7
.

.

It was'oted, however,,ihat thi results will provide'valuablelaow
,

k , #
I l eft ib -

information even if At is possible to demonstrate in onl3Vone situation'.
f

1,,7 that certain measures do predict euccess. The most important con-

tribution bf tbe wtudy will be in its interreltionehipe'with the other

studievbeing conducted at the Institute. Thit reeults.mu be 1=00

at tn context.and as a pert of an inisgrated research endeavor.

'11

A 'N. A .1_
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ghlights of the'Open Discuesion.
Concluding'the Confprence.

t

Ditcussion began With.comments and 9uestions regarding the

extent to which each of the five tederally funded Institutes for
. 41

Res. earch on Learning Disibilities is conductinfirresearch on practical%
1

.

problems. Participant observers Who are.employed in,school systems
4

indicated that practical-problems must be addressed and.solved now;

school personriel are "under th...gun" to,developfrurams'and:services

4
.

. ,.. today, programs and services that are beneficial to learning disabled'
.,.

children,
..

i.

..

.While considerable pressure'is generated fór instant solotigkoS

complex enduring prohfems., it Was agleed. thae practitioners should not

'fely on the results of inadequate and inconclusive resear in fb9su-

rit
'

latintg services and programs. Equally-streased- was/the ct 'that
1. A

.
.

,
reseirch should be'dircted toward solution of practical,problems and ...

)4

issues, should not be isolated, and s luld bi suc.h that' knowledge and.

results obtained would'have direct apOlication in

ihool environments. .

lassroome

The Institute was commonoWd'for The initial step it has. tat*.

in the A4rection if ciassroom-relevancY.by.hOlding
the Roundtable A.

C6nference with educators in attendance.as Roundtable members and as
'

.
participant-observers. The Institute was encouraged to continue,.,

t
/

. . .
4

:such efforts, perhaps by allowing educators to be'involved in the
.

.

Inititute as,visitink obeervers. An important stan-off of thitoON,

apptoach might.be thai'rese educators could generate related reseirch
.

in their own school systiams. It wai also iuggested bkit the Institute
,k
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.#

" r

to

6 )

might work with 'educators, to 4etermine or identify possible appraprlate,
I P

.149

pro cedures, perhaps based ori,N5afues or

hefore all data are-in and analyzed.

educators aO researchers.,

This suggeitioewaS'mAde as a
4.

posSibleapuoach to the clearineed for immediate:educational policies,
. AK ,

especially as they relate placepent lir decision-making pro-.

cedu7e; .of

A distinction waslyroposed between applied research and practical
.

. 4 ... . lir .1

research. Although applied research,tay carry with' it the possibility
, ,

of being practically applicikle in-school settings, current practical
41111111

researcOissues involve such things as imPlementing Ruflic Law 94-142

and confOoming to.existing regula.ions on'the eValuation of children,
,

with specicic learning disabilitie . These practical issues are urgent

k
and' Uellenging. The paradigm 'of conducting research on problems

*.perceived by the schdols, rather than those generated by researchers,
+

.
4%

was.supported. It was suggested that the'questions being investigated
- 4_ 4.

by the Institute may not be those of teachers, parents, -and children,in'

the eduotational system. A relevant research issue, for example, might7

?

involve developing and evaluating various assessment Models, including
4

the Model embodied in the, federal regul4tions,As well as'other

thatjtice researchers feel might be of greater efficacy. It was

that a "consumer approach" is needed; research should talfe into

the.consumer

.the.basis of

-

models .

suggested

account' p"

acceptability of procedures that.are to be recommended on,-

data. .Preferences, rather than data, often.researCh

.determine wh rocedures will be implemente4 in the field.
;

In responee to these comments,'Atvas puggestid that the probfem

may tiot be tio much in che veWearth'que #A;_iss64 as tn .9e tailure

a.

4



se

or'

r
,of researchers to be in contgict with 4ople in 'die schools. ,This

i
v.!

doe$ not mean that researchers shOuld necessarily formulate their
. ../

reAgarch questions solely by talking to educators. An example of

why this is the case comes from the area of behaviorism. Behavioral
tzt,

research had virtually nothing to do with the practical world for

-
nearly 30 or,40 yeard, yet in terms of practical applicability.today,

it is probably. the shining. glory of psychological researkh. But, in'
-

order to become practically applicable, the researchets had to talk

4.

to educators.

It was then noted,that there are literally.thoupande ofairesearch_
.

able issues.in the fiel4 of learn* disabilities, most Of them

tremendously.complext Decisions haVe to be made about a specific

number of questions to ask; such decisions are influencedlby.parents,

advocate agencies researchgrs; and a variety of other sources. At

this.point, people hal:4 to aocept the fact that.only a limited set of

issuesccan be reiearched at any one time. Evetyone is clearly saying,

that the research should be practical. Issues related to assessment

and decision making.are.criticaf>n education today.

The discussion-concluded w/th comments on the need to keep

.commpnication lines open in ill directions--to and fiom educatori'in

the fie/d and to and from other researchers. The'comment was made

that the Institute was formed to conduct scientific research. Such.
research must-be publicly observable with replicable -outcomes. 'In.

.
. , r .

. ,
,r order to be educationally valuable, the first consideration niust be

,
.., -.

i.
4 .

.

_that the research is i scientific enterprise.
.

1
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