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o o ~Introduction

/ RS '
James E. Ysseldyke ' o
> : University of Minnesota .

-~ ’
[} ’

Jhe Instituté for Research on Learning Disabilities at the Univer- ' N

.
LN}

gity of Minnesota is one of. five Inétigutés_ﬁunded by the Division of ——
" /' * . .
. Innovation and Development, Bureau of Education for the Handicapped.

The Institute is foeuéing its research activitiesien critical and com-

-

plex theoretical and empirical issues in the assessment—interﬁentiong
I \ . L , . L i

and decision-making preCesses.’ Throughout the year preceding the Con-

ference; Institute’staff_reviewed both rhe knowledge base and the state Co

of the art’in assegsment and decis}on makidg, and outlined a plad.to: .Y
guide research.activities during”the'next two years.

The Roundtable Conference afforded an ppportunity for individuals

-
o

with varied backgrounds in research ingtruction, servifa, and test con-

. » .

struction to react to what had alréady been done as welﬁ as to_what;was -

planned for the future; to sharé 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 wds to create -

B

an atmosphere in which participants would be free to'armchainr-to ‘f R
speculate beyond current data and offer intuitive hunches about how ) . .

best £0 addreSS the criticii needs in this area-—to address’ issues ih . ]

the context both of what has been and what might be:
Spring Hill the site of the Conferenee, was ad appropriate en-

| Tvironment for eXChange speculation, and evalgptidn of ideas and views.-
N

/ L
. The particfpants Siriing at the Roundtable were persons who shared the
( .1 . & M . , X 3 [
Institute's serious investment in: the improvemeﬁt of assesshent, i \\!
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.

Lo '

decision making, and intervention for lﬁarning disabled children,‘

“

who believed that through a cooperative, collaborative effott giant

. ' .
strides could be made inm that direction. K

A |
Unlike many other conferences, an audience was invited fo eaves-

drop and observe Roundtable excnanges, but more importartly to share

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

«

Conference. Participants werﬁ urged to extend the Roundtable spirit

. . , L . .
beyond the conferenee room, to continue to communicate thoughts and

]

concerns at coffee breaks,’ lunch, and dinnLr.
" Two sessions on the first day of the Conference each begdan with

’ L
9

.o» . L . ' ) h
one-hour presentations that reviewed the focal issues of the research

and outlined, in general; the proposedlactivities of the research tedmst

[y

The presentationslderived directly from the previous year's efforts to

-

U review the knowledge base for current practices and to outlime research

believed necessary for addressing specific complex issues. - Following

K
S

each presentation, three individuals reacted to both the reviews and
] . . *

-

the research plans. Reactants were asked to address’ three igsues:
. . . . ' .

‘

(1) the extent to which the érincipal investigatorszand their collaborar

»

tors had adequately reviewed the current knowledge base frdom each of
their particular perspectives‘;M_QZ) tmtent to wnich the rationale
for, doing regearch in a particular area whAs adequately developed, and
(3) the potential payoff £or the field, and learning disabled children
4n’particular, of thelplanned reoeiroh.

Follo&ing these presentations;iindividuals at the Roundtable

were provided an opportunity to question the speakers for clarification
‘ - ‘ .

“Br elaboration R




to di&cuss among each o‘her those issues and eoncerns.. They were : o

~

able to, as it wére, speculate, debate, and evaluate. After the
4

Roundtable discussion, members of the Qarticipant—observer audience ¢
were given an opportunity‘to raise issues of concern to them and to-» - l\

ask questions of specific speakers.

t
\ .

The .second day‘of‘the Conference began with comments by John

v v . . »

Guthrie and John Salvia, who were asked,to make some summarizing,

M \

integrative c¢omments regarding the first day's disciussions, as well
as to offer some thoughts regarding overall direction in this &rea

of keseargh. 7Their remarks were followed by discussion among those at
* . ' . kS
the Roundtable and, later, by comments and questions. from the audience
A ' e . { ot . . . "

of participant-aobservers. ' : .
E _The Roundtabile Confefenee'and the preparation-of this monograph | N
’. 4 . - Lot 4 ‘ .
‘were sponsored by funds made available'fro@)the Division of Innovation . - =

» .

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

ing are the individuals who participated in the Rodndtable Conference:
’ v IR AN - S : .
.Roundtable'Participants N : o .

= ¢

Ty i J -
N

Robert Bruininks (Moderatotr)’ .
. Professor and Chgirman, 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
Unive(sity of ‘Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

9

Libby Geodman : . -
- Director, Special Education for Administrative Services

Stevens- Administration Center, 13th and Spring Garden Street » »

Philadelphia, Pennsylvdnia ‘ ' . '
~John Guthrie, ) . . o '
) Director of Researgh, Intermational Reading Association :\ ,

800 Barksdale Roa Newark *Delaware

Joseph R. Jenkins \ ¢ : cn #
Professor of Education, Special Education ~ ’
‘Director, Experimental Education Unit
Child Development and Mental Retardation Center : -~

. University of Washington, Seattle, Washington

., : 1 [‘) : \ H
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University of California, Los Angeles, California

Thomas C. Lovitt "
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University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota -
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Frederick J. Morrison ' o v
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University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Phyllis Newcomer ' R
, Associate Professor of Education )
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Maynard Reynolds, Moderator J
" Professor, ‘Department of Psychoeducatibnal tudies
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University,of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota . ' . *
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John Salvia ¢ : C
Associate Professor of Special Education
Pennsylvania State*University, University Park, Pennsylvania

Martha Thyrlow - ' ~ ~
Assistant Scientist, Institute for Regearch on Learning Disapilities
University of Minnesota Minneapolis, Minnesota

,

r
Richard¢Weinberg (Moderator) - ) ; )
Professor, Department of Psychoeducational Studies

_ Program Coordinator, Psychology in the Schools Program Y
Uniyersity of Minnes¢ta, Minneapolis, Minnesota
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n
-

* 4
. , —_?&-
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s
s -~
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- e
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Obening Remarks
-

. ) ) Maynagd C. Reynolds
' University of Minnesota -
‘ Thgé-;b ah extraordinary perfod in Special Education. We are
- v - . .

-

. \ . " . M
at the mountain top imthe history of Special Education, at least, 7

in level.of activity,' This is xhé'year in which the schools are

~mandated literally to locate and evaluate every handicapped chTld.

Ifjis the year in Which individualized flans, millions of them,
. . g

.. - . . '
have had to be written - one by ¢one - for all of these children.

- .

4

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

Y

concerns hanﬂicapped'students!
Everits are running rapidly; in the movement, of children from

\ ~ .
oné structure to another, in the increasing gtudies, 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}

1

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

and regulations are very great.
' ’

The responses to all of these changes in many schobl distr}gts
~ . n ‘q‘

and in the uﬂiversit}es as well have been quite superficial. Most
teacherg have not bee; Qell prepared to Qrite‘their REPs.l Colleges
have’#ot geared themselves ﬁp to-bethelpful in the reLraining pro-.
cesses. Some”%chOO; leaders hope that most of the new activity will

prove to' be just-another fad and disappear soon; and there is some .
‘ . R .

o ' ' 7.
downright hostility to the whole set of changes. Predictably, there

.will be attempts to take apart SOmé‘of the legislation and regulations
: ) o .

‘which now direct programs for .the handicapped.

v e w
L4 s ‘

A Igdividualized Educational Programs - required for all handicapped

students under Public Law 94-142.

-

© A
: 9 _ )
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A , (el
It is teworthy that all of ®he busy agctivities of the year are

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

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

written by spécial_teachers, re%?}ar teachers, and parents at meetings

.y . .
» . . ; :
'~ caonvened by school principals. 'As Nicholas Hobbs has remarked, it o . ‘
. ' ‘_, ) ' : 1 M - r .
may be much .like.rediscovering Niagara Falls, but the schools are re-

/ ) v Py .

~ discovéring parents.. We ave asking teachers to Q;ite varefully developed -

L

individual plans for stn/ents, they are not always competent ‘to do chat

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

v A}

The field of~leafning disabilities, whiqhawe are considering at
( this conference, is in the middle of it all. It has been the éost . -
. - w» v
Q?- ‘rapidly developing aspect of special education in recent yehrs. Recently,

. R § has drawn more attention politioally than all other fields of special .

. education combined. W;%n there ,is vagueneesior uncertainty about who
. ®. . . « y . -

-~ .~l. . -

_ these ""learning disabled" youngsters are, or how weé define this dategory .. "

b

of exceptionality, the policy ﬂakers are very concerned. It is the

first category in view when‘concern%’arise about limiting or "capping"

the funds for special edutation. o N A

Learning disabilities also gets attention because iE.deals,with T

the most fundamental areas of the school curriehlum‘- whar Stodderd hae

11"

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

"

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

o .

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

-

which create much difficulty.

Y

L.et me mention just a few.of t@e specidl areas of concern which

- .

come to mind in the field of learning disabilities. First, it may be
) o LY




»

%

‘ | . o " ,. Ny, 11’/

observed that’almost all of the problems of. psychometrics or measurement (
come to the front-fn this field - problems of expectations, discrepancies,.

proflleé, reliability, norms, .and much mores \Mos; definitions of learnﬁug‘

disabilities start out with a statement about educability, usually in-

volving 1Q tesé!ﬂ So, there.are all" of the difficuﬁsies and burdens of )

I'

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

half an eye, since wé pay attention to disé&epancleé in orly one direction)

L 3 -

i wﬁcther or not the achievement of younésters is up to what might HBe 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- |

logispihagloverpredictéd and when the child has underachieved. There are
, L . .

grave difficulties in dealing witﬁ.discrébancy_scorés as paft‘of a

basic definitien. . - -, .
i , \ ) ' ’ [ \ “ . e

The field of learnlng'disgbilities, moré,than any other, is at the

-

\i‘ " ’ ) - .
center of a majdr. transformation in measurement systems away from what

1

Leona'Tyler callé a vcrtical emphasls, in whlch we emphasize";imule kindsﬁ
of pgcdicutions:cbout how high one might expect a pefson'to go, toward -
a‘mu;e hor}zontal emphasts, in which ‘the concern is notrfor screening and
sortlng, but rather, on cryiné to design prograﬁs for the muximum de-

velopment of each individual. _ ' s .

Sy

) Second, the}e“dgcipfoblems of interdisciplinary communlcation. I
am thinking of a véry prpminent article in the field of learning disa—

bilities which on one page defines learning disabilities in terms of
4"

. a\peurological base and on the very next page indicates. how lacking we

"are in knowledge about interactions between,neurology and education. .

]

- 1
.

Until we get to the poiut”of being able to specify such interactions




hd

. teaming arrangements,‘multi~;?gziplinary case studtes, and multiple

‘ ‘ ,-»7?€' o ‘
! ' i M ) - -
}2 v . . * ) * ' ¢ .
R N . . , “ . . . . ) v , "{
the knowledge base at this point 1§ empty! We have not learned how =~ £
, \ P . o _ /
to scan or communicate well across disciplinary andoprofessional lines ) / <

} . - . A E
and this is .ot a minor problen. The amount of money that goes’into

A

»

refetrals is very great, yet the outcome s often very shin soup.

.

. ' ' ) . .
Ln order to develop good‘interdisciplinary communication, there

5

musé be concegtr&tion on one dominant foqps at a time. L‘A\ggest

. .
o * A

that in the field. of legrning disabilities, the dominant focus should :

. ‘ *
be on the teacher's problem, phat is, pon teaching and learning.

A ES [}

We have not communicated very well to neighbgring.diséiplines'and pro-

fessions about the-decision making or the instructional problems of
- . o . 2
the teacher. .I think this) research institute faces a large challenge <

1

of helping to sort out rhe logic of judgments and decisions made in

the.classroom and to communicate some of that to other disciplines .
~ B ’

so that &t':hey can learn to communicat:e more effectively with: teachers.
K y MRS
. .

Third, there are big problems, moral as well as techniCal; with

~ * r +
-

respect to when'we begin treatment.| There is a tendency ,In the field
8 _‘L' 0y .

0f learning disabilities to wait adound until we have a full blown ' N

. . »
R

. casualty - anig discregancy ~ before beginning specialized treatment.

[y

We simply mnst‘seeﬁ the resources and ntructures'by which we can iden- N
tify children who need.special attention earlieﬁL différentiate'programs '
earlier, and increase the rates at which children learn successfully )

in.the areas of' the cultyral imperatives. Specialists musc engage

potentialoproblems dnd not Just full blown casualties. We must reduce

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

However, when we move to earlier programs, we face agatn the problems

s [ ° v .
/\ s ' »
- ’ .
'
N
.

t

-~

£ . : . \




.% learning problems we must bring-gome of. the.

'stream and help improve progtams there. Som
i - oY

. When theﬂCongress'asked eﬁyqato%s to come up with the ‘definition of

) 13
Al '\\ > “» -

’ . . . mo 4

. * [ 4 PR . . .
of definition, identification, and labeling; we run head on into funding

N ’

8cc9un§§bility on a stat¥stical basis rather than o

labeded individual children. 'As we procgzd in ud}es of children with

nawledge back\fo the main-
‘ v - . o ‘ .
of-our learning disability =

speciglists could-well be deployed into mainéiream settings in add}tion
b . ‘ AN

v : - ' : v
to, their clinf!al’Settings. As .the Chilean poet, Mistral, has said,

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

“ 4

being forméd, his quod is being made, his senses are being developed.
To him we cannot say 'tomorrow,' his name is today."
. - . t

t
ot

]

1Fourth, there is thessfneral problem of' student classification. - ’

k- -,l\’t ‘

"learning disabil;ty" soﬁé time ago, they made public a very_considerablé
embarrassment - that we don't have’a very good definition of the’concept
of learning disabilify. .The syspghs we use now to define leirning » ' -
disabiliﬁies,on'the practical scene or to define iducable or -
trainéﬁie mentally ;etarged’are hot all that reai. A;,Paui Meehl

says, the categories we use to define human behavior do not 'carve

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

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

.

ficatfbgs and seek for better delineaﬁiong, such as they mﬁy be needed
. ' : by . o

for instructional purposes, in the schools.

Q
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put a great deal oh the educational plate

I

launched these few remarks by sa

ying that in this year we have

¢

.

7’

»,

v

&

. -

concerning handicapped

(
* gtudents. .We ate ¢hallenged as never before. Trudf-it is a time for
k. T . . - -
concentrated reftection as we hope will be achieved at this copference.
_ : 4 e N . .
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. , . PsychOedpcational Assessment and Decision Making‘1 R
¢ : o . N
‘ N . . K
o : James E. Ysseldyke : _
‘ir. ' ' University-of Minnesota’ 4
l . ’ ' w i ' * . - : ) . .
. . . 0 . .

This .paper 1s dividéd into three major sections. I'11-describe

L}

. ! : o g : ,
gome of the basic considerations?underlying-our research and take a

) : [
S

. M . ) / Y -
"J look at why we are focusing on the assessmenté}nterVention process, .
i - e . . ’ .. - . . T,
5 . . R ) ] ) . ., -2 . ) .|
on assessment and decdision making, and explai how we -see those as

r
4 . .

- N
- . *

_ v being interrelated.’ Second 1' 11 describe some of the issueh that
have essentia%&y troubled us, regarding the assessment of learning

- disabled children, and talk about those issues as underlying premises
. N [

for the kinds of research that we plan to he engaged in.« Third, I'l1

¢ »
‘describe the overall_rationalé 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 defining assessment, not in the traditional sensz of '

\ 148
. .

N "testing," but simplyéas the process of collecting data for the purpose

of making decisiond about pupils. In educational settings, there are

4

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

referral decisions; screening decisions; classification, identification,

.....

tion decisions and program evaIuatiqn decisions. Now it is important \\

from the outset, I thinkw to distinguish between those kinds of deci- A, N ‘//
o ' - <

sions because it wili'lead_directly to some of the issues we face. /. ' 1

N , This presentation is based on another paper: Ysseldyke, J.E. &
¥ Thurlow, M.L. Psychoeducational Assessment and Decision Making:
A Review. In J. E. Ysseldyke and F. Morrison (Eds.), Multiple
. perspectivegspn assesgment of learning ¢isabled children, in press.

. -
RId
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When we talk about, referral, we talk simply about the‘identificafion )

)

" of children fét whom a refgrring agent believes there is sufficient‘dif—

; , -
. ficulty that some specialist ought to take a look at the child. ‘Screendng,

t

on the other ﬁ%ﬁd; congists of the administxatton of tests, hsualiy gfoup

ut%pts, to groups ‘of childrer for the purpése of identifying ﬂh&se;wh03 -

-

differ sufficiently from "normal," whatever that %ay be, that further as-

N e ' ’
\ sessment 1ig believed to -be. warranted.
Vo o

*for.engaging in the assessmenf 6f children is for the purpﬁse'bf making

A third, and very differefnt, reason

&

-

classification, placement, eligibilify, or identffication decisions: In

' : : “ _ .
this case,. our questions are Qe&l_ly'threefold. One, . identifying the extent

to which the child is.héndicapped;,éecond,»spepifying'the'nature of the
i RO :

hanQichp; and third, identifying .the least restrictive environment

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

| \ .
'
!

enTaging in assessment; 1s for the purpose of.planning either instructional
I Y <

for the

/

)
L0
H

».

. or

Jother kinds of interventions with children. Here, the questions we're
ld ) . -

/ : : . . o ‘
/Asking.in’our assessment are twofold: We're ‘trying to decide what to

S i >

each, which is a content question, and we're trying to decide how to teach,
£ y

; which is a question of the kinds of strategies; methodsy techniques, etc.;

that will be effective with the e¢hild. . I should mention that there are

subsets of intervention planﬁingf;in some cases we're concerned with imple--

" mentation, how tosget an insgﬁuctional program going, and in other cases

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

: N ‘
to modify or change things in order to move the\g?pil a&opg. A fifth

oy

Y ‘ X-.f
and very.different reason for assegssing children is for théﬂpurpose of

evaluating the extent to which they -are making pfbgress in their éducational
L

themselves have a very great need

programs. Parents, teachers, and children

- .
- *

+

-

f
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to-know the extent to Which progress is indeed being madé; And”'

) finally, assessment data are collected for the purpose of program eval~(/ —
’ . Y K . ! . 4 [

. < -y
» }

‘ . dation, when we are attempting to evaluate the effectiveness of a pa}t%—f d

.cular-inst;uctional pquram. This:éctivity is best evidenced 'in the kinds of
t : t- ‘.,

. evaluations we've seem of Head Start Programs and specific curricular ' ,5/,

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

H
+

. c’ms'and on$ in which our assessment. strategies: and pecbniques ought to
) | (’.".,' ' ’ oo LA 4 A . .
. o be dictated by the kinds of decisions we're trying to make.
. 'H"' - ' ) e

: Y : Y )
The Use of Assessment ' Datda to Make Intervention Decisions

Typically,  traditionally, and too often currently, assessment and -

L

. L
intervention are viéwed as mutually exclusive activities. Educational -
personnel speak of- assessment on the one hand, and intervention on the

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

*

The effectiveness of any specific treatment or intervention is the

-

l‘Yunc.t:ion of a complex interaction of at least five idenfifiable_factors: ‘ '

1. The characteristics Sf the child,

The characteristics of the téacher,

2
3. The nature of the treatment or imtervention employed,

I} .

4. The setting in which intervengion (? impleﬁénted,

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

/

Child characteristics interact with teacher char&cteristics, which in - .

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

. . \ .
« factors, and with the kind of behavior change we are attempting to bhring
T ' :

T about to affect the effectivepess of intervention efforts. We typically
oversimplify a very complex process.

Tn spite of the complexity of factors affecting intervention effective-

ness, educatiqnal personnel are chérged with the task of deciding which of

“

Ly . » ' . ¢
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several alternative interventions to emplo? with a specific youngster.

Ay

T . Such‘gecisions.ghouidﬂbe dqtaébgged decisions. - L v
L ScLools réutinel? collect many dié}efent kinds of'data a$out children:l
scores on norm-refegenced tesés, tha frq& éritéfién-referénced"measures,

obsexrvational aafa,\in;erviéw;daté, ﬁedical’inforﬁhtion,pdevelopmental ““j

-

history data, social history information, and'informationfregafding

L]

. adébtive.hehavior, These ‘data age'gsed-tq make decisions, and thq'deEi-'

)

sions themselves are inte&yentions.

Figure 1 illustrates the use of data to make different intervention

decisjons. 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 p&fpose of making screening decisions, otherlsets of dat; are
. : used to make placemeng decisions, while still other data are uSed to.make

intervention decisions. As 1is 11lustrated in the figure, the same data

may be used in making more than one kind.of.deéision;vmore importanﬂI?f/

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

R\ . ) . .
are used for the purpose of @aking different kinds of decisions. : Assessment
V ' ’ * £d

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

. )
3 intervention process. We believe we can best impact intervention by
conducting research on the ways in which assessment data are used to

make intervention decisions.

- K3

.o
”

7 hed

Insert Figure 1 about here

- “ -

—— s e e 0 s et et et

4

Definitional Debate

¥

. - There 18, and has been, little consensus among state departments in

the ways in.which they define learning disabilities.. This fact 1s 1llus-

25 . |
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trated quite adequafely by data summarized by Mercer, Forgnione, and I
- : . 4 4

wolking (1975) and presented in Table 1. Considerable vdriance in the use

v
!

of the Federal definition, in the specificat#on of’ intellectual level,»

LS
)

in the inclusion of process deficits, ‘apd in the inclusion/exﬁlusion
'of,emotional.problems_is)readily apparent. . . oy
i . 0

’ . : .
AN . e e et e o i 4t o i o

. | Insert'Table 1 gbout here
Pad

. .
. . .. y 4
e e e o s e Bt e bt e o e ey e e i i i e 4 o e e s . - B
v
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-

I don't want us to spend ¢he next two days deba ing alternative‘de—
§

finitions of learning disabilities \,Thathwould be counter—productive. Nu—

merous investigators before us have tried to identify cﬁuses of learning

disabilities, and supposedly identified causes have rurr;the gamut from spi-

:"b' hd . v
nal injury, developmental imbalances, and neurological dvsfunction to inap--
|

t./\ - Y

propriate nurturance and, instruction. Furthermore, inVestigators have been

: ‘ B . .
unable systematically and consistently to differentiate learning disabled

children from either "nprmals'" or other kinds of hand#happed children.
. ’ , Sy .

S

Clearly, major problems are evidenced in deciding th{iLOpulation about whom

. ; i -
‘we are talking. . kK P
N S

The Use of Tests for Purgoses Other than Those for thoh they were Designed

I indicated earlier %hat assessment data are u&ed for making manv

—different kinds of psychoeducational deéisions. A &ajor problem is the

v. .

failure onythe part of, diagnostic personnel to différentiate‘their asgess-—
ment .strategies, devicesy and-techniques in light of the kind of decision

" to be made. What I m referring to here’is called the "WISC/Wide Range/Behder ¢

A
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

' < . s i .
‘plan instructional interventions for children. SOme of the best tests o

that are aﬁailable_are intellectual devices. Thev were originally»designed N

!




for the purposeﬁof helping“us make classification and placement decisionsg.

PSR 4 L : e ' " .
They.%ill;still da.an extremely effective job of helping us make classifica—

- ~

“

tion and placement decisions. But, we witness today individuals ehgaging

in,elaborate profile analyses using devices like the Wechsler Intelligence ?

. Y . »
Scale for. Childreh inwefforts to plan instructional.pvograms.- If you go
: ~

v . v

and pick up a psychological report, it'11 read “'Johnny' s‘poorest perform-
ance was demonstrated on a task requiring him to ansWér specific factual

RN

'questions, While his best performance was demonstrated on a task requiring

hi to repeat sequences'of orally presgnted digits. Johnny would profit,_ N

fnom a program in which the ‘teachey would have him answer many specific fac-

w“

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

»

Technical JAdequacy . » . .

‘ Technically inadeqpate norm—referenced\tests are too often used to gather
S 3 S .
data Jfor the purﬁE!e of making important decisions. Three factors are in-

volved. The irst is standardization. Hhen we assess individuals, ne as-
. v : '
sume that tle individuals we assess are like those in the normative grou&// ‘

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

o .

assegsing. We assume that the individualnhas had a comparable set of exper-

. .
ienees and opportunities to learn.y, A good numbér of the devices that we useJ _

on a daily basis to make decisiong about..children simply don't provide us
- ¢ . .

. . ) .

with a set of .norms.. Tablé,Z lists tests with inadequatel& constructed or
> * . . B . . .
described norms. '

-

" s o . dn Dt O S i Sy S S (Al ) S, e e . G 0, e, 2 St St S S S et AP

The second issue'is one of reliability. Mast of ns, somewhere in oJr

.

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

should be reliable. The commonly accepted stggdard is that a reliability of

vy
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90 ought to bhe demonstrated before devices are used to mgke.important
decisions about individnals. Manynof the devices that we use to make de-

4

cisions about puéils lack the necessary reliability for effective use.
. ' )

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

the most part individual a\( group i‘telligence and achievement measures

do have"reliabilicigs that are somewhere in the .90’ 8. Reliabilities are

» .
3

all reported in ranges because they are taken directly from the test man-
uals and reflect differences across age. Reliabilities of measures of spe—

cific procasses or abilities in no instance exceed .90. $Su¥h devices-should

'
’ °

not pe used to make important decisions The'third'issue is validity. 1In
measurement courses we all learned a little ditty that says "Reliability is.

a necessary but not sufficient condition for validity.' Devices that have ~
. ; N

inadequate reliabilities cannot ,be considered valid Table 4 is a‘lisﬁ of
/. * . '

tests with‘questionable validity. : (

e o - ——— e e e i 0 G St S iy S S b S e o o T P v B o S > e

—— o e — > — — ——— — A —— S—— d— —— ——— —— — o ——— — " S g T —

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

-

adequacy of the devices we use to gather data for decision making. I used

“l -

to believe the notion that 4t'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.
R , ,
\\ * Y

Using Deficit Scores -« . . . L~ B

«

The next 1ssue 1s one of the use o§\36€i:it scores to identify the #
learning disabled. The reliability of a deficit score 1is nearly alwayg

lower than the reliability of either of the scores'that g0 into it. -So

. . A ]
when we start using non—reliable devices, and then put those devices into

»

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

‘the reliabilitv ‘wé are dealing with 1is significantly low Individuals have
/

I'd ‘) ! . i l ’
)] .
')




been able to show that reliance on the use of deficit scores results i&

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

Bias in Assessment , .

. ]

- N . LY ! . . -
This nation has spent an enormous amount of time and effort in attempts

: ‘ . Ha .
to identify the test that'iz'Iair for use with members,df. specific racial ‘

Y

“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 a history of similar efforts in psychology. Psycholo-
. [ 4

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

-

gists

[y

mathema 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 :i8 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., .

3

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

children, and we would still have considerable bias in the assessment and

/ .
-decision-makiJ; process. Research has demonstrated that if you take psycho-
- (

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

" the top of one psychological rep?rt, and put a picture of an unattractive
] v {{.-.. ,
third grade child on the other report teachers and interveg@ton agents make

4.

iy

'different kinds of recommehdations and different kinds of é;ognoses for

those children. Pe0ple in decision-making situations do leeed discrimtnate

.

‘'or bias on the basis,of things like sezhrphysical attractiveness, parental

power within the system, SES, and so on. . : ! '

G !

Placement Team Decision*ﬂakin%

. .- [ S LR
A set of issues isidirectly relevant to the placefent team decision- !
: ; .

making process.: The'point in time.where ;saessment coles together is
- \_ . . . . - F -~ . ) \
. 1.‘ . ()(J - . e '

’d\
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when a group of indiyiduals sits down for the purpose of presenting data .

e

. . and tries to arrive at recommendations regarding the placement of the in-

dividual and ‘the kind of instructional intervention that is necessary for

4 ~

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

sion-making process, there hasp'g‘been a lot. There has been resea;ch on
v -

tlinical judgment. Research on clinical judgmeng has typically employed

a human information processing design, and has largely been inconclusive.

The body of research that does exist indicates that ;ndividuals-tybically

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

. whether individualssywho make unreliable decisions will suddenly achieve
>
réliable and indeed valid decisions as-a group.

A second bod& of research is research that has used"a questionnaire-

. Interview methodology: Yoshida, Kaufmann, Fenton, and their colleagues at
L]

-

) the Bureau of Education for the Handiéapped, conducted a series of investi-

Y . ‘ v

gationslin Connecticut where they asked individdals who had participated on

v

placement teams the @xtent to which they really participated and the extent .
. ' ) " ‘-.M“-_‘,.

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

set of 1nvest1gations showed that teachers were less satisfied with the

\ a . 4

. \ ’
whole process when thev 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 to-participate. But the important thing, the )
ot ~
. ‘ . ’
. only point I want to make, is that the only data we have from those investi-

) -
i

gations are dﬁ%a that give us useful information on perceived participation

(how much you thdnk you participated, how th felt about it), and thé datg
M -

are not direct data on the process itself.

A third line of investigation relevant to the placement téam decision-
-.'-'.‘.. e e s . ) . ’ ) ERERY o
making process has been a series of computer simulation studies, some of
I3 . a ° ‘

.
¥ v Y

‘ » . :}1’ | ’ .

>
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the reading'fesearch of Schulman and Vinsonhaler_and'their fseociates
v
at Michigan State, Janet Lerner's program that is uged to train indi~

viduals to come'i;to consensus with expert opinion in diagnostic situa-
¥ :

' tions, and somé of the research of Alggzzine. ‘In such studies, by means

/

of the ¢omputer, people have been provided with déta and then ‘asked to

make decisions about indiyidualé. There are some real questions about

.

the extent to which Xoufcan indeed simuléée fhé dec!sidn-méking process
by means of g‘comﬁu;er. Ong of eﬁe interesting sidelights, I think, to
thé reseafch that we plan to-do, is that we'pléh to study the same indi-
viduals by means of simulatton, obseantiqn, aha\qugséiognaire/intervieﬁ
procedures.’ We méy be able to get a haﬁdle on how.much simulat?on really

abproaches reality in terms of teiling us anything about the decision-
- h . e .
< -

making process itself. ‘

The fourth line of itvestigation consists of use of systematic,‘

naturalistic observation of the plécément team deciéi@n~making process.
v : -

" That methodology,'I think, is terfibly attractive, but ig's been relied

on very little. We found only one investigation.where people hgg'gone

1

PN

in and looked at the placement Eéam decigion-making processf‘i?atton
(197b) éonducted\a étud§ in which hé looked at wﬁat_happened, and he
indicateh that the élacement team spent about five m}nﬁtes~per child in
making a‘decision, and thaf‘the decision.the school psychologist came in

with was the decision that theé team ended up makﬁngi

“ae



-agplying them to.the kinds of questions that we're asking. There are

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

?

¢

The* last relevgnt b of research has to do with decision-making

»

models. We did survey the decisionwmaking models; we .found difficulty

‘dndustrial .decision-making models, the group process models, where we

look at how groups arrive‘ at decisions, and so on. Thére is quite an , .

»
L}

extensive body of research on how teachers make decisions in the instruc-
tional process. Yet, we're having trouble finding models that fit our
research.,

¢ . * 4

Rationale for Research on Assessment and Decision Making .

The foregoing review indicates clearly that there are many major

questions regarding assessment and decision making, questions that are T

L

-

obviously worthy of investigation. We have(cjosen to engage in several ,_"
‘1ines of inquiry as a basic beginning for ou longer-term research efforts.

It 18 our beiief that the questions in this area can best be

> N ’ L3

addressed by conducting several interrelated investigations. An.over-

K

riding perspective guides our research on the placement team decision-

making process: We believe that we must conduct our research in the & |
naturalistic environmeht, endeaVOring ts achieve what Bronfenbrenner - i "
y .
(1976) calls ecological and phenomenological validity.
Research on decision making to date'has been 1argef§ contrived .

1

research. I don't know howmany times in the last year I've-received
bogus case studies in the mail where people say, "Here are some data

v /
on, a child; we'd'like to have you make a decision about the child." A v

The approach gefts used so much now that people are becoming very sensi-

w -~

T . _ .
marital status, race, sex, socloeconomic status, and so on,,on the

decisions thatpare made, but it's a contrived kind of situation. The

~ -
1 — . . . 3 [y
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‘data to support thoég beliefs,“ideas, ahq theories, Such.data, we

26 s - | {

case study, and in-lab simulationéjby meqﬁs of computers, have been . '
- o 4 ,

used to try to stu&y real-ilfe phenomena, The generalizability in

those cases is pfesumed'but_never demonsttated. Aé a result, iéﬂs )

probably safe to say that we really know very little, if anything; '

- \ FO
about what “really happens in decision making., We have some be

liefs,

-

some general ideas, and some pet theories. We've nb‘ecologically valid

ca

believe, will. be obtained bj stuaxing the;dgéisiohﬂmaking procgss

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

ing to docuhent_and understand the many complex factors affecting the
. Lo o, ' | 4
process. 1 .. » _ . -
: _ " 7 ,
»  But we also can't’simply go out and obsérve behaviors and ‘count

. . ' 2 '
beh wlors that occur during the decision-making procesg; we have to

strive ffor a second principle, what Bronfenbrenner (1976) calls ﬁhenomeno~

logical validity. He defines that by saying an eéblogical exﬁeriment

cannot be solely béhavioristic; provision must be made for asseséing

each participant's definig?od of the situation, how he or she bercei&es
the sétting, and its various elements. In naturalistic settings, far

<

more apparently determines.the behavior of decision makers than mere

reliance on objective data. Decisions are ‘made as a function of the

. 1 N @ - < - ‘
characteristics of the children, to be sure, but decisions are also ‘

°

. ' 14
made as a functiomr of setting, the beliefs, qptitudes, motives, maybe
even ‘the reinforcement history of the decision makers. Decision makers

#

have indicated that they've very oftén labeled youngsters as learning -

o

‘disabled in qrder‘to provide tﬁsy with the services of a teacher that

they believe is highly competent. S)mila%ly, they state that they re-
fused to label youngsters as learning gisabled when chéy believed the

\
o

R N

¢
o
-
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<

/ sgrvices.of a particular program or teaeher'wére not in the best in-
e .

térests of theléhild.' Merely ‘serving the behavior of persons in

~ decision making wil] not enable us to discover all of those factors °
< A ' . i N

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

4 ; 4
decision makers to uncover those ecologigally relevant factors. Thus,

.
v

* . ° r “ v -
« the research will empfhy several methodologies, whefe we not only go

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

4 . . ¥
RN

what they typicailyjdo in the process, and so .forth.

Y

Proposed Research
[

“ T

There are six lines of research in which we %re involved: The

)

reéed?ch‘lgoks at the adequaéy of norm-referented data

) ' A

fdrst area O

for predicting fuccess in a highly systematic instructional program.

- The research comgs larézly out of the observation that if youitake a
highly s;gﬁgmatic instructional program, and you put children who are

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

A

v ! ’
there are always a group of children’ for whom success comes only very

-

slowiy. Some of our questions in this research,area.are:*‘Can we,

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

e

- who are successful from children who are not? How do you define sutccess

:»J' in a ‘systematic instructional program--in terms of number of objectives

¢ . -

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

wf - - , '
r . .

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

-

vestigations. What we're concerned wi ete 1is looking at the assess-

—

ment process itself,as a fgﬁction of the kinds of information presented

-

to the assessor. The computer affbords us ghe opportunity to systema-

4 .

tically vary input data and to systematically vary.the sex of the child,
R ' ~ h ‘
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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 they acceSS'technically adequate .

/////deta on tHe test, and look at, indeed, the kinds of outcomes that are
o s

) achieved as a function of that procesew We will simulate decision-

-
.

%

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

lthe deciaion-making process itself. We also intend to look at that‘ag

-

a function of the knowledge base regarding assessment \

A third reseaYch area is‘ﬁhally a ‘two-fold study. We are conducting

comparative research on‘children_who are failing academically and'who.are

‘labeled learning disabled and on children who are failing academically and

Qo

who are not labeled leanning'hisabled. How ere those children differentl~~ |

v . ¢ . . , _’p *

Psychometrically and demographically, what are the differences in those.tWo,

demonstrate differences in their performances on tegk, to what extent do

+

those children demonstrate SES differences;'racial differences, sex differ-
‘ences, differences in phyeical~attractiveneés, differences in the power

that individual's parenge have within the school system? How do we ddf-
).‘

" ferentiate the groups?

Ay
L

The fourth line of research is a series. of questionnaire investi- °

) gations where we ask decision makers how thgy make decisions. One in-

\

vestigation 1s designed to 1ook at the waYs building principals decide

IS

:'ow to put childrén in different classes ‘in the first place. Do people

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

L]

ple use? Secondl&, we ‘intend ta characterize the asseés7pnt process in the

.

-

. oL , _
groups of children? We are really asking to what extent do those'children
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model d/emonstration centers, iooking at the kir‘ of assessment de-

7’

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

’

to 'which those assessment brocedures are differentiated as a function ,
. . {

‘of decision makiné.. In the third line of Léiest}gatibn, we_will

"ask special education personnel to characterize the decision-
/ . R .

making process for us. Wha{ happens, all the way from referral to

.

outcome?
The fifth line of wvesearch will allow us to check out some of the
[ . ' . »
: . 4
" {nformation we receive,from the other lines of research. It involves.

o

ecological research on placement team decision making. We intend to
observe placement teams in the process.of making decisions and to look /}

at the kinds of decisions that are made. We will look at thejamount - « '
of time spent in presenting data, interpret4tg data, end”also will‘coh—“

Y < LN

"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 try«to

, get a better handle on tke process.

-
1

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

v

ment. We will ‘look at the influence of, having an LD sihling on later
2 .
teacher behavior toward and expectations regarding an LD child, and

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

a function of social and academic'considegetions.. -

= : & & - ' ¥
. {
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Table -l +

’

 Number of States and Respective Percentages of Components Includdd in State Definitions’

\
k3

Py

>

No. of

Components " States Percent Comgonenta gz;t:: Percent

Definition - _ ° ¢ ) , L
NACHC only ) 9  21.4% ' Exclusion - primary & aecondaty
NACHC with varlations .15 . 35.7%  Visual impairment ‘ 3 7.1%
Different - 16 - 38.12% Auditory impairment 3 7.1%
None : - 2 4.8% Motor impairment ~ - . 2 4.8%

N T . Mental retardation - 11 26.2% .

Intelligence .. : _ Emotional disturbance . ! 2.4%
Average and above 117" 26,2% . . Environmental disadvantaged 1 2. 4%

. Above mental retardationv 8 ,19.1% ’

" Not stated . 23 54.8% , Neurological 1mpairment .

' : . ~* Included - 4 9.5%

Process .0 N ™ Not included 0 .0%
Process disorder 36 85.7% Possible . .26 61.9%
Language disorder : 35 83.3% Not stated o 12 28.62

Academic . . y Affective
Read ing o ) 31" 73.8% Includes emotionally '
Writing . - . = 31. 73.8% _ disturbed - 4 9.5%
Spelling ' 31 73.8% ‘ Includes socially mal-

Arithmetic . 31 73.8% . . adjusted 6 14.3%
I .

Exclusion. - primary ) Miscellaneous . .
Visual impairment 26 61.9% . ‘  Attention defitits 5. 11.92
Auditory impairment 26 61.94 Motor deficits: . 7 16.7%
Motor impairment 23 54,8% © . "+ Thinking deficits 30 71.4%
Mental retardation 2 50.0% - . Discrepancy component 12 28.6%
Emotional disturbance 25\ ' 59.5% . Special Education required 14  33,3%
Environmental disadvantaged 23 “» 54.8% . Intraindividual differences 4 9.5%

. o ' ' ‘ Prevalence ' 2 T 4.8%
' . ~ Chronoloblcal Age - : 4 9.5% )

2 -

From Mercer, C., Forgnione, C.. & Wolkihg, W. D. Definitions of 1earn1ng disabilifies used in
the United States. Journal of Learn qg,Diaabilitiea, 1976, 9, 376- -386.
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Table 2 _ S

- »

Tests with Norms That Are Inadequitely Constructed or, Described

o

A’::&ﬁ

-

Arthur Adaptation of the Leiter International Performance Scale (13)*

Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test (15) e

California Achievement Test (9) .

Culture Fair Intelligence Tests (14)

Cognitive .Abilities (14) : b
_ Dévelopmental Test of° Visual-Motor Integratiom (15)

. Developmental Test. of Visual Perceptiom (15) -

Diagnostic Reading Scales (10)b - b

Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty (R0) -

Full-Range Picture Vocabulary Test (13)P

Cates-MacGinitie Reading Tests (9)® '

. Gates-McKillop Reading Diagnostic Tests (10)

Gilmore bral Reading Test (10)

Gobdenough Harris Drawing Test (14)

Gray Oral Reading Test (10). - '

Henmon-Nelson Tests of Mental Ability (14)

T11linois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities 17)

Memory’ for Designs Test - (15) . ' .

Metropolitan Achievement Test (9)

Peabody Eicture Vocabulary Test (13)

Primary Mental Abilities Test (14)

Purdue Perceptual-Motor Survey (15)

Quick Test €13) 7

Silent Reading{?iagnostic Tests (10)

b

Slosson Intelligence Scale (13) .-
Stanford-Binet \Intelligence Scale (13)
‘Wide Range Achievement Test 9)

- « .

\

ANumbers in parentheses refer to the chaptef in which the test is
. described. ' : . "

bTheseﬂtests incluge norms in their manuals but include no data
about ‘the groyp on whom the test was standardized.

- ’ .

E]
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] Table 3 ' S
"* Reliabilities of Frequentlnysed Tests C o < ool
! Measure : PO ‘ B . Reliability
California Achievement .Test (Subtegt R'liabilities)" .76 - .97 . ey
’ JIowa Test of Bagic Skills (1974 edition) None - a "
Metropolitan Achievement Test ‘ .84 - 96
‘Stanford Achievement.Test (1973 editioﬁJ - .65 - .97
Gateg-MacGinitie Reading Test . : » © .88 - 96 o
Peabody Individual Achievement Test = - , Toub2 - .94 '
Wide Rahge Achievement Test. ' . ; ' L "
Gray Oral Reading Test ' ‘ e .97 - 98d ’ .
Gilmore Oral Reading Test ' ‘ , .53 - .94 e g
Gates-McKillop ReadingLDiagnostic Test ~ None. -\ 1' -
Durrell Analysis of Reading Difficulty. . None A v
Stanford Diagnostic Reading’Test (1976 edition) .75 - 84 “ S
Silent Reading Diagnostic Test . .85 -~ 97 _
' . Diagnostic Reading 'Scales R ' .87 - .96
Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests . . .79 - .99¢.
Key Math | . .39 = .907% . "
Stanford Diagnostic Mathematics Test oL o .84\7'.978A
: - Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale - - ' None g
. . Wechsler Intelligence Scale for. Children--Revised
' Verbal . . . 5 T~ 96"
’ Performance: - - - . - .89 - .91°,
Full Scale ST o r .95 - .96°
Subtests - : : : . .62 - .92°
Wechsler®Adult Intelligence Scale ~ e ‘o .
Verbal - . L .96° ‘ v
" Performance- ' , © 93 - ,94¢ , :
Full Scale _ , g .97€ N
Subtests : ' 7 .60 - .96 - o
Wechsler Preschooland Primary U Y E Y
Verbal . . o | (93 =+.950 T we TR
Performance - .91 - 95 .
Full Scale « ' ) 96 = .97° Lt
Subtests B nﬁ”f ‘ .82 ~ .91% A )
McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities S ' - N
. Verbal ~ - v SN .86 - 920 VRN
‘ Perceptual~Performancd§§ v ¢ Y i T ,90 I
_ General Cognitive _ ; A '“*g .90 » .94° '
Quantitative ’ - P A7 - .86q
Memory o £ T2 - .832
‘Motor : . . .60 - .84

v
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4
" - Tables 3 (continued) -
. . q
. s - - - \
. Measure - . .. Reliability f

S Y e ! '
Full Range Picture Vocabulary Test i - None 4
Quick Test - . ' .60 - .96d |
Peabody Picqtre Vocabulary Test . » « .67 - .84

- Ngbraska' Test of Learning Aptitude / . .92 - ,95¢
Blind Leatning Aptitude Tegt 7 : ' .93%

Arthur Adaptation of the Leiter International ) '
Performance Sc - None
Pictorial Temt of Intelligence v ’ .87 - .932 .
Coluinbia Mental Maturity Scale . . .85 1..9lq.‘
Culture Fajr Intelligence Scale . _ \\\J///) b oo
Scale 'l Total . ) .80
Scale 2 Total . - S 71 - .81
Scale 3 Total ) ' \ - .51 - 68
Coghitive Abilities Test (Total) . . .91 - 95
Goodenough~Harris Drawing Test .7 ) _ .60 - 70
Henmon-Nelson Intelligence Test (Total) ' . .84 ~ .97a

"Kuhlmann-Anderson Intelligence Tests (Total) . .93 - .95%
Otis-Lenndon Mental Ability Test (Total) .88 - 9Ga
Primary Mental Abilities Test (Total) ' .86 - 95_

. Short Form Test of -Academic Aptitude (Total) : .90 - 96
Bender Vigual Motor.Gestalt Test (1975 manual) . .50 - 90b
Developmertal Test of Visual Perception (Subtests) .29 - 6 \\

“ Developmental Test of Visual Perception (Total) C .69 b
Memory for Designs Test ) . 72 - .90 ]

". Purdue Perceptual-Motor {irvey '~ None
Goldman~Fristoe Test of“Articulation SRS Inte-tater Only
“Wepman Auditory Discrimination Test None ' )
Northwestern Syntax Screening Test.. I None
] Flllinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities : b
At Subtests _ . ' .12 - '.90b
" Total = - . : : . .66 - 917,
" " —
Internal Consistency ,
"Prest-Retest”, N ) .-
Split-halff * LT
dAltérnate form ‘ C

&

\

N “ R
Source._ Data are from test manuals and‘rere compilled from data reported

Hy

., " earlier by Ysseldyke and Salvia® (1974) and Salvia and Ysseldyke
(1978). . . : D
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- Table 4 .. - T K '

Testa'H@ving Questionabie Validitya

. . .

™ . >
Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test
" California Achievement Testb
Developmental Test of Visual<Motor Integrapionb »
. ‘Developmental Test of Visual Perception - : ~
" Durrell Analysis. of Reading D:[fficult:yb |
Full-Range Picture Vocabulary Testb
Gates-MacGinitie Reading Tests . v
. ' Gates-McKillop Reading Diagnostic Testsb T
' .Gilmore Oral Reading TestD ) !
» Gray Oral Reading TestD )
: Henmon-Nelson Tests'of Mental Ability
Illinois Test of~Psycholinguistic Abilities A . : .
" Metrapolitan Achievement Test , ‘ K _
Purdue Perceptual-Motor Survey - R
Stanford-Binet Intelligence ScaleP )
Wide Range Achievement Test

»
* apted from Salvia and Ysseldyke (1978).
}“bNo validity data are included in the manuals for these tests.
. ‘ . —~ . .
3 ]
L _,/
)
4 \ .
~ } .
. . ]
] ‘:‘ .
¢ ‘“ "' s
™
{
/ ""-’ ~./
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“tion. At

" to this point that 1 wish to address several brief remarks.

Psychoeducationmal Assessment and Decision Making: A Reactlon

' ” ,
\\Bﬂrbara K. Keogh

JUniversity of California,.Los Angeles . /

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

[

on two major lines of work. One involves inquiries directed Jbgthe charac-
. ’ _

teristics of learning digabled children; another deals with the characteristics

S

.
-

of decision makerg and the decision—making\bgpcess. I would 1like to emphasize

_ . .
my enthusiasm for these reseageh directions, and to underscore the importance

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

sions about’ children. I was particularly impressed with the utilization of

.. -

”~
a variety of data sources. Few people studv principals, teachers, school
psychologists, and children. « Most study only one of these. groops. 1 commend

you for broadening your base of information and for utilizing dtfferent kinds
Y \ . . ) .

of inférmation.
As I gee it,.the fundamental question being addressed in this series -
of studies 1s "What 1s the link between assessment data and educational de-

cisions about LD children?" Answers to this question require knowledge about
L 4 . .
children and knowledge about decision makers. Thus, the research plans

éppear to be on targét. What has not been made ex?licitﬁ however, 1s the

overall concepfualization of the linkage between the two sources of informa-

the conclusion of this research program you will k&qw a considerable
o '

[ A
amount about assessment, about the' technical adequacy of instrumentation,

and so forth. You will also know something aboht,decisionhmaking_procedurés.

-

But will the data allow us to upderstaﬁd, and inferentially at 1?ast, to

improve decision taking vis a vis children with learning proplems? It is
.\‘- .

e

At leq't three'well develoiigvconceptual aéproacheS’Qo the study of
7

e *
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¢ oy

decidion processes are-applicable to decision making within an educational

setting. I refer specifically to the work of Richard Shavels&ﬁ on teacher's
B 4

[l
3 ’

* decision making, to the work of Bernard Weiner ou attribution, and to

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

1

\ ' ]
retical approaches were developed within somewhat different contexts, all

three seem useful for clarifying and understanding educational decision

<

making. ‘ _ ¥
- ) g\ ‘
Shavelson views teaching as a decision-making process. Bagsed\gn
work of other theorists, he has identified some h€uristics which teachers
. ‘ @(‘

use to synthesize the complex information and the variety of data availﬁb}e

when‘ﬁaking Ifnstructional decisions about children. Shavelson's heuristics !

’
v

" are appropriate in the decision-making context in which yoyr work .1is based.

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

. . o ,
abtlity" heuristic, and an "anchoring" heuristic.:. To illustrate the®poten- '

tial use af thistapproach in your work, the first heuristic implies that

end to dccept and credit that which is con-

when given new information,/Q;

sistent with our view of the top eu Specifically, if a youngster matches

.. N .
our view or is 'representative' of gut view of what mentally retarded chil-
\ e g

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

~diagnosis, even when the information 'is uAreliable. Such ar’heuristic

may help explain why some bits of unrelialle information might be accepted

<

and utilizéd in the decision-making profess when other§ are discarded. /”"33

1

. )
on by decision committees in special

: . e
education might be facilitated and clafified utilizing this heuristic. - g
. - ' . - L

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

Analysis of the utilization of informa

acteristics to the,decision. The other 8wo heuristics t.ouch on somewhat

“different yet related aspects of selection and utflization of information

- -

. A 8
7

R

|3
<o

~
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*

in decision éeftings; but the overail point Lo be emphasizgq is that

there are a fumber of Qays infarmation is utilized in decision Tfking,
and these processes need specification and study. » ‘e

‘ I would like fto see yoti generate more thformation about«the nature of

1

the decisioﬁ—making ﬁrpceséuin»terms of the persons who make the\dejj#gons.

. ¢

* You have mentioned,that we use data to make decisions, and that the de- "
. o ‘cisions a;eoinfl;enced by the nature qf tﬂé data collected, I would argue
‘vfurther that the dété you ch?ose, and how you interpret them a}e less a‘
‘\ function of the®technical adeqdaey of the instrument than of the "set' of -
. the person who is doing the selgcﬁién and making Ehé decision. This aspecé'
) of the deciﬁionrmaizzg B}oce;s is de;:;ving of attentioq and of systematic 1

<}

investigation. o . ?
. o o ,

In-this regard, fhe work of Bernard* Welner on attribution also seems

. ' .directly related to what you ar® doing. Weiner has proposed that in syn-

. A ’
theélzing information about individuals, we. tend to make attributions -
- . N ) 4 '
* about the causes of their condition. When a child has bg;n referred ‘as -~
e i'having some sdrt of failure iﬁ-sji?bl," we.imme¢diately begin-to seek reasons

%

for that failuré. Weiner has proposed that in most achievement sftuations,

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

)
- h

ternal ones. We may say that a éhild is not doing well because he or she is not
: very smart, thus making ap attribution td abjility -# an internal, stable
N A
cauge. If one views a child's failure in school as being due to-lgck

/// . . of ébility, then the ogvious thing to change is»éhe naturé of the ;rogrgm, <l .
0 the curriculum, or the placement, i.E.,'put the child iﬁ a spegial class’,
‘ }K r somehow to change the educatioﬁal environment to be consigfent w{th the ot
<h1lld's pregumed ability level. Qn the.other hand, 1f we make an attribution

t

to motivationeor to sqmg less stable kind of ¢haracterigtic, we are apt to

£ . o B
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attempt to change the child, i.e., to get the child to "try ha{der." The

point is thata!eachgfs make decisions about what they are going to do in
: i
terms of their attributions abodt causes of a child's disturbance or

problems. I susbect that decision—mak%ng teams make the same kinds of

¢ . :
attributions in terms of stable-unstabley ifiternal- xternga characteristigs
ty . \

as proposed inh Weiner's model. Thus it seems tbé'attribptidﬁ approach
might provide some power in identifyﬁpg the dyﬁamics that.go on, within

the decision-making team. | . . _ (\J

»

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

54 . Ar——. ¢

attest to fhe power of. this model. In a study by'LaVelle, we, provided

-
.

. achievement performance information. about their own yéungsters to parents

of mentally retarded, learning disabled, and formal children. When we
. ) ~o

asked the parents of normal children why their children were successful

or unsuccegéful-on a particular task, thé answers were as ydh:hight{QXpec;;
When the child was successful, the parents said, "He does well on that kind
‘of assignment." Tf the child Was'unsuccessful, the parent tended 'to write
lthat off and‘said, "Well, he had a g;d gay," o;; "He didn't uqdefgtand

: \ . :
‘that particular questiom." When we asked the paregits of learning disab*d
K : 20
; . - .
children the same quesfions,, they made motivational attrtbutions in almost

-all cases. If' a child dfd-‘el‘l-, they saig, "He's really a smart kid, if

>

. 4 -5 :,
.he'd only try," or, "He really worked hard on that day." If the ¢hild |

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

-

him to bﬁckle down and. really stay with something.'" The parents of the
» b by
mentally retarded children, however, mad? what is really a very sad kind

of attribution. When the child was unsuccessful, the frents said, "He
is retarded and he never does very well on sch8ol, tasks." When the child
' #

N .

-
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was successful, the parents were apt to wpite that off and. say, '"He must

have been lucky," or, "It was a very easy kind of task.” Undgrsténding

7’
>

the nature of the attributions of decisipn makers 1is anAimporténg'faéet
. 8 ’
of your research. The attribution model seems particularly well suited to

, o

\ v , t )
. N “decisipn making. ;A social power model may provide some understanding of

’
v

" the interpersonal dyna@iés within decision-making teams. Raven and his
R e colleagues, working within the social psychology field, have sfudied_group

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

n

other people onxtgf basis of a number of possible dimensiohs - coercive

_ . . [ - -
power, legitimate ;bygr, and referent-poder, to mention only three in t:he~
Raven"gdel. "Social powqrs\&égensions may provide insights into why
some parents'haye more influencg on séhoolkﬁecisions thgﬁ do others, or
why éertain members of the decision team are more effecFive than others.

As example, do administrators accede to particular.pgrents' requests be-

cggse théy view those pareggs as having some coe;cive power? Do school

- ) psycholoéists carty more power than other members in the diagnostic or
placeme;t teams because they are viewgd as having Yexpert'" status? Do
decision makers make differential decisions about families and zhildéen . PR
whom they. view as similar.to thg@selves? Soci;l power.analys¢s may shed

4

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

W

in.decisions about children.

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

Ve

i Ce . -
of conceptualizing this interesting research area. While I consider these
models pdtentially useful, thete are clearly a number of others which

, provizg"owerful direction and organization to the research. ‘The point

i . -’l '
//’Lo be emphasizeﬂ is that an explicitly stated conceptua$§zation is needed -

’ * ) ~'~'.’" ¢ .
R : \ . e i
: \ \ . L .
. Y, Ki e~ X
_ 19 | .

By



in Qrdex;/t:o direct the reéeaorch activities and to integrate and .int:érpret:'

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

T

concéptualization will provide thé bridge between the studfes of assess-
" y

ment and decision making. It is this linkage which is the key to dppro-
priate sefvi_ces f6r LD children. '[‘he/t(inr‘lesota I,hst'it:ut:e} is" td be con- .

Q

gratulated for taking on this complex probiem.

L 4

S
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y Psychoeducational Assessment and Decision L ‘
' Making: A ‘Re aCCion . ¢

o . . Libby Goodifan , )
_ i Philadelphia Public Schools .
@ % . ) . -
I have reacted to the papertas a consumer, probably bdcause of my .
- . - ' :

ties té.publjc school programming. As I"was reading, I was looktng for

-.some indications of how the ‘research at the,InstLtute for Research on Learn-

.
Y

ing Disabiliiies will help meqdeal with learning disabled_youngsters} I

bglieve my consumer perspective is co gtent with.the charge, glven to the
. : “ : . |
‘research institutes, to become involved-in basic research that would:ulti-

Lol
4

< . $ i
mately lead tolpracticgl applications. . The questions that Ysseldyke and -
his colleagues. have posed, related to the linkage betweeh assessment and de-

cision making, have accomplished tho¥e ideals. The strong commitment to in-

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

the ‘multiple disciplinary team, was most appropriate and very welcome to me
v o »

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

’ N -~

tically important pbint in the total process'of referral, identification and
' placement. Individual professionals who once held‘sway'over the identifica--.

tion and placement ofs learning disabled children, -such as the psychologists,

or’ the coordinator of the LD prqgfam; ng longer have the power, if the team

functions as it is supposed to, to arbitrarily or urilaterally make decisions
-Ehat affect children's lives. The decigions which impact on our-youngstérs
» o~ . .
RN

- are the outcome of a mulktidisciplinary process and no longer are the sole 4

-
’ - At

prerogative of professioﬁals_alone. Parents and their advocates are also
part of the te?m if ﬁhey_wish.to be. ' . ~ .

.Unfortuhately, some professionals resent the lpss of that power.
Others.reséhﬁ*what they consider to he an interference. Perhaps some are Con

) W g . ' o
annoyed by the added demands that are now made upon their time. 1 am hope- ¥ _
~ ¢ :

ful that all school people x{ll come to igélize that, in this day of aﬁgguh%—

»
~

ability and legalities; cbllectivi responsibility is indeed a very good thing;"‘!
. 4 ¢ . ’ ‘

\ v

"R '3 43.\
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. . . .

-

Personally, T welcome 1t. It % important that parents also realize that

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

‘ 3

bility. The placement decisions thaﬁ‘are§made,'the program that 1is hammered

out and dpcumented,in the IEP, represent the .work, the wishes ofe.all parti-

cipants; we, the professionals and the’ parJ‘ts, pust share the glory or the

blame. The functioning of the team has impIications for the, whole scnool

-

© system. Initially, it,exﬁoses us te public view and to public censure if o

that is necessary“ We "have to. pUt our professionalism, our judgments, and °

¢

. acti“ities on the table. And the public can say, '"Yes, we like that"'

L

or "No,owe don"t like that." If the multidisciplinary team functions well,
. 4 . !

the educational process proceeds as it should. If.it doésn't, procedurwvr

safeguards come, into play, Shildren\are inappropriately ‘placed, educatipnal

> . . ) .
programs are interrupted, confrontatiens emerge, legal advocates. come iiko . . :
. - . .

'

the picture, and so forth. The work of the Institute relating to the

. A Y o i
factors that contribute to decision making, the distinct roles of the mem-
- N k . .
bers of the multidisciplinary teams, and so on, is going to be extremely
: - - -

valuable‘to us. The questions that you pose, eertainly hint at the many
practical applicatiens; I urge you to proceed as'quiékly as possible,' I'"m
. ” ) .

very -anxfoluis to see the results anh I have a feeling that they are going to

-

oe extremely helpful.

You mentioned the need to distinguish learning disabled from other .
- \ . .

types of handieapped. You ¢pened with the/p}aa that we not digress into a

lengthy discussion of -the definition of "learning disability.” I do not
. S . . i
want to get into the middle of .that issue for it has no end. However, I

feel compellpd to.-say that I am’concerned that the planned invesgﬁgations;
.- \' :

’

particularly those .that relate to eha;acteristics of learning disabled oo

-

v

) .
—
¢ . B « . .
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"populations, may add little to our understanding of the nature of.learniﬁg A

- ~

.

disabilities. Much o% the proposed research rﬁsts heavily 01; the use of
ﬁany of the tests that you berated for problems of reliability, validity,

) -
norming, and __so forth. I wonder how much more'we will kmow about the nature -
.- R 3 -

14

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

2 A . "" - ) i .
tion cannot be ignored. I am not proposing that “the Ingiitute undertake
. ) . ) . [
to put forth a new definition, but I would urge-~yoll to consider.the possibil-
- ) K A Y N ‘. . .
ity of expanding the scope of some of yojr invgstigations in . order to\delve_'

»

into the identifying.and distinguishing characteristics of learning disabled
: _ : o8 . _

chflaren. ' o . S . N

Reference was made to the new regulations on learning disabilities.

.t

I suspect tﬁqt\many of' us ﬁE’;his rgem realize thatdthe new regulations
. ’ ) . +

really do not solve'the underlying problems of definition and criteria. In

[
.

L one research area, an operational definition is used to identify fhe léarning
- . -D ) ’ . . ) -

(T

Essentially,‘it. , -

% disabled students that would be the target populagionﬂ\
- _ : ) S X .
¢ stated'fhat the children would be' functioning .two years below capabtlity or

\ expectancy. This/;;\an underachievement model. This approach, which depends

-
v

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

k23

This..operational definition will very quiékly disintegrate within the con- ‘ ' .

L AN
. t -

text of an urban schooi, and ‘under the pressures-ofﬂ%n urban environment.
By this stanﬂard; as mény as 60 ber;ent of - the children qf‘the egtire

: _ | " school age populatipn in certain subdistricts of Ph{ladelbhia would be
'leafning digabled. The learning ddsabilities catggory; particularly in
larée c£§ies, ;s abused and is subject to'oyerinclusion.; Thg gbuge of the.
- e]lb;l is ampiified iﬁ‘an urban‘setting. Léarpi?g;disabilities'6ften is

confused with juvenile delinquency. Yeg, there is Iearning disability and, ‘
. 4

"~

juvenile deltquency overlap, but not a one to one correspondence. Learning R
“ + T ) : - § L} ' .
weay . ] :’ 13
. \ /"
- o
: : v

.
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- K

disabilitied is confused with compensatory education. Learning disabilities

is now seen anthe alternaglve to EMR classification. Assessment must -

help us to distinguish the truly learning disabled from the larger mass

of underachieving children. This issue cannot be ighbxed or set aside.
s - : .
I agree with you that a prevalent approach in ‘the past was to, focus on

identification ‘of the cause, followed by remediation of the underlying cause,
4 “r

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

cause,,and-c) remediation of academic problems. The results of such A

investigations have been generally disapDointiqﬁ' But I. question whether
that a7b~c.sequence is unalterable, Does the identification of the cause

necessarily dictate an effort at its.remediation7 This course of action

l’
’

would certainly be questionable 1f the causative factors .are biologi‘ally

based Have we adeguately researched underlying causes? I ask this question
" . w o . '
. because I suspect that perhaps some of the differentiating factors or char- ¢

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

-

factors and the biological bases of learning.disabilities. Remediatiom of

_ 8kill deficits, theﬁlast part of the a-b-c chain, has'certainly been the

.

most productive. It has given us immedidte results and many classroom .ap-

- '

plications. The researchens and educators in that area have given us a

technology that applies to all childrén with learning problems. And, it is

a technology whiph addresses the issue of management of learning problems |
1
more.so than the identification of Yearning disabilities. Note that I draw

f\
a distinction between the.identification of the child*and management of the

learhing problem. v

-

1

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

label which applies to some childrenz but rather a label which applies to’

v

¥

b
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-

* tiondl~, technolo which is applicable across all exceptionalities " This
[

»18" one alteruatiVe s essentially, the ﬁbandonment of the Lthategory as

a distinct category of exceptionality. Although I petsonallylbeliene that
"here are truly 1earning diaabled'ydnngsters, I wouid\;;efer this alternative
A to the present state of affairs and the confusion that still exists in our |
field Unles& we confront the pxdhlem of distinéuishing learning disabled ¢

‘e + youh ers from. the non—handicapped and the further problem of distinghishing

the learning disabled from other categories of handicapped I ant afraid that ;

this will be the only alternative and the ultimate outcome, Jim, the title
.- of your paper was "Pgychoeducational Assessment and Decision Makingf" I

note that i{t.excluded "for the learnjng disabled." _ Was this a premonition .
. .u\ , ) *’- .- *
of the future?. . . \

‘v-(
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. . o, ’Psychoeducational Assessmenx/and Decision '

__ S . : Making!\\s Reaction . T : ‘ )
. R . . Richard Woodcock ‘ . ‘

. : ' 4 Measurement/Learning/Consultants.
s :

. I'm going to assume the role of the gadfly. My comments don't A
S I "

s
. . ¥
4 P

.= concern major matters. I didn't find any. . First of all I want to

N _. : talk about three of the terms that were used in your paper. I think

- t
. 4

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

bilitf.hi there axe miscanceptions about thdse terms which may mislead

: -~ .
A . -

‘ bur thinking. One term I'm concerned about 1s used when talking.about

-

nqrm-referenced tests" and "Criterion-referenced tests." It is.the

* -

word test that I'm concerned about. It seems to me that the term mis-
Mirects what it is that we're talking about. It is not the'test that is -
a o -scriterion referenced Qr norm referenced, but‘ratherbcertain édrms of
interpretation that we can apply to the results thee. we- get from a test.
The same test results fov a Certain test could be interpreted either way, ,

or a test that was designed to serve one kind of assessment purpose might

"very vell be used to serve some other sort ofl?ssessment purpose. It

.

ghould be made clear that it is the interpretation we're talking about,

not tests. :
I am also concerned about the use of the word "standardization" in v
o .. the paper as well ag in the field. I do not think of the word "standardi-
A : '_ : . . ‘ A. g ‘_ . : ’

o : / . .
zation" .ag beihg'synénymOUs'with "noéning." Norming is part of the pro-

eess of standardiiation. Norming, may or may not be an essential ingre-

i . .
v

S , diant in that process. Standardization, to me, is the process of insuring

- s [

“that the test will be administered, scored, and 1nterpreted in the same

.tway by different people. To insure consistent interpretation in norm
.~“_.‘referenced interpretation, tables will be needed Norming 1s the way
] » » ¢

to obtain the numbers for ‘those tables. ' N




\'l‘ -
.
+ . . - -
A .
. s
.

The third term thét?ﬁqncérné me is'"reliabiliky." When we talk

. . _ . . ‘
g about reliability, we are talking aboﬁt the precision of scores obtained
from tests. I bélievewthat people in the field assume that the two -

F * ! :

statistics "standard error of measurement” and "reliability coefficient,"

@ ’ . :
are just two different facets of the same ‘thing. I don't believe they
‘are at lall. Basically, we have.two different kinds of scores that come
'?\_: o out of tests. We have scores that reflect the amount of an ability that . -

a person has; these are called "taw scores" or "grade equivalent scores" o

f

S v or "age equivalent scores." With the advent of the Ra}ch model, we are
‘ ' .

N now able to tglk :about some other kinds of scores that seem to have su-
’ ' . Y

p&tior characteristics.psychometrically or mathematically. We can tglk

about Rasch ability scores for they are scores that représent the amount

.of somephing that a person holds. The standard error of measurgment is

. ®

L the statistic that tells you the precision for that type of score. Another

. »
/”A\‘\\ class of scores that we deal with are scores that reflect standing in a '

‘r
* . -

distributi@n of people. These are the percentile ranks, standard scores,
. . _ and the ﬁew NCEs. The index of'prgcisién for that t;pe‘of score is thé

reliability coefficiZZt. The sféndard error of measurement and‘reliability‘

statiskics ére not interchange;bie_eVen'though many peqple in the field

assume that they‘ére. When we’talk about single scoreé, Ye talk about thé o~

étandard error of;measurement of a sinﬁig score or the reliability of

scores that come from that test. When Ge'@vélqate'tbq precision of
_— _ ‘ difference, then it is a standard error' of measureméﬁt og’the difference
. 'scofthhat is the égpropriate statigtic, not the reliabi}ity of the dif-

ferences. The reliabili;y of the &1fference scqres.islused when the

i
cqoncerti is whether thére is a change in standings of a person. And so,

. .., in the field we frequently run.onto statements to the effect that we

v 3
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shouldn't use a parlléular procedure when'you're.comparing two test

-

gscores because the religbility of the difference 1s low. .

[y ’

?ou-mentioned the importance‘of.having tests with adequate relia~
'

bility, with a common criterybn of’ adequate being 90 or higherufor indi— SRR

» H]

-vidual deciqions. What if you don't Have a test with reliability that good?

You still need to make a decision. Don't you 3till want to make -use of : the

s "__'.._ )

best information that'ssavailable to you? The user, of coutse,uhas to o

appreciate the fact that there is much more ‘chance imprecision in nhose ;'

3

data being used, to form a decision. Also,dﬂt is inappropriate to compare o
reliability coefficients for tests when those reliability coefficients ‘are

taken from 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 will change de-

] . . N
pending upon the sample tested. 'One of the things that we need in the field
is comparative reliabilit& coefficients, where the same tests are given to

1ju\same subjects.. The.Institute qight eagily collect these in some of your

planned research. -
In regard to the planned studies, I have a few brief commamts. I do

not understand g?y the term "norm-referenced" is used in Research Area 1,

where you are concerned with the’ adequacy of '"norm-referenced" data for the

prediction of soccess in a highly systematic instrpctispal program. You

- _ O B
could be using tYaw scores or other types of scores. It is the content of

those tests that is impertant.

My comment on the study in Regearch Area 2, where you use a computer
to look at technically adequate devices in assessment and decisipn making
is related to m%/previoua point when you are asking people about tests ¢

tthat have sufficient reliability, maybe a more appropriate question would

s




* R . . l 5'1.

e

be "Which tests have the best reliébiiity for a given purpose?"

d
v

o

Reseéarch Area.3 involves the comparative rqseérch on: children who .

are failing academically and .labeled LD with those who are not labeled

LD. I would recomménd using the independent Scholastic Aptitude clusters
‘. ' . 1 .

as the measure of ability rather than the Broad CégnffiVe Ability cluster

"of the Woodcoek-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery. Each of the Scho-

4

»

lastic Aptitude clusters is a special "intel'ligence" test, Also, ‘when

you are measuring written expression, you might want to include the Proofing

isubtest as well as the Dictatiag subtest.

1»

~

. -
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Follow-up Comments to Reactants .

James E. Ysseldyke
University of Minnesota

v ’ l L} \ . .
I want to tha7£ the peOple.who have provided\very insightful
_ . : »
weactions to the gqper. We'd rather have people tell us now those

,aspects of our research that we should be concernhd about than to tell -«
I- ]
' j
~us five years from now. There are some overriding conce:ns and issues

) _ ] o o 3
( that we find ourselves dealing with in probably the same way that. the .

reactants do. = ) : .

Ve v

1 think all the reactants naised some issuesj&egarding the »

he w.

~ o .
language we use in the field’ of learning disabilities. Terminology is . '

oy .
)

i"Q important. There i3 a tremendous_variab‘lity from Tocation to location
. 1 :
in terms of -tht .kilnds of children we are talking about. The Chicago

“Institute has e essed their large concern with definitions for chil-

c N

drew in both ii ukban and inner city éettings;'_But, it ig a terribly

jmportant issue for us also. ‘ ' L '
L] [ .

Dick's comments regat&ing differentiating between interprétation
_ | . .
. and the norm—refgrenced/criterion—refgrenced testing is important for

-

us to.deal with. ‘I think our approacﬁzagrees with your recommehdations
for interpretimg data: Any test is merely a sample of behavior.
Twoitﬁings that I‘didn't wanty to miss responding to on Dick's

-
\$ . .

concerns were the notion of the re¥tabilities that were recorded in

the tables and the fact that the rates are there because they differ

8

when they're standardized on different populations. The data that are oot

reportedqin those tables are taken directly from the manuals and are

" the standardization aata that the authors themselves pkovide. The

-~

ramfges reflect élmpiy the fact that reliability changesnas a function

-
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y A
of the age lqvel gf the individuals involved. I have trouble dealing

S

with the notion that a .90 criterion might be unrealistic and that we

should use the best available device.’ The bésﬁ available device, in

[

some‘Fasei}};as a terribly low reliability. Decisions are made on the

basis of upreliable data. I think that Qé‘ought to be very honest about- °
what we are doing and say to -the parents and teachers=and Go others that

”

we just-doh:ﬁ have a reliable and valid means of get®ing at a particular '

\ .

concern., .
- , ' 3 .
- Barbara's commengs on having a decision-making model “to guide our

4 R

éffprtS‘are ektremely helpful. Although I agree, we are having trouble

. ) g - ) . .
finding relevant models. The heuristics notions of Shavelson and

' ¢ ) ) & .
Kdhneman and-othe’s make sense but we have had some difzicnlty seeing

.
»

how they make sense specifically in the placement team context. We
., , R 3 ' .
have not been able, at this point, to identify a mpdel to use to analyze
{ . ‘ = _ .
what g?es on. Instead, probably the model(ye.are using to analyze what

goes on is just straight-out naturalistic observation in the situation.

. ' .
At.some point in the fhtugg, we will attempt to relate our qbservations

to e)'cis}:ing models. ' Q A o :
. ) ] ) — :

{ Y

LS

» ]
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—
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Highl&ghts of the Roundtable Discuaﬁion .
. Following Ysseldyke Presentation '

- & l‘“

Discussion begam with several.ﬁoundtable membeis expreasing defi-'

nitional concerns. Questions were asked regarding the nature of be—
o ¢

“ g Fat . &
haviors the Institute researchers would sﬁse? as both marker variables,,
: - - l ' .
for the purpose of "describing.s'i“ubjects, and as definitional variables, 0.
R —— N . ¥

;7r the purpose of defining children as learning disabled. Alternative

definitions were described and diScussed, rangin& ftom deﬁ}aitions oased

-entirely omnyschoel labeling practices to'test-based definitions. It was

)
L]

obserWed that much of the research being conducted by Institute personnel
. \ 1-\- -
is not dependent on defining populations of EhildYen 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

t 5

definitional issue will be to describe the populatig withiwhom they

L

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. Fnﬂthis way, 1ldentical desctiptive data will be gathered and
the results'oompared. In the long Tun, the Institutes will dttempt to -

make statements of the relevance ofﬂgpctific‘research findings to a

variety of settings. ' O L N9

'y The marker variabla study befng‘»"coﬁducted by Barbara Keogh at UCLA
\ "._.._ 'j‘;sj.
also was cited as an impgrtant step toward clarifying the necessary

components in descriptions of the research population. 1In its firsg

year, the marker variable ptoject conducted a comprehensive survey of
- ' '
[ , , .
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the research literature and found inconsistent and non-comparable char-

.

acteristics being used to describe learning disapled.bopufations. -1t was
noted ghat, given the dismal situation related to definition in past_

.and current research, -any attempt to determine whether youngsters in ;
| . 5 .

I T
the research samples of the five Institutes are similar would be an

t

enormous step: _ ¢ - _
5 < . ) . -
Roundtable discussion continued with consideration of the issue of

what to assess. Specifically, the distinction between the ability/
. “+ .
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 abilities, and so on. Within

{

special educatio{; this ability/process orientation has attributed the

failure of a child to acquire academic skills to causes within the

. ' ‘ ) R
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 degelop higher level skills.
. . . . .
in a sequential manner. While there has been considerable empirical

suppdft for the task-analytic skill-based approach to intervention,
there has been little empirical sup:?rt_for the.payoff from ability/

. progess assessment and ability traiging intervention. ’ ‘

It was suggested that the distinctfon 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 ékillsvapproacﬁ ultimately is tied to cognition

. 4 \
N ‘ _ ; :

v
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thebrf in the way Ehat it task—analygeslgkills). Rather, one approach

did not seem to work (the ;bilify épproach), so another approach thaé

did seem to work (the gkills abproach) was adopted. This does not ﬂfaﬁ .}

that the ability appréégh cannot work, but perhaps more realistically, s
that it has not been tesééd'adéquately. _Iﬁ was“observed that individuals

who have attempted to train processes have used skills as theif dependent
measures, but generally, havé not t;ught these processes (e.g., perceptq&l-

motor processes) in the specific domain ‘to be tested (e.g., reading). .

Teaching processes within specific domains might lead to diffetrent rgﬁﬁlts

than previously reported. , \\ _ ; oo
Another issue raised was related to the suggestiof that deciéioqg n N
should be deferred when only technically -inadequate inf'ormatir’ was 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 adequa;e test

instrument; are available. v (/ .y
i’lt was agreed that we are forced to make deFisions; we cannot ca%j

for a moratorium 6;\decision making in educationél settings. However, \\

the problem with using the "baest" available tests in most cases is that

we capnot demonstrate that the measures we gelect are indeed measuring
t" - ‘l.
o . .
what they purport to measure. One solution is to have alternative means
v (N . .
of data collection which are not tes’—based, particularly for making

instructional intervention decigions. It was noted that the best way

/

to determine what content to presénf a child and what instructional

methodology to use 1s to teach the child.

Decision-making tegms,'however, must make, decisions related to

Oy
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* other than instructional concerns. They must maké decisions regarding’
fﬁfpiaééMEhE?-related services needed, parent involvegent, and so on.
. \'“ R 51 = N f ¢

; t N ' .
The questiom of what sources of infiormation should be used.t%nake

these kinds of decisions was raised. . _ ’

r

" It was suggested that placement decisions need to be test-based

¥

decigions, but that documentation of ‘the need for a specific placément

A)

must be made as well. Considerable data should be gatherm%(xlthe al-4’

ternative-instrquional techniques and strategies that have been éttempted
in a youngster's educational'program,‘hnd whether they succeeded or failed.
In some cases, dec¢ision makers will simply-have to admit that they do not

. ’ - Q‘ kN ‘

have adequate means for making a decision.

;/'The interactive nature of assessment and intervention was then
. .

-

discussed. It was suggested that assessment which results in identification

-

and classification clearly has an egfect on instruction. Spepial'education :
traihing prograﬁs provide different courses in curriculum and in methods /
!
b

for childrqa'given different :labels, such as meﬁtally retarded, emotiona117
disturbed, learning disabied, autistic, physically handicapped, and so on

Although not necessarily ant approach to be advocated, the classification

procedure purports to -tell us how to teach. '
/

However, the claim that assessment and teaching are interactive /

LI
implies a two-way street. Behavior analysis is an excellent example/
» L - !

of the traffic flow where assessment influences intervention. But//

what evidence is there’ that the traffic flows on the other side of the

N\ . 3
y ,

. 1




". gtreet, that intervention influences assessment? Spééifiéﬁ{iy,-how

w
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.y -

does what happens to a child in‘the classroom influence how that C
. . : %

-

child gets tested?
* . ‘w \1 .

Several responses were made to this question. At a gross level,

- \ . M
a teacher referral indicates thgt the child's educational program has
in some -sénBe: been inadquate; this event'sefs into motidn a series

* ’ ’ ) . .
of assessment activities.’ Those who are working with ‘children ought

"to gather data on the intervention process. TQs\intervéntions tried.
should dictate the data to be collected. Intervention and assessment

would t:her.u" go hand-in-hand. ,
BN . .
The concern was raised that while continuous gathering of data

may occur prior ‘to a decision, once a child is placed; the decision

'seems to be chiseled in stone. Datafcollection 1s not continued once
: _ 0 .
a child is,ﬂ%fsedi Assessment has not received the emphasis it should

have in re-evaluating placement decisions. Once madé, placement de-

cisions should be considered as tentative, subject, to further fnput
( :

from other data gatherers., §

It was suggested that while the idea of rethinking placemert - bt

Y

decisions is important, the present teamAdecibion—making process! seems
M ¢

to, inhibit its occurrend®. The placement process - is a cumbersom% one

. whicﬁ!‘verburdens the individuals involved. However, the system, does

have a built in annual review requirement, with re—evaluation refjuired
evéry other year. The latter requirement should foPEe educators} td
o & { -
“look at the appropriateness of the continued placement ar categqrizatfbn

of the youngster. Unfortunately, the system is difficult to work within

and typically is &ery_slow moving, even when there is information .
. . . ”

\ 1
3 .
.
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which'diétates that another decision should be mate. - ‘

) ~
v v
.t . .

It was noted that data collected through stamdardized tests some—

~—

. - how are valued more highly in decision: making than data collected R -
~ ) R 1,1 2 . a

. through direct observation by teachers in a more informal and pnstandardized

1

A way. This happens even thou the unstandardized, direct obseryation
! . .

data could be fed back into- the decision-making process more regularly.
Such biases may be a reason for the apparent graater influence of a,

+school psychologist s opinion in -decision making than the opinion of ! L\
F 4 \

the clOse, day-tO*day worker ‘with the child '

7

One aspect of the Institute's research is specifiaally concei7ed with
such interaationa and influences 1n-p1aaément teams. searchers also™ .+ v ’
will be i:?dying the extent ta which intervention data aaﬁgally are ’ ) o
B inéut_into the‘degision:mahing process. Although intetventidn data _ .
- | . ought to be 1mportaht in makihg deaiaions about piacement, tha‘extent

to which this actually~pécurs 1s questionable.

’

. : The‘issue wag then raised as to where the'Institute'a research on
R T placement‘team decision making would lead. It was suggested that the
. findings should aomehow lead to an improvement in the decision-m‘king
procesa; -HoweVer? thera is a problem in that there does not seeﬁ to be

a dependent variable: we do not know when a decisioh 1s right and when

. . N 3 L]
R

. - 1t 1s wrong.
%_‘-.x A

I -
C A
!-'{Q ‘
o 5T
. v

It was suggested that the dependent variable. data will probably
- : , . M

have to come fram.nupil outcbmes. How the pupil does will determine

(3

» whether a decision was right or wrong. The result of the research

should hdve great potential -for influencing the process. At the present

N

time, the research concern is to describe what habpens. * Such a*® !
. . h
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description should lead to some statements abdut,desirable decision
. . 'n, . i’[ .
{- making. In the future, the Institute will probably be engaged in ~ °

T

specific research to influence'the.dgcision—making'process. 'One/ap—
proach would Ei/cv compare and contrast altgrnativé decision—making- °

. models. Another approach wogia be to.train placément'teéms in dgcisioﬁ

making And ;ook at -the influence of such tri*ning. The present. des- ) B

| ;riptiVe stud; might indicate t;;t people spend 90 perégﬁt of their time T

. in gegisiqn; ng mézgings bfesenting d;ta.l Givenlth%s finding,.it ) ‘ ’k
miéht be' possible to predi&t}Wifhk90 pércént accuf;cyfwﬂat the decision j%|
would be 1f the'data were available ahead of timg, ‘Tﬂﬁs, a third ‘ap- .
éroacﬂ might be Fo eqter all daté into’a computer;.give thgvdecis;;n—méking ';é

’ [y ~ R t.

team the computer-based decisjon, and then evaluate the influence qf

v -
-

this informatiom od the team's dé{iéion.. Whilg‘thefe are a great number

/ » L _
of possibilities for influencing the Qecision—makiﬁg proces?, emﬁirical
. R . . ’ ‘,I - ) .

evidence is needed first on what cufrently happenSgLn the entire as~ &

sessment and deéision—making process.
ol , . ER

. L e &
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. ’ T . Highllghts of the Open Discussion. ’ N
' . "Following Ysseldyke Presentation >
f ’ I: ) ) . -‘{

" The Open discussion begaﬁ.with comménts on the research to.be con-

. . 8 . . - - .
.ducted at the Institute. It was noted that the direction of the research

v L ]

‘ " 'séems'gg be to identify some general princip#es, ones that can be used ef-
fectively'in applied settings. ,It.was suggested also that despite their . *

commendable emphasis on'tﬁé'non—testing agpects of the asgessment procéss,

S

the researchers should réalize that observational methodologies, as well as
. interviewing, are not simple cuﬁf-élls. Many_problems'will be ‘encountered '

in attempting to use an ecological Oapproach Another:’ commert dealt with

] . . Q 1

the notion of the multidiscipiinary team. Although callqd "multidisciplinary,

.

team members really,are very much alike. One mlkht Qpeculate that if other
individuals wére’inciuded; individuals who traditionally have not been in-

*  volyed in the psychoeducatioﬁal system, the decision-making process might

v

. , be very differentl' B WV
. o . . ’ , AN

" The possibility of considering the weight that a person assigns to

» ' a given biece of information when making‘educational decisions was then
-, : raised. Fit'example, a person might be given a gréat deal of empirical
' LN . .

-

data yet'teject it because he or she has a mental model establfshed about

~

what is\ihportang i1 identifiying a learning disability. -'Will there be -

« any atteﬁbt to detetrmine the weight of a(é;*éon's(gental model and the .

- . . s’

éxtent of'empirical data needed to overrid; the model?
. 'In/;Fsbonse, it-was”agregd that one's model or set does influence
decisioﬁbmaking. The simulated decision-making research will address

. r . N . -
this issue to some extent. It will allow the researchers to introduce

certain data (such as sex, SES,,and attrijtiveness information), analyze °

qeqir effect on decision making, and then compare these results to data :

! ~{’” obtained in studjes in which decision makers report the extent to which

=+ quch information in[luenceq thetr deciqions It might be predicted

| \‘l‘.‘.. '6 .'..
/ ' ‘1" ) | f
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v
~

that decision makers say the information does. not influence theiY decisions )
- ) V 4 . - . . e - .
) 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

L3 -

was suggested that because such internal influences c%earlylexist; it
is gmportant to build them into the system to be recognized and studied. K
The point was then made that such simulated bogus study information

can have restricted value becatise only one variable is studied at a time.

A Y

The’ decision makers are r information that varies on just one variable.

It was'suggested that 1f® decision maker is presentedﬁdll data, then 4 £
¢ o

factor that otherwiée'migﬁt appear to have.a significant effect would be

-~ -

. ' washed out. . . - oo L
1
. - \
(]

In rksponse to this, it was noted that the research did-notxa&ggy
just one variable. Even in practical situations (the clagsroom), wthe
"all variables were'operating, a variable like attractiveness gtill was

operating. Tt did not wash out. It was suggested, béwever, that new ~ . \\\
N 4 S
. information does serve to modify one's previous model. Weights are

1

put onto new bits of information and these yeights determine the influ-

A}
’

ence on one's model.

- . . ' .

Anothe; audience member suggeste& that some .very iﬁportant‘factors
v . . ' . .
. have been ignored in research on decision.making. These ara.factors thj!'
exist out in the real world of education - declining enfollment; fear of

loss of jobs, and other irrational variables that do enter into decision
making. It was agreed that such vartabies certainly are important and

’ ‘ ‘

that the research will attempt to look at them. _ ‘ T

ERIC R - I B e oo
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The question w{s next raised regarding’the extent to,whichcsye
Institute would“be investigating the re-evaluation process. ~Once d
child is plapTd, are needed changes perceived, and if perceived "do they
gctually occur? It was noted that although such inVestigations are not

explicitly included in the proposed research, they certainly will be ‘P

~

. ' area of 'concern for subsequent research. Studies would involve deter-
r ' ¢ . ! .
mining the extent to which data on a youngster's success, in a vdriety

- of interventions, are used in the process of making placement or continua-
tion of placement decisions. ' _ N

The discussion concluded by shifting back to -the definitional issue.

. . N
N It was suggested that the treabment of a learning disability might be
\K g great.ly improved if its etiology were .knownb The situation might be con-

\\ sidered similar to that in the areas of suicide and fevets. Suicide is .

-

a behdvioral symptom. Initial research whichmaﬁteﬁbted to corr¢late
various factors with the 8tcurrence of suicide was not very helpful in

pfeveﬁﬁing.fts occurrence. The etioiogyl akes a big difference in treat-
meng; Similarly, fever is a behavioral symptdm; but, &reatmegt relies

an knowledge ofletiology. Learning might be considered ip the same way,
as a behavioral symptom‘that needs to be treéted_%ith consideration being
given to etiology. It was argued, with eome'disagreement, that whereas

the dependent measure in sulcide ot fever is quite reliable, the dependent

' S PR L
measure in the identification of learning disabilities is not quite so

reliable. ) _ "

In relation to the definitionmal issue, it was noted that the Institute

-
.

-

plags to look at learning disabled students and students’who are failing
. »

academfcally but not labeled "learning disabled.” Data on these children

\
t -

1
.

P~
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' o . .
will be collected,ythen presented to diagnosticians to see whether they tﬁ
-4 ( »
can identify those children already igbeled as learning disabled. If
. —— .

4

‘' this redearch indicates that diagnosticiaﬁs cannot agree, the field

really has problems. Furthermore, researchers are faced with a dilemma,’

for it will be impogéible to reliably identify who should be considerg‘b*”’r

-

as learning disabled.

-
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Behavioral Research Methodology as a Basis for the Formative
. " Evaluation of Learning Disability Service .4
Stanley L. Deno
“University of Minnesota ©e

. ] . . - . e < I
fé;:;;lyzfng the contributions that the behavioral approach might
make to the assessment of childreﬁ with learning disabilities, three general

categories of assessmenf decisions qgggzconsidered. First, identification

—

decision§ (which include referral, screéning, and classification); second,
¥ ‘.\w. . .r

program planning decisions (which include goal setting, curriculum and in-

struction, and level of service); anQ finally, program effectiveness (Whiéh

s

includes both formative and summative decisions). The two types of deci-
. )
sions in the program effectiveness set require some explanat{gp[\ orma&ive

decisions are the decisions made by people during the cpurégrdf implementing

. " C
. program plans. Furmative decision making_ggﬁélres answerg to questions
such as: "Do the methods and materials seem to be working?'"; ""Is the

level of service. appropriate?"”; "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 jﬁdgments made either annually or upon program completion. N j’

-

Summative decisions are after-the-fact decisions typically made by those
persons embowered'to certify that'a program gytceeded. The esséntiai ,
summative question is: 'Did the program succeed?" An implied question

is: "Should we allocate special education resources similariyiintdevelr

RN , y

I . - A

oping future programs?"

While th§L1nstitute for Research on Learning Disabilities has

(\\
taken on the task of understanding and improving assessment practices for
b ’ '

children considered learning disabled, this project's goal is to bring

“ -

I Y
.[_7 ‘ ™ | T e
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- " of normal behavior.

‘that’ problem behavior, as well as normal beﬂavior, is a funcg?%n of three

, . ! .
assume that behavioral psychologists think of the human organism as ‘be-

- o

the behavior analysis perspective to bear on the problem of assessment
. i . . /
for pjpposes of making those three general sets of decisionsa. In doing so,

we~have identified a set of relevant "perspec,t:ives,"l a few of which I am

(4
going to share wigh you here. ' '
First Perspective °* ) g
. The assqssment of problem behawior should beé approached

from the point of view that it evolves from and {1
governed by the same laws that’ govern the development

- /
- This first perspective deals with the'aééessment of problem behavior,
the kind of'behavior that childrenwmust'emig to be given a speciai lgbel, ;
such as "learning disabled." The perspective implies that when a child'é
behavior diffexs significantly enough fof that child to be referreé, one
shoﬁld approach assessment.aé if the behavior to be assessed-cgn be accounted

for withoy invoking a special set of determinants (variables) to explain
v * 14

the occwfrence of the problem behavior. The behavioral perspective ié

-

-

sets of variablés: (1) the génetié constitution of the tnzividual,
(2) the training or reinforcemgnt higstory of the individual, and (3) the.
current ehvironmeﬁtal.éirgpmstances of tfe individual. Often, people

» P i

ginn}ng with.a tabula rasa; in other words,-that all human organisms are , .

—

the same, without any constitutional variation. I'dd not. think that as-

\ : ’ :
s%mption 1s representative for most behavio¥al psychologists. From my *

own point of view, it is jusft as useful to agéume that there may be

f

A PU—

These dre presented in Deno,; S., Mirkin, P.K., & Shinn, M.’ Behavioral
Pdrspectives on the Assessment of Learning Disabled Children. In J. E.
Ysseldyke and F. Morrison (Eds.), Multiple perspectives on assessment

of \learning disabled children, in press.’ 5 \\
\, P .\
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«

. genetic constitutionai differences; but such differences ate probably

the proper domain of physiologists and perhaps physiological psychologists.
. i . * .

f

Behavioral psychologists typically do not study the influence of an indi-

vidual's “genetic constitution. Instead, they focus on the historical and
, L4

4 - .
current interactions between individuals and their environments in an attempt

. ~ to account for changes in behavior.

Just as people sometimes erroneously: conclude that behavioral psycho- <
: : { S
logists do not believe in constitutional differences, I think people also :

sometimes assuﬁe that behavioral 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-
LY

havioral psychologist .would say"thaﬁé/ Generally( the assumption is that

each individual carries with him or ‘her a mass of ?xperience which is f ,

& described in terms of the reinforcement contingencies experienced by the

» individual. That reinforcement history combined with constitutional
. [” * . -

» .

the current environment. ’ N : . “’.‘

. .- s

-variables, then, determines how the individual is likely to respond in
) The interplay among Variaﬁies of the genetic¢' constitution, reinforcement ™

history, and current environment was succinctly characterized by ;Bijou .

(1977) in an article that he published in Exceptional Childfén a couple

* of years ago. He called the model "i{nteractional," sayiﬁg it consisted

of two basic concepts. The firdt concept is that there is a continuous

*

interaction.between biologically developing children and the progressive
. : LY

B!

changes in their environments. The second is that@these\interactions

change the ind’%}dual (that is, develop a person with a qplque personality)

on the one hand, and change the environment on the other. The individual

.




- . . ) . .
, 6 /. , ,
/s \\ 8 . ('; . o

dcts on the environment and is ﬂn return influenced by the changes that

v

his or hér actions bring abput 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 servigs, the focus of ‘the present‘fesearch
- 1s not on the aﬁplication oflb . vioral principles to learnin! disabilities.

Instead, the focus is on tHe research methodology used by behaviqral psycho-

logists to empirically analyze the behavioral effects of changés in

individual's current’ environment. Reinforcement, punishment, stimulus

.+ A

control, and schedules of reinforcemeht, are principles that ought to.be.
2 _ apnlied in developing learning disabilities programs. In fact, as I train, ‘
teacners, I ;equire”them to use ghose pc}ncipies‘in the development of
iné&fventions. However, in’approachidé the problem of assessing children
with learning disabilitiee, we find more relevanc the scientific methodology
that behavioral psychologists have developed to experimentally analyze in- L Y
teractions between Be;evi%' and the ehvironment. Thus, the application of

p ]

behavioral research methodology to assessment of §tudents calied learning

disabled is the direction of the present research.

Second‘Perspective

> SN
The,methodology which has been developed to, accomplish be-

havioral assessment is characterized by the careful des-
cription of the behaviors of interest, the development

of procedures for directly observing and recording that ‘ :
behavior over time, and the use of time series research

designs to try to determine'‘'functional relationships be- ‘Z
tween changes in the environment and changes in individual

behavior. : "

‘The methodology 1g idiographic rathei than nomothetic, and it ny

,
be developed to make unique contributions to the assessment of LD studegts.

“
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Time series researc¢h designs arg not the private domain of behavipral .

psychologists. One of my favorite illustrations of the application of time,

»

series data analysis to look at human behavior comés from a Commén Cause
ﬁewsletter. The particular time series datum collected was the number of

pieces of franked m;il that our legislators in Washin;ion send home to -
their'c;nstituents over time. The question was, .how much and when is

frankéd mail used? TQe data are presente@ in Figure 1.

-

. As can easily be éeen‘by inspecting the graph, a relationship apparently
exists between when elections occur and how‘ﬁuch franked mail 1g distributed.
What you,ﬁouldwobserve if this wére a cumulatfve graph 1s the characteristic
fixed intetval scaliop. An increase in use of  franked mailin;;‘occurs up Y
to the pbint that the elecgions are held, and then‘an immediate drép occurs
inrbow mﬁch freelmailings 1égislators use. The amount begins to increase

agalig over time as an election approgﬁheé, and then it drops 6ff. -

One of the nice things about time series data analysis is that it can

A .
- " be used to keep our**pgislators accountable. More importantly for, us, how-
3 b
ever, 1s that it cah be used in ongoing natural experiments. Careful pri:ﬂﬂ///}// -
sentations of time series experiments have been made by Glass, Willson; L)
' . & Gottman, (1975) and by Hersen and Barlow\£1976); B! good articles

\\ exist on time series analysis. An impbrtant featu;g of Glass, Willson,

~ \  and Gottman's book, however, is that tgsi“point out the potential contri- /)

\ -
i
i
!

bution that time series research design can-Take to the evaluation of- -

.

‘ educational programs on a Lontinuous basig. 1f you know what data might
{ ' '

[ . : . '
- be useful and significant, you can~ﬂxn1)yﬁﬁ;nely collget those data,

[ Y
identify naturally-occurring changes in the enGZronment, and then determine

>
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L)
"

whaﬁ relationships might exist between changes in the data and changes

in the environment. ]

Probably all of you have seen graphs like that in Figure 2. Most

4
of the time they appear in technical reports written by behavioral psycho-

v

logists. Figure 2, however, presents a graph fthat a teacher developed to

& .
monitor the percentage of a class whi;g was engaged in "disruptive noise."

~

- et e @m e em e e = e —.——_.——-

< f’_ ¢

This graph shows variation in percentaé%s of disruptive noisé across time,

with vertical lines denoting points at which specific environmental

.

changes occurred. [The graph also depicts a "reversal design," in which

an attempt is made to replicafe the effecé\on behavior of'changfﬁg from

baseline to the treatment condition. Replication, of course, is not always

L]

possible, but it is a way to eliminate plausible rival hypotheses for ex-
ﬁlaining the behavior changeg. In this example, there is a decrease in the
behavior both times the treatment is‘fntroducéd., Mény graphs-of this

type exist throughout the literature of applied behavior analysis., I

!

have always been intrigued not only by Qhe treatments but also by the
potential for evaluating individual special education programs which‘is

|
inherent in the research mechodology. Special education programs are

individually—oriented intervention programs When lodking'at individualg
instead of groups, a methodology ii‘needed to help one look at individuals
to dete;mfne what influence a program is having on thgm: Conventiongl
research methodology ‘typically contrasss performance between groups rather
than within individuals. When apﬁ}oaching the probiem of assessment
within learning disabilities programs, then, the within-suhject approach

of behavioral psychology seems more uséful for assessing‘treatment effacts

~ ) ‘ A o
o /
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"assessment of a child's behavior requires deséription not only of .current

o - " 71
with individual learning disabled students A related perspective
Al \ Al

4

- 18 relevant at this point.

_/ | .
Third Pergpegtive : .

’ .

Behavioral assessment requires first, a precise description ‘ f "
of the level and direction of the behavior, and second, an N
empirical analysis of the variables in the current environ-
ment which control the level and direction of that behavior.
~. L ’
Unlike most approachés to gssessment, the relevéptldgta in the behavioral
: - il ]

approach are not simply measures of the curren% level 6f performance (or

échievéient quantified as raw scores, grade equivq}ena séo;es,'or perééntile
~ e

scores). Just as important are data on the direction in which a behavior

is changing (i.e., is it iﬁcreasing or decpﬁas}ng?),_since the behavior .

may not be staﬁ&i;p While it 1is possible to determine level by assessing

a behavior at .a sXpgle mgment in -time, the behavior may, in §qcﬁ, be

*

. . .
increasing. John Stephens (1967), in his book entitled The Process of

Schooling, v o5 the fact that children are getting Letter in basic

A

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 briﬁgs upon the child, to learn to read, write, spell, a;}-so

: j
fO;th- ! b 4

Stephens' point that academic growth is continuous implies that

L]

«
. &

level of performance at a moment in time, yut also the trend or rate of

. 4
change in that performance over time. Ratle of change is essential,

s . '.’Z“ ¢ N

especialiy if one is gﬁing to use assessment data to evdluate the effects
of services. 1If we agreelwith Stephens that children's:acad;mic per-
forménce is not stationary, obsérVed changes in a student's'achievement-
might well be attfibutéble to'$onditions other than those;arranged by the

‘ , {
special educators. . $

. . o) ‘ e

4 8
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- Nowadays, special education is..charged witll demonstrating.its .
\ - .

Efficacy to the consumer. Pre and posttesting izra,common practice to .

.

7

provide-évidence oﬁ\sfogram effectiveneds. It should now be obvious that

pre and posttesting is ‘an inadequate apprpach to evaluating treatments.

Here is an illustration from a class I teach.

& :
Ay . ‘ l'

e e R e e e e

1
Assume that the little squiggles on each graph in Figure 3 repre@sent 1h—'

:

dividual academic pérfofmance data, and that the heavy vertical lines in
f

each case represent instructional intervention. It is possible that thé

_effect of éach intervention witll be interpreted.q?ige differently depending

'

on whether one looks at lével of performance alone or whether one considers.
level and directioﬁ togethe;. To illustrate the problemsqu pre and post-
o N ,
testing 20 evaluate in{grvention effects, I propose to my stpdents that
they interpret intervention effects first without Fhe ;lme series,déta and

then with the time series data. 1 aék them to assume thaf the pretest

datum point is!that point iﬁ@ediately preceding the intgrvention (which wé

o}dinapily obtain during initial assessmept), chatlihe intervenfion-ii;e ) t
qy‘;represents tbe onset of iearning disabilities é%rvice, and - that ourAposttest

*datum is the last point’on the graph (e.g., a year-end assessment). Such

ituatioh probably characterizes much of the assessment. that goes on in
p ) ’ LS~
evaluating services. One assesses where the snudent is, then sets up a '

program and teaches for a while, and finally, determines whether the stu-

v

dent has increased his or her performance on a set of objectives, or has

mastered a certain set of skills. If student performance changed from
point A to point B, it ‘is assumed that the intervention program produced

the effect. As inspection of the time series data in each graph illustrates, .
'y ' .

o
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however,' it is quite possible the conclusion will be:rdifferent if ohe
has. available more information. In several instances, the growth from
point A to point B is perfectly predictable over a period of time based

on the actual data from baseline. In those cases, no evidence is present
)

)

that the intervention had any effect whatsoever. 1In othg%)cases, while

a "no effect" conclusion would be drawn from pre and posttesting, the

complete time series would indicate otherwise. 1In the most embarrassing
» ' ’

cases, we might assume that oyr intervention has had a positiyg effect on

~

- the student's behavior when iqg?ection of the time series reveals that

onset of learning disabilities services actually depressed or deceierated'

the performance. o .
) | | - | J
As a result of this exercise, the point 1s usually quite obvious to
\ . . - - ¢ .
the teacher in training. If one really wants to be sure of the effects /,

of instruction, one needs to.assess performance in such a Qay that estimates

[N

‘ . )
.of trend, slope, or direction, as well as fevel,'may be obtained. That,

[ a4

I believe, is an iﬂportant characteristic of the behavidral approach

”

AW ’
to assessment, especially In contrast to other approaches to assessment.

Fburth Perspective .

. . ) ,//\ v

. The comprehensive behavioral teaching systems used to.
design remedial instructional programs differ significantly
with respect to assegsment.

.

Several, well-developed behavioral teaching systems exipt which can

be adopted and used extemsively in school programs. In the review of

the daga base, it was noted that t%ose applied béhaviofal sygtems differ
with respect to the emphasis that thgy place on the coilection of qbe kind
of t%me series data that I've. been diséussing. Some of those applied be-
havioral systems tend to rely more on prgtesﬁ@ng and posftesping and may

.u§3 post hoc teacher judgment on checklists as the primary assessment datum

A ,'
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¥

. for deciding whether or not a studgnt'actually has -a set of sk{I?s, " o

(a e ey . ) - L | ‘-v.-ff? '-“._

Other applied behavioral systems heavily emphasize daily data col}ection.

A fair {llustration of those differences exfsts in the Distar.sYstemhwhiﬂg;

‘ . 1 " ‘_ - o

« tends to do ‘frequent pre and.posttesting, and in PrecisiOn Teaching where
g _ . .

daily measurement is the essence of ‘the system. Owen\White (1977) haa

-

41

described the Distar developers as interested in specific prqgsriptive, - .
.,

solutions to teaching particular skills. In such an approach, -if ‘the
11‘ ‘ R ) ¢
a .

"\ teacher has a student who is deficient in a skill, that teacher. ts given

r} . .

- ‘ . . .
‘ 7 “

» . a teaching package which is"used‘to teach the ¢hild that skill. In‘con— ' ’
trast, people in the Precision Teaching traddtion are given a package for'
creating time series data.on the specific skill, and the teacher is trained

to use the daily timé series data to evaluate the effectiveness of instruc-

. tional interVentions, packaged or not. Since maqy variationszin instruc-
. tion are possible, the teacher is given the tools to try to Appraise qhe

A effects of different alternatives. \ 3 -

@ -~ v : . .. " ) *

Fifth Perspective ~ o N ' , . ; -

*

The applied behavioral systems which contribute most ’ ¢'%£§§5
i ) uniquely to ‘the development of procedures for assessing $
' ' children with learning disabilities includes repeated PRGN
: beha;}or sampling and graphic displaysl/f Eime series ~

da

We believe that the behavioral systems which might make the most

uniqpeycontr bution (ot necessarily the greatest) Lo assessing children g
. : :‘ -0 e u' ) ot
. with learning disabilities and to educational assessment-generally, are

v
s )

those whigh use or reduife repeated behavior sampling and graphic displays
of time series dg!g This 18 not to gay that what Engélmann and otherb who

" . [ JER ‘ . s ) .
appky_behaj‘gral principles to develop prescriptive techniques:are doing.; Cy
. ( . .

ii;wrong, or not useful. Data exist quite to the contrary. The point
. o - - -« ,
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[ \ 3 v . . "v
is that‘when it comes to assessment methodology,-the use of daiLy Qr

- / ' e
rqutineﬂrepeafeﬁ.behavior sampling and Yisyalzdisplay of data, might
\ : E 1] : .
: make a Unique\contribution. ’ o A . f
' ' - [ 4 ' B) )

-
L]

Since thq potential of “time series data 4n assessment ig our primary

-
3
*

interest, the important distinction for us in testing is not- wbﬂther

assessment 1s norm~referenced or criterion~referenc%g, rather it is
whether assessment ‘involves single or repeated behavior_sampliqg. L
s ¢ * e

.

\

) > N : ' . .o
% this tregarxd, Wells Hively-.has made somewhat tite same point that was

™~ \ »

P

o

made ‘earlier today -- criterion—refereﬁcedftests and norm-referenced
. - . ” ¢ .

\ o
tests can be used for .the same purposes. Orffe can, convert most norm- »
. ERN ; , .
refe}enced tests into criteribn—r%ferenced

.
-
.

psts, and,vice-versa,

4 ) -~

- Weé take thep,"from behavior%i-a'ycholog , repeated measurement and

¥ - : ‘

time series data ana1y§is' it is around tha

’ E
o ’

we have developed a program of research._ An S

! N

o« , o~ .
approach to assessment that

.

of} the area. suggested the potantial contributions of_behavigral regearch

, , o ) ) .
N ’ o

methodology to id€ntiﬁication and planning decjsions, we have restricted_

. 0 ! . ) -~

Ve
N

while . a review-and synthegis

C \ .
the focus in our research’ plan: The decision made was to focus on assesgs-
. \ N ? "

¢ ; ) . . ’
. d ¢ ' e )

" ment for purboses of making formative evaluatipn decistons “- the gaily

y - N ¢ . : v . -
ad&tisions made by tdachers in ‘an attempt to improve a’ prog am whith is

A N - ! . - Y b

i progfess. 'Thus, the primary focus is on aSsGSSment.that can bhe accom-

{;shed by the tegvher when instruoting, or manayina i terventions,

. l‘ &
V‘n

- and which can be. u}ed Yo tailor the in#tructlonaﬂ progrdm to the
L < ¢

v

-
b

in@ividual stpdgdt Ln an effort to make %haﬁ instructional program

. v
o B d ) ’ ’

more Sudé68§fd?¢ At this time,‘the reseaisﬁ does not include using a
r .
bohavioral approach to identlfy chL‘drcn with learning disabilitios, or
v

2119

to prescripttvely plan programs (altheuyh we will be iuvolyed in program

- , .

»
o
>

'y o . .
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planning). We expect, Bbwevey,,thaé the research will have implications

N
1

for all phases of brogra@ming.“'We,simply‘will not. work on all fronts

~ simultaheously. At some.later time, perhaps, we will have the opportunity

- ‘Assumptions : ‘ i C

-

\

A

- . . . ‘
to try to do that, o o . -

» A

.o o The Research Proposal - '
. Ki Y . . .
To thig point we have considered gereral perspectivesj)which have

-

-

) . ‘ - ' 4
provided the backgrpund for our research: We turn now, more specifical}y,
. . Y .
upon which it rests. i

/ S

. & 0 . -t

to the research, beginning with the é%sumptions

. -y

The first assumption, which I believe very strongly, d4g: =
At the present time we are unable to prescribe
speciflc changes in the grams of individumal -
students that will certainly be effective; there- )
fore, changes in a, student's instructional program

should be treated as hypotheses, which must be
empirically tested. : ] )

If you do group research, you caun identify interventioni/which' '
/. - .
might work in general or might work ib a high proportion of cases.

Spechl education, however, isArequired to do ihdividual asses$ment'and ’

programming. That créates an -incredible technical brobl!h. To predict
that »a particular intervention, even a placement in a resource program

or ijéa s%ecial class, will be an appropridte change for a given child

ig ap logous,\I think, to requiring the Nationhl S;fe;y Council to pre-

dict not only how many accidents fhére‘will be on the fourth of July,

but who will have those accidents. I could be wrong, but T think that

. s !
our problems in assessmént 9nd programming are analogous to that, In

individual (aéeg, it is very difficult to predict with any certainty

A

! '

i - o
whether ahy kind of reform that we make in the student's program is

going to benefit that ind{vidual student. If you believe that people .

e o . |
Y .J&Sﬁjﬁ" A . ' " o

~
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> o are unique ind(?iduals interacting uniquely with thegr current environ-
» N N i . .

£ - ) “ment as a function of their ynique training histories, and their unique
o " Y - T N . v

t o ‘constitutional charactéristics, then the difficulties"in attempting to .

, make a'relisPle prediction about what program, _what curriculum, wvhat

’
’ ) - -

incentives, managed by What’feacher, obviously exceed our technical com="
o : . I\ .

‘petence. A very highly structured program seems/fgﬁgerk for a lot of

¢

v °, ' )
’ ' children'; but, to predict exactly which kids that pr gra!' going to work
for isg virtuaily impossible. ?here 1s always' that residue of students

’ ad . - - R ®
who do not succeed” very well #n even our best programs. Further, those
' . )

kids who_are'@ucqeeding may be

program arrangements., Our view, you cannot be sure about what
. )
L] ' . N ' - , N
5 18 best for the student on an a p¥ior¥ basis: you must continually monitor
/ . ' M .

?1 _ the'perﬁormance to ensure’ that what you are doing is benefiting the child.

That s the idéhl system.

Our second assumption is that:

-

- o " Special education is an intervention system créated’
» " \ to produce reforms, in the educational programs of
\’ 3 selected individuals. -
N ¢ " e o o
'\\ rO__ne of my favorite articles is one by Campbell (1969) appearing in

the“AmericahlPsychologést, entitled "ﬁeforms as Experiments.'" His
\  pcint there, as‘mine\hss.bee;, was that we should treat all administrative '
) .X( | anu educatiougl'reforms as ekperimedts, doing the’best.possible experimental J
..;, analysis of the effects of thosexreforms that we can. , Special educaticn .

\ o . '

\ > for-each child is an intervention or"a reform which can, and now'with due

hY \
x - process requirements, must be ampirically tested,
i Y

From our primary assumptions it follows that: . .

The effectliveness of learning disability services
provided for an individual student will be gignificantly

. * \,a

-




‘ ' determined by the capacity of ,those services for
continuously aasessing the effects of program
adjustments which have been designed to 1
program effectiveness. :

This assumptien is critical to the propgsed research. ffhe assumption
<
. s
implies, 1n a stdtistical gernse, th‘ of the total variation in student

achievement, a significant proportion is.going to be accounted for by

.

“the daily instructiqnal d c!!ions made'by the teacher. The’assqution

1s that what the teacher does in making adjustments in a student's program
. ‘. . - .
has a significant impact on the success of the program.

. A final assumption is that: ‘ . (

. Teachers will have to be capaBle of implementing and

managing ‘systematic formative evaluation -whigh makes
a program jes onsive to its effects with 1ndi idual

students. : \ -
. \ .

- If it 18 true.that the effect of teacher decision mgking is sig-
9

>

nificant, then teachers must be eble to cont;nually assess\§he effechVQness
of what'they are doing. This implieélthat if we can crg:}e better formative
evaluation systems and/eéféctively teach teaehers to use those systems,

they are’going to be more successful. I believe thet the really important
things that happen to students ar¢ what teachers do from day to day, and
that we can positi;ef; influence what they do by improving the aseeaémeng
@rocedu}es-teachers use ih.making these routine decisioﬁs'about reforming

a student's program. Ty : . , L -
« 1

. . o s
I believe that systematic'férmat1Ve evaluation systems will have to

be identified or devaloped which can test the effectiveness of adjustments

fh a wide variety of program variables. bonsider first, changes in level

T

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

K3
4

4. !

I
AN
~
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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 1s receiving thirty minu@es BT‘ID resource aqsistaqce, and the

1

time is then increased to forty-five miB'tes or an hour. Ib}is desirable

program réform occurring-witﬂin .
. e \9’
one level of service. The formative evaluation systems should allow teachers

{ +« to be able to appraise the value of tH

hnd other decision makers to determine whether qﬁ not such an increase in

amount ;f service has an effect. bhanging the amount of time in instructfon
is important since 1t 1nvé1ves additional resources. At the same time many
believe that,amount Oof instructional time'is a significanF variable in
determining instructional success.

.

/Our formattve evaluation system sheuld also allow determination of .

whether or not, the changes between curricula, such as those between dif-
v T - .

ferent readifng systems, are significant. Fufther, since changes occur

.

within a curriculum, such as skipping steps or modifying the skill sequence,

it is importans to attempt to objectively assess whether or not changes

within a curriculum are benefiting the child. =~ .

A third set of variables to consider is changes in the type of

instruction or }ntervention Introducing an ede Z&irkontingency manage-

. -

$ , ment system, "providing oral reading practice, or p}ovidinp auditory dis-
I _ ,
' ~crimination training, q{g gttempts at program reform which may or may
e% «'}‘./) \,.
“not be benefiting the child )Ag winh changes in level of serv:/; and in

curriculum, the ndhber’of changes,ih ingtruction or intefvention which
1,.9
can be created is almost endl 45, and their effects are unptedigtable
¥ .

To compound thegpyoblem, even when a program appears to be working,. it
- : = ; g h

. R .

}my be neceﬁsqry?to change anyway (cf. White & Liberty, 1979).

. M
I . ! . -
a v N "~ N
Tt ’ .
\
w «
.
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P

) o -Gonclusions ' - rf“ : o » ¢.
The assumptions specif{éduabove.and the perspectives from the - -

;behq&idral approach to assessment can be combined into a set of cohclusions
v . -~ ’ _ v ’ - . -t

about research which must .be done.

.
A

. First, time- series research designs_ based on repeated measurementsg
Y ’ : ‘

. of student performance, which behavior analstg have developed, could

be used to systematically Eesﬁ‘progrém adjustments. It ought fo be
o . c

. " possible to evaluate the effects of changes in learning disébility services

by using the kin® of data collection and display gystems tﬁat have appeared

¥ - a

for yeérs in the Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis. Often, -when I
+ ™

make that ‘suggestion, too many people react by gaying, 'Hey, tﬁat's behavioral;
. ] . . ﬁ A M . ] R ' .
: what -they -are looking at is the effects of reinforcement contingencies on the

v

behavior of the students. The children I'm"interested in are learning

digabled. That behavioral’ stuff does not really apply becausg the child's
problem is not a reinforcement problem, it's a learning disability problem."

. - N
So the research is/gst asi£¥ without coﬁsidering its‘potenFial. T aﬁ saying, )
~ "Hey, waitta minute, you're({hrowiﬁ"rut the baby with .the -bath}" Whatever
\ " your theoreéical biases, there is a really good analytic. system involved,
one which might benefit theféhildren about whom you are concerned. You can use
' .the.behavior analytic research mqphodolbgy without¢embréclng either behaviorism-i

or operant conditioning. Individual gubject time sér}es system analysis can

L2

help you to evaluate, in a formative way, tha effectiveness of what you

T
”

’ are doing. ~ . . T - - )
’ A second qonclus?on is that, to be effectively used bylteache‘:rsJ the
; time;ertes researcl designs will have to be embedded in Qorm;ine<eValuatigE
procedures which cah easily be used within the context of an o;goinp
learﬁing disabilities program. . One ofK;he major tfsistances to repeatedly‘
. . . ) , . ) .‘ . \- -
ERIC T S D |
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measuring student performance is that £t 1s such an intrusive activity.

Teachers question whether the time and~energy devotedAbo 1t is warranted.

+ ) R
The question typically asked is, "1f I spend all my time testing, when am
L éoing'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 specification of Eagget behaviors which
) > ; ;

! 12

validly index improvement {n the curriculum domains for which learxning

°

4 . .
disability services are cgimonly provided.  We should create simple and

»

direct procedurqg_ég; repejtedly measuring target behaviors, for graphic ‘

display of repeated measurefpént data, gnd for using the ggaphed data sfs—
g . Q? :

_tematically to ¢umulatively impfove a program. I‘am proposing that what we

should do is develop procedures that are analogous, I suppoge, to what phy-

!
¢

sicians use when they measure vital signs. We need to know what are the

vital signs pof growth in reading and other hasic skills which "are eaS(.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-
gelf to the identification of target performance which validly indexes im-
provement in the curriculum domains for which learning disability services

are commonly provided.'

Research Objegtives

Our Qri%ary thrée~year research objective is to empirically determine

whether teachers who ére using thd kiﬁds of formative evaluatfon systems
" .

that T have been describing are m0te effective in improving the basic

«

»

@ademicquillq and the social fungtion[ny of learning disabled chilgrgp
'...? P N r [

than teavhers who do not employ such syqtematic Qprﬁht{ve evnluation

We are try}ng-to achteve that ln three stages.
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. The first of these, Stage 1 in our general research plan, seeks to

anéwer 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 tp Qevote to this actiyity at the’

. i
’present. -

~

« Secondly, 1if we can identify behaviors as valldly indexing improvement

in those dotains, can simple measurement procedures be developed for those

behaviors which teachers could use routinely, daily 1f necessary, to monitor

the effectiveness of interventions &esigned to change those, behaviors? It

A}

‘ ' - ) i
is one thing, of course, to identify a behavior as a géod.?ndex of growth,
ahd it is another problem to develop simple procedﬁres for'routinely qb-
taining dafa on that behavior.

Third, ,does variation in the freqdenéy'or'type of measurement affect

.

outcomes? That may ve.e:_'m-l"_like a peculiar question, but Tom Lovitt has talkeci-

a lot about the value of.ﬂirqct and daily measurement. For purposes of

"

developing formative evaluation procedures ‘to evaluate.the effects of

»

1 s 4 .
~ the kinds of changes that we are talking about in currieulum, instruction, -
and level ;?é;ervice, we would like to establish the, importance oX daily

measurement. We would like to know whethéy the teacher can drop back to
t . . »
. less frequent measurememt such as three time® a week, or weekly, or-.once

X .
every two weeks, or once a month. We also seek to discoyer,whether it

makes a difference if behavior is quantified,as pé&éentagg?‘or rate, and
‘whether thé duration gf a meésurement sample “1s8 one miqﬁte, gh:eé minuteé,
or five minutes. Variables like thbse, which are parttof peasurement
1tself, can conceivably {nfluence student gerfdrmance and teacher decisibn_

making, so they should be examined empirically. ' .

r\ ..v r
v

~ G
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- An additional set of research questions relgtes to whethey systematic

techniques can be identified which improve teachers' use of daily assess-'

ment data. A\fam‘gfudies have been done in which specific rules have
governed teachers' use of. data to decide when a program should| be changed.-
Ralph Bohannoh and Phyllis Mirkin both useé such systems in t éir_doctoral

research and obtained positive effects.\\kﬁzéleén Liberty and Owen White
. . "‘\ ) . * . .
are the leaders in this particular area of research. Our queétion is,

b

if you have teaéhers usihg‘a data utilization system, does that maximize

[y

the potential contribution of time series data to impréving a student's

N . ) ’ . . /. - ¢ ‘

program?

A final Stage 1 question is, does variation fn who does the meagurement

- inffuence effective data utilization? Teachdrs, students, or parents -can

be invblved in data utilization. Does i;-matt?r'Who is in&olved?

_We‘turn now to épqge 2 of our research. Once ye h;vb answered the
questions posed in Stage'i, we will attempt §0 construct_fdfmative eealua- .
tion procedures in each domain which are logistically feaé&ble. NI thank
Tom Loviﬁt fbr the notion thatﬁ%e nead to consider logisticai feasihility

within the centext of school learning disability programs. To do so,

we will attempé to determine whether or not the procedures we develop

are generalizable across different curriculum methods, clAgsroom organi-

zations,lage and grade levels -- whether it is easy to train people to

use the procedures, whether tlie procedures are efficlient with respect to

teacﬁ;r and student time, and/finally whether it 1s ensy for teachérs,i'

" and others involved, to manage such syssgms. Those are critical variables

.

in deterhinihg the likelihbod that such systems would be adopted and
used within the schools. ® Logistical concerns, are major ones_fér answering

our primary research question. Teachers must be able to use our formative

l ' .’ ‘ 'l‘

/"/
94 .
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By | S . ”

evaluation procedures over the period of a full school year. If the’

procedures are too cumbersome, we will have difficulty maintaining teachersf

-

4

measurement behavior, .

4

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,

,
I will close by providing a, hypothetical example of whdt we hope

"to achieve. Consider the graph in Figure 4. Suppose, for example, it

turned out in Stage 1 that reading common Vords_in isolation from some
high frequency word list] like the Dale fést\pf 769 easy wordﬂ(’zg a

valid index of the“student's pfoficiency in feading. Suppose further
; J

“vw

one student"s performance from nitial asa@ssment 5brough a series_of /
progtam reforms. The numerals on the graph represent rq\éing from t?/

isolated word list during each program phase -- the rate correct and

v

. incorrect, median rates, for those phases. The first reform (placement %

déciéion) wés to have a learning disability resource teacher congult

with the teacher about some possfble curriculum change. The chénges, ’
sequentially, were consultation with a curriculum change, but continued
clags placement, and then a second curric;lum changéﬂ

Y

) Insert Figure 4 about here

- e v Em e s e e el em e e omm e e wm e

‘A8 you can see, these reforms did not prodtice an improvemént in

reading performance (4t least as indexed by our measure), so ahen we
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[

t

. . . . . 85
changed the level'of service to resource assisténée with one-to-one in-
struction 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,réfofm initiated g]rwtﬁ in reading, but a bit later the growth

seemed to 1ev¢l off; What Wwe did then wés ‘to introduce an 3Instructional

L4

change -- oral re-reading to mastery; again performance accelérated. This
\ .

hypo%hetical exémple well illustrates, I think, what we are étfiving t9‘

.dchieve in our research. A system like this 1s' the kind of system that .

~we hope to develo%land'teSt in the final stage of our fesearcb.

L

R

- e pre———— ¢ — s
i
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ﬁ B . d . Behavioral .Research Methodology: A Reaction E v
' [} « L L ” R : . s, * . ' L)
o, o Co o e . '
’ ' Thomas Lovitt .-° & ~ S
Y- University of Washington .
\ . e . _ " I o ’
K , . \ '1 .

I will organize my comments anound the ‘three features of the research
]

program on which I‘was asked to make comments, and then talk about the

EY

e

six proposed research objectiyes. T dTll:alsq present.some 5deas on °

. * - ot . "
" \ applied research and where it seems to be going \ - X

v

- -

’ I will first comment on the knowledge\base.. It 'seems to me’ that, ° T

N there .are’at least three }iteratures related to this area of research._

]

I think one\would be the literature on precisi9ﬂ’teaching as set apart

from applied behavior analysis. Althodgh ifidividuals in this area tend'

« to be Q litdle brash and car

'y

R “% ratheg creative bunch and t
hanother. One bas to be a bl ¢ reful in reading some of.this 1it ature.

*

l ‘ -' TAC second dey of relevant 1iterature comes from the applied behavior an- '

*

- \

:_ , _7 - alysis. camp - from the Baer's, the Bijous,, the Wolfs, the Bernbauers. A\fin=

set/of methodologies can* be gained from them. I think sometimes thqy aré

— T L

, «@ bit impractical in-some things (such as’ school systems, political issues),'

( S but these researchers tend to be more applied than some people. Certainly,

. 1

.o & thitd body of relevant literature that might'be considered more strongly- -

\ \

by Deno s group Would be that in general education - the International

- Reading Asspciation, the John Guthries, _the Jay' Samuels, and so on.. They
: K . e
Ny - have been working on reading, mathematics, ?fience, Minnesota ‘state his--"”

l-

f/ . tory, and so dn,‘for a long time.i_ think ‘that 1f Deno's group can pulI
/7' + together the 1literatures from those three.areas - precision teaching, apJ
- 1{ ', | \ plied behavior aﬂalysis, and general curriculum, we will benefit great.ﬁ.
c ‘ ’
./// e . The gecond aspect of this reseaxch, on which I will qomment.inyolv
. * ~ . v .
'?’ o . the rationale for the research. I couldn't agree more heartily with/what

's group is doing. They are wOrkingnon,basic-bﬁills‘— reading,l

\ ¢ s [T M
. . . .




. .
’ . . . : . ..
. § - . ) y . A" o
92 o - ~ ' '

. P
. .

*writing, and arithmetic* they are working in appliad settings - schools,‘

v’ -t

- ~and they are dealing with a population that is Very 3opular - learning ® . )

N t

disabilfties. What could ‘be

"~ . s . ‘4
ner? T A

B
v 8 ; The terd point I bill discuss relates to the potential q.ptribution ‘ ‘ ”
My resounding.apprgval hete 'is based on‘the ) ~
; '
. ‘ Deno .and his cohorts are studying fundamental ‘
/e’ eem to be doing it in a practical way in applied settings.
I think some oOf the metho 2] to‘which Deno referred (time series analysis
- ' ’ over time and trends.of daua) can be impldmented
” " very readifly in school systems if not all product situation 4
’ . . T wgfild now like to run through the'six objeceﬁﬁes of this research :', ¢
"/ ‘and mgke' a few comments on them. The first objective is toneasure behaviorg

//—‘ .
-ading, ‘gpelling, written discourse, and soclal adjustment 8o that the

’. . 4 J

{ I
tive to some of the .0ld stand-by LD interventions such as the Frostig,

. . *

waiking rails, amphetamines, Distar, individualized cubicles, and DLM

matarials, which are commohly produced\and ballyhooed I think that might

- - )

! be a backward approach and I really don't think that is what Deno had ,\
|-

1n mind.at all I think they are tryigg to idehtify impdrtant behaviors .f

-

‘

that we should deal with when we re trying to educate)learning disabled ' .

S lchildren. In ideﬁlifying important behaviors, you could Just. simply et
{ ’ ‘

- JI ‘ teach LD childremr the same behaviors that are tauipt to normal children,

“. - L4

A : as has been ddne in the past. ot, you might identify the behggxprs of _':

successful adults and. try to teach ose to learning disabled children. \

°. \

.St1l1l another way would be to uae a validation corps, an independenﬂ group

)

" of judges. Such a group would verify the existence of some defdcit : i
? . ] N ) - ) ‘ . . * ."‘ TN : .

. | | _l .\ B )2' ' i 1’,)" | “ .‘., 'f \

. L ‘ ' ‘ Y S




. . or maladaptive behaviors, then, after someone taught this set of = - "
. behaviors, would te—évaluate the children and hopefully say, 'Yes, &Pw . |

» ~

A they . are 0K, they are nqﬂ-LD." Conceivably then, you ‘have dealt wfth“'

- > ¢ ‘

\/4 * \ : importént behaviors. I think it is time to really grapple with bigger e
. ," - - , “ . R ‘

. designs, more importa[t designs,_and perhaps go beyond some’ of the in-- %-

~ o ’ . | ¢ T . e . "

: dividual charts that have been used for sco mgny years.” : B \, .
.- . \
. . . - [ 3

EN;:Q ) The seeond'objectivekof the research. is 40 measure those behaviors
S | ° ) . . . v . ¢ 1 ’ N
- (feading, spelling, written discourse,'soeialtadjustment). Deno referred

to the controversy about measuring’in ;erms of frequency, duration, per-—

- —~

2 I \centages, ‘and whether data~should be collected on a daily, weekly, or
’ \ monthly basisy and so on. There is also a great deal of controversy on

"~ ‘ . N

< ]
J , how the behavior should be graphed —‘on the Cartesian Coordinates that
. ) Stanley used or on semi logatithmic paper, that Ogden would use, or on

somp othet form of paper., There are greAt‘debates on -these issues.  There

-

are.several ways to-resolve these megbodological problems, but again, I
' :

think one.way would be to haVe a validation corps, a group of 1udges.
.y / . [
. df course, considération would/be cost, such as the length of time
‘.‘ " 1 * . .

required to teach one measurement system as opposeg to another "

o~

c’
o=

oo, tﬁé third research objective is to determine who should monitor and®

. v e

¢, Measure the effectiveness of an intervention. Reliability 1s extremely .
) \ . R .
\ 4 .. :

T ?mportant here. Often we use a friend spouse, or roommate to be our

second recorder of the data, 1f rin fact we use a _second’ person, We -1 , . .
4 . P3 o . . .
' cshould be using highly" trained, non—inVolved and unobtrusiVe indivi- :

- duals to cross-checksour measurepent. In’ practice, I think that the‘ ) s

" , effectiveness of intervention should be .meagured by an immediately in-

Q
L]

. volved person, sach ds the parent. the teacher, oT' even the child )

» - "

The fourth research objectivb is to insure:that the. data obtained'f .




. - 2R o S IR
_ \‘in monitoring an intarvention.arelatilized in improving an intervention.> That s
) ' tough, but the answer is important. If data are obtained, they should be
' _ - - used in some wfy ... They COuld be used to communicate, they could be used
,' ' to. validate, but they: could also be used to make decisions. How to'do
3 i ’ | this presents a real problem. Some studies have indicated that requiring.«'.
N

V.

&

ot Ve teachers ‘to collect -and look at their data ‘more often does not help them -

S

make more intelligent. decisions. Often, it seems' that specifying decision" :

, a ’ rules on. ‘the da'ta chart is an effective way "to encourage decision makKing-
: A

\\ . ! ® ’ : \..

. ) Dale Gentry, at the University of Washington, did an interesting disserta-;"

tion along that line.. He found that when they talked to. teachers and

.
. -
. . S . ..
/ N '

al o prompted . them to make decisiOns based on data, and gave social reinfbrce~ .

ment for doing it, the rate of making decisions increased. L -

~ The fifth research objective 1s to identify systematic formative

x | evaluation procedures that aré logistically feasible within the context

of school programs; The first problem - is that no one has really identified ’
~ A <, IS

the various systematic formative evaluation prdbedures, although Deno
rdid to somge extent. Second I don't think that anyone has determfined bhe
N | extent to which formative evaluations are now uged in school programs. “f' ’

. Third I,don t Know whether anyoné has tested how'often and with how ’ L:'

intain four or five charts -per day for 30 -to 35 students, po

. Al

! : L0
test for limits on iven sets of circunstanoes. However, one must also .

" consider - the politic and the realities of it all, which ?eana ve have to

':? e deal with buaing, unions ‘collective bargaihiﬂs: tenure, and so on, ’ Cw
S . when developins a data system d} any kind._ C 3 ..f " | -
. ' X .The last resaarch objective 18 to deternine whether ayateﬂhtic A : S

| X ") fo;mativc evaluation significantly improves intervantion lff‘CtiV.ﬂ.ll-V;. {'"”'“

' A , — N
\)~ ) n - ¢ ‘ . . ’ . ..
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) . a . Y : . . .
. L. . ..\/,D N e . ‘. ) 95 . .
X . . - . A . W . { / l:
- One way to' do this is to assess whether the . system is more efféctive) . .
. A -« - *

thdh nothing, whether it is mawe effactive than another data systen, .

P ' ’

- and so on. You seem to plan to do ghis. : .’ .

- ' N " N “
. . . . * : "
. .
’

e o I think that\the pLanned researdh is beginning in,aadifferent way S

'It's not a better way ,- it g a different way. 'I think that research .
. / '_.3 A

.,

problemzfare beginning to emanate 'f rom the schools. Previously, we

I »

et might have sat in kS library or, in a cubicle and dreé;Eﬂanp a research )

f,_ . jdea Then, after doing that research and coming up Fith significance
. 4 . .
at the .001 level we would wonder why no one implemented it. Now,

-
>, . 0 O
Y

research is beginning to’ respbnd to ‘the needs .of people n .the schools.-

(AT. ‘ ) ] \xh : . A
. N see this as: one’ of the anges that we £%¢ going through in applied Core
. t _ .

5 LI ) ‘.

behavior analysis“ I think'that another#change is 1in the measures that '

* . ’ "

-

- . ..' ? . -
o we' take. I think we are seeing more data being gatheréd. More and more,
. [ e B .
e ety ) N3

I think that as researchers, we have to° get the. community, other
’ \

Soae people 'involved in what we do. \We hre talking now about social signifi- ? O
vu;ﬁd # qance as well as statistical significance. Finaliy, I thénk-thht the

; . . .
Ce . ° B . ) . .

', ways in which we disseminate;and valddaté our programs are beginning to *

v ltchange. .The important criterion in determining.the yalue of research is_':] “h:
: the number of reqhests for information from teachers and other consti- ;
. \t’ Y . e i « A

tuents;’how many are used—rather than just put.on shelVes?ﬂ Were thereﬁ

o - B LI 2 .

N afty effects, and i£ so, of,what magnitude? And,’ how many\suggestions

« . for research doef the researcher get frém teachers or other constituentsT

T - . * ., .
TR ’ - : L e v K




disimbued of the notion that if a ‘child has a learning.problem all she-

. -or he has to do is scream for someone to help and that someone will solve

and I'm gratified that there will® be, and there has been in the work of

"and remediation of 1earning disabilities.. However, I have had'experi

v | ’ /' ‘: N ; . .. . . . g ’ ' -t L |
Behavioral Research Methodology: A”Reaction:. e L

’ ) .

. Phyllis Newcomer . o :
; ' , . "Beaver College . . . L

- ) . . " L

I would like to give my impressions of How I think this researoh ) o

2

focus can help the fleld of learning disabilities. I also want to .« <
- oy o ‘ .
talk’ about some of my concerns, 5 v ' - '

r~ ' ad
I find the behaj>oral methodology exceedingly attractive. I think .

T fr places the responsibility for, assessn nt, for instructional purposes,
- 7

ptecisely where it~ bflongs, and that s imarily in the hands of the o '

-

_teaeher._ It. gives ‘the teacher a’methodflogy for' sequencing the' learning

L ] 4

activities in which the. child needs t:/engage. The teacher is a}so ’_

. —
. ’

the problem. Therefore, I see many advantages to the behavioral approach

o .
dthers, some very encouraging_evidence.that applied-behavioral analysis o

1s effective. - _ ) i . . : .. ‘ .o
. ) o ) M - .
Now let, me tutn the: COin around and tell you about some of my con: o
cerns. I am not associated with one specific approach ‘to the diagnosist
-  ad -

...\
) . . t o

with many children ‘who have been cal&gd learning disabled and I have «'y, '
. 7

developed certain impression;t You have indicated previously that part -

r

1

“of your behavioral asséssment approach will be £or the purpdse of 1idéd é—

ificatio%. I was grstified when you said that essentially that purpo e

~ o i

. was notlthe focus of your efforts. 1f you lodk at any of thc definitions "

that arT currently prevalent,’ it 1is very difficult to £1t ybur behavioral

¢! * M

model for assessment, and particulsrlg,your basic ' umption that learning

disabi#ities is a natural product of the interactiqﬂ*between the child

. 4




"

., calling children "learning disabledf'whenlthey are primarily environ-

, _ .
, mentally or culturally disadvantaﬁed -1 think you teally had to deal

EETE ¢ can appreciate that;you‘will be able toddraw’many conclusions releyant '

L e N\

e o o N ) e : . -
b -

" and his d{ her environment,‘intonthose defin tions sinde:they préclude

v - ‘(1
| - . ’ . ’

: , J-

with that b;oblem7in order to justify your approach o identification

l

"I am far more concerned about the specific plans for demonstrating ..
» ) < “ J [ 4

" that this research into behavioral methodology is really going to benefit
the group of children whom; we call learning disabled My intbrest is not

only,1n learning more 3bout behavioral methodology,,pgt in learning . . :..

: P '4
more about Iearning disabilities I have some qualms aboutvyOur subject

. ’ ‘
- . -

populations - children who have been labeled according to inconsistent '

criteria as LD. I'wonder what conclusions you will be able to.draw re~ - >

+
] AR

. e " “ ¢ 1. .
Alevant_{o;learning disabled children after you have compléted yqsr stddy. .. ~

-

to'children_who.have experienced academic failure. I recognize the im-, ,f e

4 \ - . v . . r
" portance of - those conclusio:rml realize ‘that. behaviorists prefer to °: .

“

" avoid the issue'of etiology becaGse they regard it as insignificadt. What

is important is developing systematic programming to overcome learning
deficits And I can apprgsiate that position When we try to operation—
‘alize the'dafinitions of learning disabilities, we’ often want to tear o ¢
v A o

our hair- out, particularly if we are in an environment where we end up

with 50° percent of our stpdents as 1earning disabled -1 agree with Tomv
~Lovitt tha; the peOple who generate these definitions very: rarely ‘use - e
an.empirical base for theh. Howevar while I appreciate your positiOn,

v
hd [

R am concerned, especially because the Institute ia funded specifically for

AN
research pertaining'to learning disabilities. We can get entranced with

thirbehavioral approach and still end- up with little pertaining directly -

- to lear‘hing disabilitiés. A g N




¥

* 7 : A related'issue that T m. going to-comment on is the person—centered

14

. vt
” Lo approach for remediation as opposed to ‘the situation-centeted approach S

v - M . ‘w

.
- . * for remediation in a’ behayior modelr } am firmly in favor of working
o with the youngster in. the natural environment, the c1assroom. I have

.

K v felt thisrway for a long time, even | when the typical approach to avchild s

« learning problem was to examinepand remediate in isoldtion. I beiieve
.. \ 9'

. A .
- .

that we often ot data that wasn'ﬁ always as pertinent to the problem

14

L/ situation as we could  haye obtained by looking.at components within the

. - h N

classroomu Although 1 firmly believe dn the intetactioﬂﬁhspects of gpy

1Y !

v

a ! problem in any school sicuation, I would hate to seelus reject the notion

that a child may have a problem that is not induced Qy classroom related '
3 S

variables *The effect would be to shift emphasis and to maint:ain that Qhere

— ,
- A
S

L : is no such thing as learning disability unless it occurs in a classroom

[ ]
-sitwation. -It's akin to whaZ\I 've seen happen in the area .of emotional

\. .

disturbance. When' I ask studente in my, introductory graduate course in
: : ';nexceptionality, "What do you think causes emotional disturbance?" they
say that bt 1s a socialiy determined variable. People are construed as
. _ 'disturbed because society sets standards and they deviate from them., In ..,
. other'words:'they give a'sooiological‘p&rspective: I then1:sk them whhthert'”

. + .  emotional disfy rbance is always relative tO*the social sitﬁption. When ' IR

. they say "Yegq," I ask about schizophrenia.) Eventual%y they realize that -

A

I

< not all conditions are relative to social situations. I.would hate to see

A .o the pendulum swing inathe field’ of learning disabilities to imply that S

everything had to do with the environment and nothing with the child

. " : ’
\
- « o Yo
, +
. C -
. , .

I don t think that's true. . . . ‘ . , b s
LI J ) . C ne ' v :
, \T also ‘wanted to.notq that\ I'm very pleased that the focus of this PR I
c/ . :
. investigption will,be on-basic skills.. As Tom Lovitt said what could be
' N ' . -, . R J . N v ' . . . . V N | o
e o L AR .l‘{f‘ ‘ ot s s : S




. ' ;better than studying reading, uriting, ‘and 80 on. However, T noted that

. . N . .
LA o, you propose to‘do some of the work with praschoolers. I Qm partiCularly
N o . " . . . o -' . ‘_- - “- oo .
interested in that population: I:share Dr.'Reynolds’ concern that we
* ‘
' . cannot always be dealing with children aftet they become full-blown cas-

13

o ualties in third or fou;th grade. I amrteally,interested in the kinds'

o . of data that would tell us something about these youngsters before they S
L} ) o\~

start failing and develop problems wit‘ basic. skills. I wonder hbw ex-

+ . ‘ L

. tensive the exploration will be at- the preschool level and whether or

> .
.~ . ( ' - -

not it will involve any investigations into oral 1anguage. oy

. .

.

- . Al
.

Finally, ! want to - make one more point that reflects my, interactions*

. with teachers It is a recommendation really. You are progdsing a very o 27

. R a ?

", elaborate methodology. I know that you appreciate the importance of in-’

\ «

volving the teachers themselves in planning what is feasible in terms of - .-

' . ) ¢ - * . c ' . ) . .
< ,—the implementauion of this methodology. I frequently have,been in situa- . !_
/ tions where these approaches have been implemented and teachers have .. -

' : [ooperated. I think for a slight period of time, the new idea period,

s

hey enjoyed it and everything was fine. But,then- when the-researcher . .

.

..i - .::'”left, the new procédures were dropped, essentigily because the teaéhers
. _ b

. did not accept them as partdgf their role.ﬂ One of the strengths of this: .

¢

.+ study could be that/the procedures established continue‘ to be implemented -

\ .

O . B when the’ research is ended._ A;?- ' A
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. Behavioral Research Methadology: A Reag¢tion’ R - . .?
P . v . . A o ) . o Y

* EJRN . e
n

L, - _'. Joseph Jenkins R . L
- A ’- . University of Washington S :, :

, .
.-4 . [N > . .
.

ﬂ‘“y . | : Data-based program modification, the applied behavior analysis N
..‘ , '.: | perspective, ‘is probably effective by/definition. It is a:self*eorrecting ' ~'?J£3f
f _ approach which when done properly, requires teachers to change instruc;| - i
tional variables until the behavior being measured is affected. In such |
’ a system, lass likelihood of short and Ion; duration errors exists since | Lt

» l

¢

. teachers fannot persist with an ineffective intervention.~ That it seems

.. D .

vt e : ‘to me, 1s the essence of the behavioral approach on which you intend to

L ]

' capitalize in ybur researéh. With that preliminary comment, let-me addrEss

PR
‘.._1

/N
myself primarib\‘to your first ‘Tegearch quectiVe, which is\to identify

. \\simple "thermometers" for measuring proficiency in rejding, writing, and AR

ed N F

.;) spellinga : _ . "_ SRR )

-
L

e While the objective may be quite clear, thenissues that it raises L =

.- ~p .
... are cgmﬁ§tx The first issue 1s whether the measures really will help

, _ ‘ very much. lsn t it possible, for example, that 1f we made routine

. -
Y . .

- \
SR nges without measurement, weqyould obtain the same’ results? ‘A second

.. l . .
oo e 1ssue concerns the directness of” the measures you might develop. Direct- -,
. - e v i* * R L &
ness 1inithis context refers to whsther or ot a test measures precisely

L 2

what is being taught., Suppose other behaviors are changing, behaviors ,. ',
that’ may be ‘more important than what your procedures measure? Con-

L 4

A ”|,versely, if you take rect measurecﬁbf‘the skills you ara teaching,’ ot

oo and make instructi chan)es based oh the child's progress through IR

. . . N »

'; e , Your skill seguencs, you are assuming'that the skill sequence (or cur; L

. ¢ riculum) is evenly amﬁ rogularlp progressing,in difficulty. Only'ﬁhen ' -

curriculum sogmsnts aro of ‘equal difficulty csn you conclude.that . p

. . I \ . L
' : . . .- coe t . ‘ 4 " . ) ' ' '
1 . L] k ‘ . . . . .
' . ) ', . : S,

‘_

- B

Q v Sy tpé; SE e ¢
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'.F - 4geasure which can be: given mone regularly.than standardizgd.achieuement7
‘ f

-
*

‘b‘ ' A ¢

) l
.

on

./

. measgre, such‘as ‘reading. the newspaper.

v a given Curriculum do not match well

. P - . L * : :.- e ;
‘structionalt procedures ére responsible. foy.var\iatio,‘n in progr«ess

rac[hé ‘ﬂhan the diffawn;ial diﬁficulty of skills w‘ithin the Curricqlum

.‘;’ )
S, _\ '- ' '

.. \“n ) ’ /
The issue

ann

.\._

ey of course, is\whether measpres yield ordinal or. interval data..

Lf you develop ﬁeas'ures ba ed on’ pro ress through the curricu ( the s N
& 8 ‘

. ®

- 4 ¥

, equal 1nterval - equal Qifficulty asoqugioh probablv cannpt.b¢ mgde

CF N - .

Another ptoblem r

¢
L ®

that teaching~cu;?icuium

v ¢ v TS
developing measures is, tt”seems.to mg,
P

0 .

.. \‘) '& IXW‘P" " *, ‘:J .
Yquncapnot e in make-perfo charfs ghich ra- "

you are proposing.

o v, e . & k.

p#efent proficiency on sijgle taska becauSe the behaviors taught within

i

®, " 2 .. 4
152
, h‘se.types of curriculum packagps changeﬂﬁkom day to day One Option

‘18 to, get away from direct measurement and g
o

.some sbrt'of indirecs
& ° °

’-f 4
testsr That approach requireﬁ‘bhoosing an ecolpgically vaiﬁﬁ”‘ﬁxternal

.. 0

AT

valid external measure is that it can be used- to evaluﬁgb
%4 . )

reﬁn‘ge in

fo P

The only .way to evaluate a curriculum change is with an
'’ v T ‘e

exnernal measure"

f

curginulum.

. N v,
0 ' m ~

Yo AT \."
Your newapaper meaaure may not
) S .o

reveal growéh and you 4o notﬂreally hnow whether y“7}are evaluaning the

13

The advantage of an ééol&gically

Yet, there are problems when such external measures and

‘\
two are confounde6

-,

and the indirect or external measures, which Jyou must addreee within your

-

'\4

reuﬁarch// t have a feeling that we will probably have “to ‘80 to some com— "

b
s N

binatioh of both direct and external measures to provide the data~base .

\ . . - . , '_‘. . .
for all the deciaions we’ must make. ) ,
. ‘,"_"__-" . (i
I hopeﬁthat the extern&l meaaures deVeloped in your fbpearch lre
5 {

ecolbgically vafid. Unfortunauély, finding ecologically valid measures

Thua, there afe problemp with;boch the direct measurea,

8 guchlag Distar, defy the kinds %t measures



i A . .is not §iﬂ$}e . The relatidﬁ%hipﬂeetween internal aﬁdlpxternal measures }' ."? 5-;
| e .is important - however, because even though you.might find/an effect T N -
I ';8158 8‘SimPle 3irect measur;, it could be the case . that nothing ecolo~ K-- . ”f -~
" " ' gically important has changed - that no- effect has occurred on the external \;2;_{
;'.: criterion: measure.' . "gt_b - jf\; * { | . - ,‘S..‘f

N Let me give you some examples of these issues as they exist in . ':
' . current research...In -one study we were looking at- two dependent var- T . ;L

2 ‘

" o~

-

A . fables - an isolated word measu;:yand reading in context. Our'interven-

— " tiomn procedures affected the 1gglated word measure - a. Simple, daily .;»,f'\ ;ﬁghg
3 . . ‘ I i - “\A
' ‘ » - Measure - but, the intervention had nd effect,on the aCCuracy ‘or rate of :’_
reading in context, which ig a more ecologically valid measure. In another T,

’

study, we det up conditions that affected eral rate and accuracy of reading.

e . But, the increaSes in rate and accuracy/did not affect reading comprehen- .' .

‘aion. In a thiéd undy, we found that we could increase knowledge of . - o
, , word meanings which is highly correlated with reading comprehension,
o _» * but this did not affect comprehension. Such research suggests that even -

’ *,*_ \\u-_ CAf you were to obtain high qorrelations in your validity studies, these . .

o . could be misledbing. You might identify good predictor.variables s -~

(e.g., isolated word recognition), but changes iq_performdnce on such ‘ B
|
measures may not produce changee on your criterion veriables.

-
& Wt .

,5€;# ' S As you develop your measures itkwould also be nice to find those = e

~‘ . o N * ‘. \_.,
T that generate data with characteristically steep slopes, 80 thet cHanges A

*

¢ ' ’

;, o -t are quickly evident. Hively, for example, showed that gtowth on a

\

D o _cloze task typically changes 8o slowly that it takes too lbng to find

- ~ ’

.7 o out that sthild 1s not making good progresq.

(' »
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o s ".' . : . P . !

. \. » ~ -
‘I have gne final set of comments related to the social behavior T /
‘. 4 L N ’ . & [} - € . o A

measures that .you intenﬂ to develop. Steve Asher suggests that sociOn . R

e ' i £ Y.

'-metiic dsta &re predictive of adult sodiaL success.‘.For example, ‘
s - R ..

o ‘ children with poor peer relationships.show up more often on mental Cr ey "

’ '0'

health rosters as aduits, and”tHey also“have more run-ins with»the'

1 ~

°

. ' law., - Hﬁusp spciometric-i truments.seem,to have longitudinal predictive
. ’

» Ll \ .
] X L Lo (& X .. ' - ‘_ P N

validity. However, sociometric instruments are hard to use. . Asher rec- °

-

L o :'Ommends that one not'ﬁse.so;iqutric ingtruents more often than tws L 'l‘
s . . N - . . . . - o0 . 0 . A .

. ' or}three-times a year sihqp“they may be reactive. Thus, sociometric' e :

- RS ot * Ve d

. k o) ‘ measuras:gt not meet the‘qualiﬁic tion for simple repeated measurement
. IR . -

L that ;Qu seek.‘ As ~an aflernative, ‘behavior analysts have tended to«take .

vy o E - > ©a S ;

B . rate measures on social interaction, these measufes are eAsy to obtain," ,5” .

. \ .

. The problem is, however,»that according to Asher, sociometric data and | .

. ) \ v

. - rate ofﬂinteraction data dQ not correlate. Furthermore, there are no '

longitudinalbstudies on. rate\of'interactiOn data ‘to . suggest that théy .«

predict sGerss in adultvlife. ‘So, data that we might-be ﬁempted to ob~-

s {

. - tain regularly for assessing program effects on :gocial development aqdm

. b

.. . io be less than adequate. Perhaﬁq the observational measures need*to 'LQ

. , be modified somewhat to lpok ‘at the rates of Earticular/y{hds'of o
. . i \Q4| . ,," ) -
v " .. interaction.. . .= . ‘ : _ “\‘. _ )

Iy
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g . ‘ T L) Follow-up Comments to Reacmancd ro . 7 vy g1

ol -t ! ' v - - : _. . ' ¢ * A N . |
;o v - ’ S;anley Deno ' )

o - o : ' University of Minnesoce ,
o . L B v ¥ R .
N i ‘_ i/ : I am gding to make only some very brief comments. First of all, A

. the issue tegggding who we wiil work with and whether or not we will 3'1\'”: Coe
" . .‘-. o [} ¢ <~ . ' . . .’
a -; have anything fo say’ about children with learning disabilities, T think

« - : i)will rest on how.ee select our samples, on how ‘we select the children with;ﬁ; ' :4{
o . whom we will work. L suspectrthat our prbblem in identifying LR sub- - iwc_ N
q.f C ‘Jects will be no diffeﬁgnt fr:m the problemm of others d8 they try to . j
; ' o develop théir samples fo:Jdoing research work. We. will trz to Work R

\ ." |('

particulsrly with ildr n who others would identiﬁy as a group of
%

en '., childten with.learning disebilitiee. However, my -basic assumption is o
.-.s n. '-4'- . . .‘ _' 7‘ ‘ ’ , ”
that learning disabilities is a heterogene/us rather thsn a homogeneous -

corcept. I hope sthat our findings will ‘be applicable to" a individuale

\,
., We want to teach basic skills, 80 our reseerch will de useful even -

if i: turns out that thare is no such thing as. learning disabilities. . o
3 7 '_ ~UR o
' Never&heless, in our selection of research groups, ?hink weoought

to try as csrefullyﬁ‘s possthe to work with thbse ¢ ildrenfuhom we ‘L

® A \ S \

. L currently refer to ss.lesrning disabled.
L . N, . , \

~ .. “~

.jerk tescher trsiner or worker~with-tqschsr person, We ksve workcd

LY -

T with teachers and I want to make sure that. coutinuelly do, 80 thst

A . 7 : v
.

our work will be useful endlvslid. I hsve great interelt in Joa's B

’ ]
S

comments, and would like to discuts msny oints further. Some of ﬁhq t @

problems-dith respect to covsriecion in. uy*behsviors snd’crifsrzzn . e

.\-'\
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. - ¢ -
\ - \\::ethet teacheap'can afford not to measure. The political ramigications

T

L | o "It was’ gemerally agreed that the procedure of selecting a marget be- ’

Highlights of trhe Roundcable Discussion o0 o
Follqwing Deno Present&tion

¢

o < ' "'\'J
. The Roundtable Discussion began with comments on possible political
* K4 I

i!!ues fhlated to incorporating a teacher data collection proceﬂure. ‘The K
. . h/ @
e b prooedurF is one which often is considered to be cumbersome. ‘Tt requires o
¢ Lt \
time andleffort on Uhe part of the teacher. But, if the\\ﬁasures do lead_
| .

to greatFr imptovements in children s performances, it is relevant to ask
y ..'ﬁs

L4

y. be that such a procedure will rqquite smaller pupil-teacher ratios, o~
. . - \ ’.’ L4 4 .

. for\example, which may not be realistic given the current State of~affairs. s

[ -

b3

. -

.o It was suggested that the resedrch should not be’ i:fluenced by such/"poli ' i

. tical"’ concerns, The first’ Step is to identify and demonstrate the effect- —
‘ ~ . - - * *

' S iveness of the data collection procedures. C \?

. I3

- .
L -

queral individuals expresséd concern over the difficulty of demon-
strating transfer and generalization of skills that are measured and changed
a4 -~ -
® It was suggested that the focus on skills does not. come to grips with the
LY W RN

pervasiveness of the educational problems. For' example,*ev though skills
% ©

-8 -may be developed within an individual thyk. individuaﬁ?still may not be

considered to be a functional humAn bein .‘ You cqp change almost any.” ;t';

J

e ‘ specific behavior and teach. almost‘any kind of ¢ sztence ifﬂ!ﬁpzfocus g’.,-J;Z‘,

lot of high povered talent .on it. But, what comes next? K p S .

[ O

havior and applying massive intervention strategiee to teach that. target

behavior is a’ fail-safe system. It doesn’'t fail: becsuse it is not’ alloued .
to fail. However, the research is concerned with contribiting to the

< v . :
»-deVQIOpment of a fully functioning individusl.. The first_step is to _\‘ '

N c T _ _

& v - BN . D \ RN v




-9

- ' 'identify indices'that ‘are ecologically'uaiid ' Curriculum akilla a ‘<

. - N - : , .
« s ywere Qhosen.for ~study first because they relate to ”d\&tural impera- et
. : ’ . o 4’, o A
o ' tives; : : t . . : S . e e . I
’2 ’ ’ » o Y - . . b B . v ) D
\ The research will attempt. identify behaviors that when changed S

A

, \////’ reflect a-reLeGant change in hum rowth and development Tt was further
.3 ' .. l“

' suggested that an important aspect of the‘research should be to lqok at .
A , N o
.- T . & o i . " )
b changes thag occur in other criteria, father than just in the behaviors ; R
¢ . “a,
Vo :  undqr study. _ _ ' T ' - S . 1

v,

- Dlscussion then turned to theff%nction of applied behavior 4nalysis
, ' .4 . \.~ .
" as a resgarch tool Versus applied behavior analysis as a teacher1s tool. : jf

~ 0

o . N ‘,
Behavior analysis apfears to be a powerfuL<research tool, fqr didcovering

instrUctional principles that a(~ﬁe£fective. But, «s it a useful tool - K ‘

'for the teacher? It appears to be cumhersome to hse in the classroom.
;- , oo P : I\v‘
' Tedchers want things like more personnei and instructional ‘materials, ) -

-~ \
‘

‘but they do not seem to express any need for more data’ to make day-to-dayf
v T . . >
decisions on how to change instru&tions. What evidence is there .to.indi-.
SR ey LT . ' . ‘ .
cate thgt we need to use daily measurxes in classrooms? . . .

LA
A

. One type of .evidence mentionedlwas from research_that contrasted

. S
h ) . . y . . : .

teachers taking data with teachers not taking data.” Thé research showed. ‘y

the au'gmented effects1roduced by data ‘taking; kIt'_was suggested that such

A

:4 \ R : ) .
. ~evidence is not sufficient. A-more appropriate procedure welld be to

compare the effects foruteaphera cnllecting data versus those getting _ N

L
©

" something else, auch .as more instructional materials.

.
. , ’ -,
A}

Another suggestiOn was. that the law now requires educators to show '

L4 o
L .
L)

‘.
o

whether instruCtion,haa been effective for a child. There is an accountﬁ

'ability basia for collacting data in thé Clasaroom, Tt was argued that

f ‘ Jes Ly




Erom monito@ihg achievement to design nstruction.g The feeling was ' then

L
A ' \\ "*‘;‘g‘" - - "

< Lo expressed that ‘while the ‘law requires only monitoriig_to document success,
. . R ) -~ : N 14 ‘t * - 1 ¥4
N C resgarchers should take advantage of the requirement to determine whether

v

L : {

monitoring can, also be used tq design inséruction. Perhaps by requiring -
[rxy ) 8 ‘. - oo ) . '3
- data collectiom,- we can precLude some. of the instructional failuxes that o
’v\ S | ' ’ l‘ . o . - ! . -
S . are so common, in schools It might be hypothesized that teac TS wil% be o

(4

.4.ﬁ.¢

- ) more effective if they are more preciae in the'o,pserva%ion make and
[ v ( ' bc . ¢
the data they collect; whether they think they need more measurement ‘or
. .
- nOt. . ‘ '

. o
' [§
»

It was suggested that an, interesting line of lnvestigation might be‘;

v

- . to look at the egybct of data collection €or teachers who@ on their own,

do not seem to.have good /'internal thermometers of what is going on in .

' ‘ r . : . ’ -0

terms of a particular child's progress. Also, it Would be interesting to.wl i” .

~ tles

. compare, at some time in the future, the effectiveness of a systematic daba. I *
collection procedure against an informaﬂ evaluation procedure that is used

| # *$ “1n a mﬁccessful instructional program, ‘sush as that used 1in the DISTAR
S reading program1 It is not clear that, systematic data- qollection will : _ L
fare lo well when'pittedhagainst a powerful instructional progrdm, .Such' ) |
- a sgg&y wpuld haJ: Jtwo' groups using the instructiqnal p&ognam, with' oné

‘ group using the formative data collection in additjon to the instructipnal : *

- Y

: program. It was noted that the present research does have one study that

k'3

F o

-r’presents a firgt step in ‘that direction. given teachers presenting the

. \_I .

& > ' same subject’ matt#r and using the same interventions -a no-measurement group, j}x .
oo Co g

' " ‘a measuremeht group, and a measurement decision group will be compared. o

&

\

/\ J :.' S
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

The point was made that the’ Institute is'focusing,on the methods .
( . T
’\

appropriate for children with learning diSabilities, not on the inVestigation .
/

’

of applied behavioral analysis\'fThe oriéntatioh of the research to success‘

.\ ~ ’
*in education wa§'commended _ notedw&ﬁ‘t g%e researchers are trying
to define whether a-meaquring 8 e;sm 8 useful in_ termq of the wdy children
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REENE - R J.X'v\‘ Highlights of the Open Discussiorn * e e
. T D ’ Following Deno Presentation . ' '
et o . * ".. . ' R | ' .

. . . : — Vi . . - v - . ' - r ' . ' .’

“ -t . -

" - . a
: ;y “f, - . ﬂiscussion began with/gomments on the importance of conducting

T '): . research before attempting soci;l validation ofathe.technology. It"i ';._ﬁ
: St -

. N ;. . was noted that oftentimes technology precedes consumer demand. For f. .
: ) R erample, miniaturized transistor circuits were available long beforel s
:.’.. . : - there was a big demand for desk calculators. Thg proposed research

.
.y

is drsigned to determine whether an. available technology works for a
- . . [}

given pdpulation.- SociaL\validation requires that we have -some answers.

.

¢, AR While some aspects of behaviorabsprinciples have been validated the use
S . . 4 .
. J,n';"‘,'

" of thisvmeasurement technology for increasing teacher decision making

\T~

. has not been validated The first charge should be to experimentaﬁ&y

I B e validate. that function, before an attempt is made to socially val‘%;te

» . .it. Concern was.expressed that td&achers should still be involved{'in
_ o -

. . : s

‘the.experimental validation process. “. ..

. »
»

The question waa.posed of who will determine*ﬂhat target be- ’ A

.~

haviors to work on. Is sucgessful learning merely'vhatever the tea\her //
" .

v

identifies? For example, many teachers work on b-l blends 9wen though Ce

., . ' K

“the child never misses them when reading in contéxt., There 1s the po- . .

. - o 'teptial problem'of measuring success. in an on~-going proéram~when that
L program is Completely inappropriate given the complexity of ﬁheﬁg?ung— Coe
' A RS s S
.'. . ) . . \ - . . « .

ster [ 1earning‘problem. : S, ' ' e ,‘L

It was ‘treed that too often the tendency hes been to be curriculum

- . s . P

- bound with'aseesement procedures. The goal of the present research,.

°

) however, is to develop ways of taking regulnr data ‘that will be curriculum

free and independent of the epecifie ekille being taught., -




'behaviors or simpib bepaviors rather than gomplex behéviors are relevant

' qot only to the behaviotal*apprgach Jthers suggested that the problem . ' .
' of measuring simple versus compléx skills.is particularly imﬁortght.'_ ..f" /;;.'

._fleaching'eral.readinqp which ‘can be easily measured does not improve |

pomprehension. Thus, reading comprehension must be measuredrto gee B ":

reading comprehenaion in less ‘than half an’ hour' doing such a meaéurement '

oevery day ‘involved time away from reading lessdns and other instrucbional

systems for measurement, a more open system about how to measure and when,

’, -. . ¢: . - , '-. B ] ‘ V',...-'
» “,' - :‘r‘ ’. T : s
. . ‘o [ ) . ] . 1
e Although it was suggeéted that ‘issues related to teaching irrelevant' ; L
. w N m

.

[

.

-

whether changes are occurring _ But, it ié difficult to measure a child' | a

P 0

/"

[

g— ’ 0 .
aotivities. When you want to. teach complicated things and you also want
. [4 SN ‘4 A s
to measure complicated things, you-have a- trade of f between’testing time v
. _ _

and teaching time._ The questiofi then becomes: how,much teaching;time.__ o .

. N . .
A ) ' v

‘3re you willing to pay for measurement time? The question of'measuring_.. "; -
and ;hangihg behaviors on simple'dependent variables versus”complex ' ‘

dependent variasgyaﬂimmediately gets intghthe problem of time.' The | I ¢

_measurement.sgsgbm is pot necessarily justffied on the basis of its K | K “Ti;
. ¢ \ - _—

demonstratibn with simFle independent variables. The approach of the " - o

¢ . .
) . = Vo
' S ‘.

present’ research, to look\at new time frames for measurement, new-sampling

v - ¢ . . 4

is very important iny the light of the time problems that’ do exist.

f -

r _
In relation to “this goint, others noted that although we. currently L

do not haveﬂquick ways to méaaure more complex ékills, the possibility '.:;.

of finding such meaeures does emigp. It was noted thqt the research projecﬁw "Sb:f

- Q‘ [ % t“ P
seems to have two major thrusts - first, to see whe,cher the measurement g "‘
- P 4 A L e ‘ ¢ A
‘ approach works, and sécond, .to see whether the approach can be applied ':_'-R_ ‘f
O P . _ € IR
fn the drea of learning disabiliaia& ' L ) ‘ o CI .;\ -

. Another individual'nored that the gropoqed'measurement system 1§
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o v . ' : : . ' w ' . : { ¢
. . precise in the sense that ‘an observer records the freqpency of .a°pre-

-

cisely defined behavior. The meagurement also'occurs at the time

.(“.._ 4. - ;‘ .
rt L . N

. _ the behavior occurs.. The problem with the more global Jjudgments typi-

'_.if o cally made by teachers Js that. they are made after the behaviors

: o
1. . - St "NQ’

have occurred, and there are distortiong of judgment - as a functign BE -

I

¥

- memory. In order to compare teacher 1udgments with more precise

<\measurements, to find out whether the precision is’ necessary, the

. R o

¢// - resea*CH ghould equate for the time ‘at which the judgment is made. o -

‘.-.v . " ‘ :

, _ 2 ‘ \
l Another trﬂber of the audience suggestéd that the .focus on: teachers

‘recording data\may be too narrow. The teacher does not have to be the .

," -only pers&h recording behavior.! Children also can record behaviors.

.The concern with teacher time for measurement may simply, reflect the
UM . ;',
. ;-fact that we are not yet being creative enough in identifying ‘the many

- . ~.
‘

- _'different possibilities that qxist for recording data. . <
S . The importance of methodological concerns was proposed It nas

s -
"suggested that control conditions and control groups should be handled

. ' o separately. In looking at control conditions, the researchfshould look-
e . /

‘;_x at what happens with the use of the measurement system versus what - g
. ) 'f. ‘e . h
' v happens"otherwise; Also, the research should look at the amount of

L ' J

- time a‘teacher'devotes'to intervention. Thus, 1f a teacher in a 'f

“q . cqntroi group, not ueing the dyetem,\has to spend an equal amount of-

'time taking notes, for example, then. thd&e are control conditions in ,

) - T

' the control group. The research might dlso benefit from employing a

-t

<o

-within—teacher deeign for control This would involve having the

\

B teaeher introduce the measurement eystEm following a period in which
¢+

'i\ the syitem was not used. .This would.elao provide -a form.of ‘social




.0 T S i SR

T, .valid&tion, in which ‘the teache;s 5ould say whether ‘the addi¢idn nﬁ , .~.r‘"'}

I the system was helpful‘and whether they would hontinue ta use it if n:i y 'f.(q_z :

_!_ . . v . . . ) ~-~_¥ ‘.l_." _\ ‘ -- o . o l"‘.
T _the choice was left to them o . s g Tre L

}‘,__ : _ Anotlier memer of the audience agreed with the point that it o o

- - . L~
o

A : might be possible that the significant effectS'of daily measurement

r o
. N

afe ‘related to the fact that the measurement system gets the teaeher
; . to - attend constantly to the- program* There are probably many non- .

specifiq things:that can be done to focus the teacher s attention on
. N . . \ s

J the students. However, daily measures do have the advantage of being ©

[

microscopic and thus perhaps not: so subject to halo effects and memery

’ v ’

problems. Xet, to get the teacher involved ;n a way ‘that Constantly

points the teacﬂer to the task may be quite a different sort of effect

‘. \ -". 2 "
.

that has nothing to_do with the problem of daily measures. -

q 'Q
It was then noted that perhaps the best single variable by which

the teacher e behavior should ba controlled is*® student performance.

- a
-~

} : While other methods may increase thq.teacher 8 attention, it seems

reasonable to try to develop a measurement system that gets the teacher's:
. ' instructionallbehavior under the control of the student's behavior, -

so that as'the'student is improving or nét imprpving, the teacher willl

make changes. o - ' _ ' _ . S
o The discussion concluded with cpmments_on-the,relation between =

i [ . . ) . o '.- .
teaching and assessment.' It was noted that the reséarch'project views

- ~ [

teaching as an*asaeaamant technology as well /a8 an inatructional tech-.f

L) . nology. It is important~to'feed data obtained through imstruction . b

u.into the decision-making process. 'Teachera probably are the-people o

.
w o ~

L ’ . R . _ o
S " who ought ’to miake those assessments for the most part, and feed in-~ -

..
v

>
Ay »

'formation from those assessments back into the)deciaion-making system.

. P .
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N Su}nmar‘)f and [Commentary ' : \ \ U - S
. s . . C ,‘\_."‘ , e .:', D . Ty IS
" Lo ’ . . . . DTS - ) . ‘e . , . ."..t,,.
- L / S -~ . John,I Cuthrie ~ S . L e e
y s . ,N,Lnuernational Reading Association h S
. . ] ._.-"'. . . 4 e ., L . R ) Ty S,

. (.." NN KA . .,.p‘_- v _ Lo
LA, / o R B
'4}_'§;a. Qgﬁéﬁ.g?ems, di9cussio s, and raactions«in "this conferenCe have [

: G .,h h - "‘l\"f/ » .- .0 ' ,, , '
S - 'R 9 ..
2o reviFweq a great’deal of 1i%brature oﬂ*assessment o%*cﬁlrdren with '
N ' learning disabilities. A basic purpOse of this conference has been to .y T
T “.state the impo;tant problems in the field that require research and pro- A A
) N .

»

‘ pose investigattbns of these problem areas. R .

’
-t . . -

) My commentary is centered ‘around two questions: ‘(l) Are the problems
o, B L4

A ) . Lo v . ) T

» v that have been stated well~formed7' and (2) Will the solutions to these S

& ' problems benefit the educatiOn of children with learnin? disabilities"

.
It is interestidg that these two- questions have received more and mmre

v . ’ -t . a1 u

n _ attention lately in the research establishhent. Gaining consensus in the - .?
S ' § : e v ) AR e
\ : research community about what the important problems are has been-more com~ -
' . ~ ol R

. ;e mon in the Vational Institute of Education in the last- few years. ' For exam- :
e e T . r

. .
A 4

»ple, }Qn task force? were formed to develop the. important reseaneh isshes
0 . .

L3N

in reading, the outcome of which has.been the Center for the Study of Reading

at the University of Illinois that is focusing .on comprehension of children . -

~asd

at the intermediate grade level.- The second question, gbout educational

’

P benefit' has received more attention as federally funded research has be- .

| _come increasingly mission oriented, :Regardless of whether this orientation o 'fd
if : '; ishhealthy;.Lt_raises-ihe stakes for.studies thatlseem_to-promﬁqe_immediate_,ﬂj

s . improvemcnts in education. . . X ' | .1 - . IR
Vi . framLWOrk for Assessment —

I have pieced together a somewhat ahaky organizational framework to
help me understand the relationships. betdeen the twq main papers, sections . "if 5
! ® vt . oy Y - o oo y
o within the papers, and the reactiqns of the critics. It. happens that this " IR
‘ Y, . . . » T L. .. . ot o ) :

.
. . )
¥, & \

. .. .
. . . N . . s R . . . R - . o X
. " ¥ . : . Yo
- . . .. : .. . ' . : . Co “ " A
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: Lo _— y oo v \" IR 2 h-.* L
o . ~framework also Ppo misstng data that are crueial from at least

< ),
0
‘w . q
-one viewpoint, thoug

ey ‘are’ superflu0us from at least one other o _
. \ - n - - A . . v N . L . oy
o vtpwpoint. , . - :x ) : EE ..# . ) , o
. e 1 ) .. . : . . Lt . . . ) - ‘ )
kI - <?he framework consists of four componenta of the process of attempt-'. ~
. : tl A

B “

,5:3 to- improve education for. learning disabled‘khildren. These componentm

&,

dred’ (l) referral (2) adsessment' (3) diagnosis, and (4) . teaching L e

"Refertal pertains to the event in which some‘person, u§ually~an adult
such s a teacher, parent, or principaL,-auggeets that a certain child X
) 'Int ‘ in a classfbom or school needs help."Needing help,uaually refers to a-’
" »

child 8 faild?!'to léarn a basic skill in a’ manner that makes the child .' . S

'y

e

s ‘; “‘ unmanageab e by the téacher or -the child 8 behavior that dierupta learniag
fOr the ¢hildren.™ Aeseasment refers to the. adminiatration of tests that
) E  are intended to deteémine the child's achievement, aptitude,’ or aoqial )

e ., »
e c , and attention behaviors in comparison to other children or to the demands

o

. of the curriculum in which the hild hae been learping or- to the requiremgnte Ti ".:

,.4

y : of the social. context in which ducacion is taking place. - Diagnosis refera ‘

.. bl ’q
A

to statements. about the qhild that” delineate the problem or to a clasaifi~
~:" cation of the child: into a category paeed on a !hmiliar qlgetering~nf

c R
scores on the assessment teete. And; teaghing refera to different educa— o .
. 0 » . ~- '\[ H .

. tional activities management ayatema, or interventions by specialized

.

‘personnel such as tutor, or couneelore that are intended to eolve the

problem aeddeecribed in the diagnoade. -It_ia not herd to see thet decieion

e s ®
fl

'S .

P ' . meking may occur within each cOmponent or 1‘ the linkage pointe between
LT the compOnenta. oLt r o o E o R 4

l': Yoo e Validity of Cqmponent-

To determine the adequacy ‘of a component, or the deciiion—mekihg R ]
i3 . Ao '

-

'Zﬁmf.' 17 proceeeel entering into the: gpmponent, we need a criteri n for eech one. .«




; .have taken digﬁerent positions about the relatioﬂ‘hipa among !hele-

S — oy ' - . 117 o -
ey ' ' ‘ S v

Essentially, we need to know how to validate each component. One reason-

K3

- able criterion ehat c4h be used in the validation of theaSonmponents is :

.'+th‘t each stage A8 valid if it leads to valid deciaions ih the next atage.

Fon example, a diagnosis is® valid if it 1eada to a teaching program that
»

impva,ﬁ the child's achievement‘in basic skills by some appropriato stan-

L

v

dard.  1In turn,wan assessment procedure 1s .valid 1if it providee4sufficient

«
» <

informa;ion ‘to enable a reliable ~diagnosis to be made. In turn, a referral

“is valid 1f it leads to new assessment fhformation that is important for

‘; the child's education_or the confirmation of a suspicion regardingxa

-~

‘ciild's learning problem. - . .

-lt“can easily.be seen tbat this systeg hinges on the.validation of .
o

tea%hing. The depepdent variable for decision-making research is the v

b4
validitv of teaching. For our purposes, teaching may be considered valid
whén ¥: child learns rapidly and- behaves appropriately according to some C T
aﬂyp-ﬂh the. educational program in which the child ia. K .

agreed upon sta

located. wit n, this system valid teaching assgmea, at least at some

¢ , ?.

gross level, an aptitude treatment interaction. Tha§~&s, there ‘must be .

‘a nreatment ‘a teaching system that is- effective for a defined suhr

/s N
w ¥ .
&

population #l but less effectiVe for a eggpopulation #2. At the aame b ' i‘

\
time, a different treatment or teaching system 1is effective for spbpopula-

r -

~ e

tion #2, but.lesa effective for subpopulation’ #1. If thil,ia not.the\oase

and teaching ‘cannot be validated“in this sense, then the validity of the

.
.Y -

other components of the deciaion chain cannot be determined " "‘_ coon

The authora of major papers and the discussants in this conferencd

conponentu.. For example, Keogh states that the renl illUl under conlideration __‘"'

- in this progrAm of'reauarch i;)d.cilidh making within tp‘ context-of eduh

) 4 e Ve
'cationat programming.} In other wordl, to use the language of the framework

o ‘ ’ ' ' e
Ly N . n




P

ahe is emphasizing the validity of theocomponents and the procesaes that

’
° -4 Yoo \

',' _ enter into them. Specifically, ahe emphasizea the linkage between aaaeas-‘

ment data and educational decisions about LD children._ I .
o, 'h . Keogh also shares her belief that the ‘assessment ﬂhd identification

»
K Y- . T

¢ ‘ '

of learning disablqd children ia an important goal deaerving of long—term . .

) and systematib investigatioh Do we ‘know that this ia true? How do we

-

©, “know it 18 not a’ waste of MOney to assess and identify these children?

How. do we know- they do not perform more effectively in rggular clasarooms?

B " Do. we have evidence thaﬁwinterventions are effective? R
o

.
- St
) - Rl

‘ ' Not long ago, I was informally observing a fifth-grad? classroom

’ and atudying three or fourvof the children who did not seem to read well o
,enough to keep up with their Leasona. The teacher, Mra. D., pointed out
\ ‘. one child /to me who she thought was bright and cohacientioua‘ but was, one \

° .
s ‘,oflthe lowest readers in. the'glaas. Partly by way of description, and - X

ay,

partly as a request for. advice, she said, "1 don" t send him to Mr. X [the

|-
reading specialist for the. schbol] because I think he learns more in my .

clasgroom. What is a acientiﬁicelly based re ly to thia teacher, I asked
- P ! .

oL :
myself aJ the blood drained out. of my faci? In a moment this ‘teachpr has

“‘n.'

e . Newn -

jettisoned the referral-asseeementediagnoeis-treatment proceds for children -

v T

e with learning dieabilitiea becauee ahe didn t see any validity to- thr

) , ‘

teechini‘component,d Ungil we catr tell her the probability that thia

. child'e reading wiﬁl be improved by an’ interventign, and tell her the : ’
. h

' amOunt of,that i‘proVemeht, there ia little retionale ﬁpr the prec;ice s
. Q . “ J .
(or the iﬁvestigation) of other cﬁmnpnents in the de ision—making process. o "

. L Wﬁth eubetential-respect for her judﬂment and little ecie?tific evidence

- 'f;;_ bo thelaontrary, T told Mrs. D., "You‘re probably right--he does leern
:“:I YRR . # '

. . more in your cleeeroom.“

: r
: -
o ] b . ’ w L




 In the first are of research discussed by Ysseldyke theoadequaax

., .

' of norm-refered!%d data for prediction of success in a highly sysﬂbmatic

; . ‘ ‘instructional program is being investigated Following this study a = -

_ ' . eighted combination of certain,tests will be -identified that can, predict. :
those who learn’ a great deal from those Wwho 1earn:Very 1itt1e from this .
. - 4 40 .
teaching program. .What,can be-done with that formula after it has'been ' R .o

devised? One seductive implication that we should avoid is that children

t ~
“ . with a profile similar to that of successful learners in that teaching

pnogram‘should be placed'within it. It may be that the same profile pre- .
. dicts successful 1earning in other programs as well. A control study is, | L

A\l ” . -

‘ needed in which the same test data are available for chi1dren who learn '

a great.deal_or¢1earn very little in a less°systematic teaching méthod. .
; '
 However, 1if there were difﬁerences between the formula for the control

Jﬁ . group' in* flexible teaching and the formula for the experimental group. in

14
e,

.+ highly systematic teaching, the. useful result will have been turned(up. ’ ./

. e
.~ - .

o Teaching will have been validated in one sense, and a rare aptitude-treat-
_ ment interaction wiil haVe been disCOVered., . . oo .

M -Reliability of Compohents . . ‘ _ ‘ ) .

A
B

.. .. « If a decision-making chain, such:as the. cone I have outlined here,
. S
is to function effectively, each of the componenta must be religble. "~ & *

-

'7'By refi%bility, l am’refcrring ‘to consistency in performing its function

- in the‘decision-making chain. How reliable is the teachirg component? ¢
- ’. . :-;_: R Q' )
Ny o In other words, do wé'know how conaistently an educational program of.

certain ‘description, say the Distar system taught by an experienced
. tea¢her,\vill meet some . agreed upon atandafd for e’fectiveness, auch.as
. . on; 'year of gain on a atandardized comprehensioh test in ten montha of R
H taaching for a givan population of children? Thia reliability could be f - ! "

», " . -




& ‘' . - N
s g ) . - .

. . N 120 ) . ¢ ' . : ’ ! . -

stated in the form of the probability that any child from 4ge seven , r.
to fifteen with normal performance on an intelligence test. sueh ‘as the |

WLSC and two ,0F more years. deficiency'in standardized ‘reading test . ‘e

. Y

{ performance will make su h a gain.. To m knowledge, there are few data
N 7-

to this effect and\although collecting uch data has hazxrds, they would
AN

provide crucial information to" the study of the decision-making process. -

. L
) - \ It has probably occurred to you that teaching LD children cannot

L] -~ [}

o be validated withoutpbeing able to locate LD children in some‘Lonsistent , ¢

IS S

\ . way Reliability of decisions ip the diagnostic component seems parti-

. cularly impovtant, anp studies of it have been proposed by steldyke

. 1
. and Lovitt during this,conference. In Regeaxch Area 3 one atudy is'

‘

. pr0posed by Ysseldyke to examine the differential diagnosis of LD and

non~LD children That’is, 60 profesaionals wilQ\bﬁrapked to sort 120 o T

o AN t oo
cases of individual chiidren into those who are LD and those whgpgre not

. 4

- . ' LEN

- LD, based on 22 pieces of test information. The percentage of cases ‘on - ot
o ~ “ ' * . . ‘ -
gt A which sayg mqre than’ 90 percent of the clfhicians agree (abbut this -

binary decision of LD vs. non~LD) will give some evidence about relia-
_ bility of diagnosis into these broad categories, .

R _- It seems to me that/reliability of diagnosis 1s a sentral problem,’
: ' ;ince most educational placement decisiqnslare beded on it.‘/LD J

A7

ildren

-

whereas, non-LD children seldom receive any of these., The essential

e [p ouestions’on this problem are: (l) Do- clinicians sgree with each othe

,on the classification gf children into LD and. non—LD cacegories? Designs ’
'such as those’ presented at this conference may work to answer this

[ . qu:Btton. (%) Are teams of professionals reliable; that is, do they agree .




. .
. [N . . .
A . < o "121.
. . ' s : -t : N N ' . ' +

.unith other tedms on the.clasbification of chtldren? (3) Are'clinicians

-

or teams of‘clinicians consistent over time? That is, do they give the

[ )
8 - . ” .

. same diagnosis on the same of highly.similar cases on tWo different
) . . o
R occasions? I might add. that I would predict that the- reliability of
N 0

¢ |

diagnosis wiIl be inversely proportional to its usefulness for teaching.
N That is, reliability of LD and non-LD judgments may be reasonably high

but theﬂr value for teaching ﬁs limited. ‘To know that a thild has "a

S~

reading problem does not provide a tutor a large step forward, and the*

12 LI ]

- ; information could nearly always be provided by the referral source--the

-y B

teacher or parent-min ~any event. On the other hand, ‘information that the

S child needs to be taught how to divide words. into syllabies .for decoding,
) to expand his or her know&edge of word meanings, particularly in the area'

-

of_abstract nouns and verbs, and t6 expand his or ‘her perception of ‘the

~

tHematic structure of stories by aﬂding the detection of resolution to -

. his or)her present abilities in detecting beginnings and climaxes may Co

L3
\d
.

IR ‘be useful to-a teacher. HoWeVét, agreement among clinicians that these .

#(or some other) are the appropriate teaching goals is not likely to be

L f’ﬁé@h at this point in the development of the field. | \
" N -‘Thi other inVestigations presented by Ysseldyke pertain to the N \d‘
B : -factors. that enter ihte decisions in the qther components in the‘deci— t A
\jﬁcw j-siGﬂLmaking frameqprk I have sketched " For example, Research'Area b - S‘

¥ entails sending queétionnaires to decision makers, including principals,
LY
' ¢

. apeciar educ;hion administrators, And child service demonatration centers.

The respondenta will be asked to indicate which of the-components aré

* R ‘inoluded in their decision—making programa, the'particular operatibna f

uaed and - the personnel involved " Research Area 5 involvea studying';‘

.
. . _ o Y . . .
. . . L ‘ ] . ~
. . . . A ) - < s
T v St » S . ' ’

. e . .

N 1
r )
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. ’ AN
placement team decisions throug}x dire\tﬂobservation and tape recording.

The se!cond research area, involving interface with the compute}' will

study the effect of certain variables, such as sex, economic status,

°

.ph’ysiczfl attrac._t'iveness', and academic vs. soc‘ial difficulties on diag-. -

‘ ¢ N eed D
‘nostic decisions. ’l'hese studiés in\volve examining the variables that ,

14

influence a diagnosis. It seems. to me that: a c‘ase‘ could be made fq*, .

- 1 -

deferring these studies untihsuch time !h the @lagnosis can be vali-
Y I ’X .

) Vad '
‘dated. 0Oply-after we know: whether . these'educational decisions make -

-

- a difference for the teaching of LD children and high of these educa~

tional decisions make a difference do the decisions th?sel{es merit:

L4

‘ inquiry. If a decision is pointless and ineffective, theﬁ the study

+of how iF is made is equally pointiess and ineffective.
'\ -

Behavior Analysis -Approach ‘o Assessment -

S

~

. 'I‘he major compo:@ts of the’ decision-making process, cogsisting

of referral assessment diagnosis, and teaching, are viewed very -

Ty p
- differently by the behavior analysis group, inclading Deno, Mirkin,

and Shinn,- Lovitt J&tkins, and others, than they are by the psychg‘- -

educational studies group “of Ysseldyke, Thurlow, Keogh Salvia, and

f others. fhe behavior analysis school claims that the decision-making

)

tﬁ that . I outlined before, of referral from the teacher, ass{s/smont ’

ners, di Ms b/ professignals, and, teaching by a diffqrent

& special’iat is"inopei'ﬁive. This decision-making program is dismantlhd

evaluate different techniques whi‘h dre used to solve indivig’gal’

¢« ¢

by Deno s rendition of Lovitt s view that the teacher must continuously

LS

- ) » . [d hd

“problems, and no single instructiona!

echn‘ique will ever be Ypro—- '

'priste for .solving all t_h; problem E'}d by ch{ldreh who Rave

-

s




L4

di lc lty aca mically. Tsﬁc#ing is rimarily a matter pf trial - -
;I P .

« Ty S ",
“),/ ' and e ror, a matter of continuous, and sometimes drastic adjustme
. - -r\
. of léssons, to cope with changes 4; the learning of the child or a group .
Lo N "!! .
- . of -children. Therefore, the behavior analysis group proposes to develop
/~ : t N v . .

. formative evaluation systems. which will detect errors’ "in the instructional ‘-‘}

. p ' problems quickly. In other words, in the terms I have been using, be- ]

) L]

-cause the teaching component cannot be validated, the\rest of the system
Ny~

*

.

‘. ¢

does not need to be examined. P
4 ™ . < - . . .
The_beh;:}or~analysis'people, on the other hand, also make decisions

, about teaching LD children, and their decisions appear to be like those
ﬁ." .
. ’,\&J 9‘of eVeryone else. The decisions include' (1) Referral--dhich consists SRR

of the decision to conduct a decision~making routine. This decision‘is .

-

o & -
. ' often made by a teacher based,on his or her own judgment, or based on

>

Lovitt's judgment about daily measurement. (2) Next, the teacher assessgs

the child“by giving a measurement of behavior, for example, a list of -

\ * J.

20 words that, the teacher would <ike the child to be able td read orally.

¢
(3) .The teacher will diaghose the child, whieh ig to say, decide whether

(]

the child has ldlrned or not learned the list according to some previously

.~ ) ’ :
- 4 Set standard, such as one word per second correct &nd l/lO of a word in- :)

L correct per second. -(4) The instruptor engages tHe Eegching component.
. p '
The instructor decides that if the chsld has not 1earned List A then

List A wiIl be taught."Contrariwise, 4f a child haa learned List A.&uj ,ﬁf“

the educstional program will proceed to List B. These dsoisions, rather

. P o ,

comnion in behavior analysis, include referral ahsessment diagnosis,

P ® - \ & K4 ‘
Y and teaching in their own way. There are decisibna,within each componsnt

-

‘ and\betwedn each compbnent, and many OptiOns may be found. The procelsos .
‘v ». . o'“

. 1 . ) ) , ‘ ) . ' . . ,
“' ¥ \ - . . : O ‘e o o' ’ ‘ » ' A . ) .\ e \\ ‘
. ' . \ —_ . . ' 1.3 " .‘ . . ‘ . ' . .
Q ] . - i (4 Lo . . . ‘ . 5 , ‘.\' ] \\ .
SIAVAS . v - S . o
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: needed In the behavioral analysiq zramewgrk is an examination of the

,

are occurring at the level of a lesson in- the behavior analysis scheme,

s -

though they are occurring at the level of the szndrome for the psycho—

) . [ -~ ¢ .
: educational group., , : \ ’

Validity and Reliabilitz.“‘ ‘ft' * i § g : _ : N, 1 Ty

“

How are the issUeS'of yalidity and{reliability for the decision—ﬁaking
components addressed by behavior analysis? The'validation“of_teaching is '
alwa;s the most diffigult problem to confront, and despite*its,erbsiveness,.
I’ 11 attempt to treat ;t briefly o The'criterion, néntidﬁEd‘preGI//\ly,,h'

was whether an educatiohal intervention could be shown to be uniquely |

»

. | y
useful for one subpopulation of\children._ A more appropriate cniterion
/ . .

for the validation of teaching for behawior analysis regards decisions

*

made about what to teach and.wheh tf/;gach it. Fér ekample, if a dhiId

o, -
LY

performs below standard on WOrd List A normally Word List A is taught

until 1t is learndd to mastery (in some sense of the word) If a child

g ‘

has not learned Word List A, the teacher seldom goes to pist B for instruc-~

7’

tion or to Story'X which contains many WOrds irom Word List A, What- is

) pATI

'validity of this teaching decision. If the long-term goal is for chil—

4

dren to learn Word Lists A, B, C and D, and to read Stories X, Y and

o

'Z what 1s the most appropriate teaching strategy? It ‘may be to learn

-
.

* List A to' }riterion then to read. Story X (which couﬁ:ains words ’rom List

'A). read list B to criterion. read Story Y List C and D, )dnd read Story

.- L]

Z. But there ,are other oo’;onsiisuch as not learning ﬁord lipts but only
Stories X, Y, and Z, plus Stories A, B, and C, which also include. the same

words. or' lenrning A B, C, D, 'Word Listn and Stories X, Y, and Z to a .

low oriterion. and then legrning tham_all again to a high criterion of )

(2K T




*

.ré. proficiency. The history gf education 1s resplendent with eloquent

_— armchair debate about, t%gse options. But behavioral analysis can develop *

. : ) data regarding them, *as their advocates are well aware.- »
,. ‘ The question about validity of.dlaghoais essentially amounts to T
the issue of how much learning (of Word List A or Story X) is needed to b ¢

judge a child'as proficient, There is substantial_evidence that mastery - .'_'

learning does not apply to acquisition of word recognitéon. Children.

‘, learn orthographic rules, structure of words, pronunciation of u:known :
’ %

words, and other word recognition'skills continuously from first to

twelﬁth grade . Mastery of one word during one lesson at one age does not

e . )

occur by any_reasonably stringent criterion. Klthough the child, may pro- ‘

1nounce a word correctly within a,given:lesson, his'or her speed of pro—

-

=nunciation will increase over- the year, his or her knowledge about the T *
varied meanings in varied contexts will increase, and his or her ability

fb linguistically predict its presence in a,clause will improve with gen-. °

[

eral languagq skills.. Both substantial data and simple reflection allow
that we have ;11 increased our knowledge of meanings of words, such’ as -
war and peace, or our reading of simple documents, such‘as the yeiﬂow S )
paggs And'so we are required to evaluate the concept of maatery and .

L 3
sequence within the component of diagnosis for applied behavior analysis

[N . . v °

\ Programs. _. : P : ' ' ' I
The validity of'the assessment compdhéii in behavior analysis pro-

grama leads. to the-question that Deno poaed as central' what should be

Y =

measured to determine whether J‘teaching program is effective? Deno apd *

his aasociatea indicate that measures they have used or prqpoae to use’

consisc ofohigh frequency worda in isolation or oral reading of worda in *

<4
g4

s o " context. I confeaa to say that it waa a relief to find out that raading ..-,4'
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‘e

e

" and time his performance. The record i
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:4; " The question‘r am raising is w

* an dppropriate measure in the edug¢ation )

-

words, which is.a major problem for these children; would be assessed = . "

«by giving chiidsenfyords'to read. ‘ . : C

«

.learhing disabled children.
N 'S . - . \

It is eiegantly simple to ask & child %o read aloud~ Count~his errors,

sensitive to reinﬁorcement

contingencies.. Oral reading peems to be & valid dependent variable.
.. }
Since ‘the child 1s reading aloud it appears that -the.behavibr is unger v

direct‘observation. ‘But is it’ Presumably, the fundamental purpose for
reading is not to make sourds but to derive meaning from print.' Inﬁa
series of studies, Lovitt and Eaton foung that reading comprehension was .
utterly unrelated to dramatic changes in oral reading rhte and accuracy
’that wvere wrought by clever reinforcéhent contingencies. The valid.‘& of ﬁ

the proposed -assessment devié‘ needs to be examined. 1 very much like

the concept of validation corps. that Lovitt proposed The top of his

'.1ist for issues to be validated by the research COmmunity is the impor- '

-diqcumscﬂ now, partly (or lack of tims and phrtly because bchavior.

- no means sufficient for a atudent to understand ‘a social studids_ text

;Reliability

/' .

tance of the response. "This relates Lo whether the behvaior being modified

[N

is significant. Inqthe case\of word recqgnition, the importance'is.mod-

. .

erate. Reading cannot occur-without this skill, and yet'this 5&111'1. by,

. . td . Ld
P .- : '

or to enjoy & bubble gum wrapper. o . '}' N - ‘ ,
: L U g LA . _'..

‘The {ssue of rcliability oﬁ\components of referral alsoslmont ”/

) <
® .

" v .

diagnosisr and teaching in the behvaior analysil~approach will not be' - 7

’ AL

- <

-lnllYltl are senuitivo to thia iasuo. o DR \ o

’ . . LN
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‘In glosing,. I would 1;ke to refer to an observation by William

7 .es'(MéDermott,‘196Z). He said,

. . B
'
L
. .

Our kﬁowlédge grows in spots. The spots may be“large or’

. ) qmally:QKU‘the'knowledgé never grows- all jover; some old e
knowledge always remains what .1t was....Our minds thus grow
‘1in spots; and like’ grease gpots the,spots spread....The nov=- ?
elty gpaks in; it stains the ancient mass. (p. 418-419) -
L. .4}. . ‘v ) . ’ . . .
' As T.seg ‘it, the research proposed at this conference will provide *
a spot of new -knowledge in the field of learning disabilities, and my
. ~ ." v . ' (.
hope1s that it may visibly stain to.a more favorable *color the ancient’ . |
mass of literature in this field. ,y' ' o | _
. * T . Y N4 B i * ..‘.'
' . : 20 " . . .
J
‘/
o
.V‘\'\
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Summary and!Commentar&-. N R
B - ‘l '
I ‘f' Te John Salvia N ‘- o
. ,/ The Pennsylvania State University ;ﬁ

‘

I havegtwo major points that' T WOuld l&ke to make. One 18 on the

compatibllity of the two tqams work and the second is on the general‘

%

practicality of the Institute.. Then, I will present a, series of picky

. .

comments - and fina 1y, some more fu ament oncerns, - -"?;;:
L I l 7’ :!5‘- ‘% M‘ ) .
I think that this 1s one inStitute that is divided into tWO teams and

to‘some extent, the two teams work should be integrated and compatible.

Jim mentioned four major areaslof assgssment. screeningL classifﬁcation,:

-4

.is fairly reasonable. Deno s team 1s concentrating on, in their’ words Mthe

R

ested in assessment snd classification that their fifth research area is

" /J . R . """ L.

program planning, and program ev%luation.,j‘ think that the two tedms have

divided the purposes'of assessment"between .hem. I think the division

A -

-~

..

effectiveness of the applied behavior analysis approach to assessment in
programing for children with learning disabilities.'i R would call that

program planning and program- evaluation. »Ysseldyke 8 teamlis concen-

,’1. ...'

. i «

trating on ‘the problems of classification. Thig" seems to me a very reason-

able. division of labor. But,.as I tried“to put the two together into

an overall framework, I. founcp‘that the teams .ignored the work of each other‘

.
“in many areas, and ‘I think in one spot, at least, the work is contradictory.

I d Iike to run through those. I .think the 901uti0n, by the way, is,fairly‘

\ . : QQ C-
simple.' The two teams need to sit down and talk a ptr. e 7'y
jpth teams' are, interested in the utility of the data collected for

. N
. - I <

placement and classification. Deno 8 team deVotes considerable attention

to this issue. For example, they address the issue of person—centered versuS"fﬁ oo

&'. . LU
situation—centered approaches to asses‘?ght. Ysseldyke 8 team is 80 inter-

R

L3
v ¢ R \ o ’ SL.oA
‘ U e LA oL C
. .- e Y v . . '
s T .. SR . oWt
e . W ®
.

.t 129 "L ' SR

"
n g’ 3 H u_ oo

. S
.. -

it

:”,&b/

4



¢ ' ." - R . . 4 { i ..
- " "./ \ ¢ ‘ ” , » s [
e T ‘_h . - . . . * L]
- -0 T 1% * ¢ - v ‘
“. ’ e 130 } - . - . V ) . ) ; | l-
'"if:'(r.” " )"Ecologidﬁl“Research on. Team‘becision Mah}ng Although sik stydies: ' g
. - - ;/ + 2 . . \ ,
I listed by YSsbldyEg,s team, the concerns of Deno 8 team are ignored. In the
.o ’ : g e
I "WCOmputer simulatfon résearch of. Ysseldyke S team, they coul¢, but do not,

< ' - ’

L 1ncorporagtwon&§bns for person-centéred data\zersp‘)situation~centered data,

In perspec;t@e 12 D!no s team considers personal and social problems as they

' Q E

S - (;re relatedrto the identifica on o£ pupéib as learning disabled Yet, I . .
. » _ .
» . - do not find any mention of'person -social variables in Ysseldyke s retro~ )

;$ * .

) ' spective studies iﬂ Research Area One gr their simulation studies in Re~
i : search Area Two, The comparison of LD chiidren with children who are not
- ﬂ'_labeIed LD but are failing in school ($sseldyke 8 Research Area Three)

i

uses the Piers-Ha;;is Self Concept Scale and. the'Peterson-Quay, but no

B ) —~r . -,
@ t M o

_ ' ﬂ-.direct observdtions. ﬁ;~;i1 fairness, it should ‘be mentioned that the ’ .
LA e ]
‘ ,guestionnaire studies in Research ‘Area Four,do ask about personal—social -

A
pn-..,

Hariables. T will not talk about Research Area Six now, other than to in-

. l
.o [\ " LIS

e
T dicate that although observatiOns of personal and sdﬁial behavior could . . <;§
. . . ] ) . A

. I _ ;

o . play an integral part, maybe ﬂ‘crucial role, in bias Eollowing’assessment,-
~~this aspect is ignoxed. Similarly, Deno 8 team has not *ntioned some of

Y " o R L) -

the important issues ralsed by Yéseldyke s team. For example Ysseldyke ' ,J.

4

_",// d@voteq.considerable attention to the notion of bias in assessment. Yet,

_ 4 wi e
}_ . nl find the issue addressed by Deno 8 team only in connection with situation~‘
o i -

centered assessment, and there I think it was dismissed fairly casually.

- l‘ 4
o8y

Lt ":,. o Aboﬁp the only menti _und ‘was in tbe atatementt

oy "

S k‘z:, o “ uif during‘an ihtérview with the teacher w has,refcrred & .( 5\*' .
AN 'f_, .. studeht, the réd¥urce person Qeteéts some 1g8 operating with - R T
o ™ respect to. the-téacher's tdentification. of this particular = . =
e _child ab ‘a- problem, an opportunity. exists to- addreds the teacher's., °

S % e " 8t bldsed enpectations as well ag or insteqd of the student s be-

- . .. havior. SR e . Lt R C
L . o " In addition to. the lite;ature on biased standqrdized teats And biased ratings, A
” " ’ '-;.. .:',—v‘. - "- \ - y ‘ l ‘,\\\. . ) ‘b\.l.\zl»-" .. ) > :‘

&
——
[ ]
-
-y’
~
.
z
.
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_‘A‘to which queldyke has attended, there ie a small, buﬁbgrowing literature "
* -
‘ on biased behavioral ob!ervations. *jn fact\one issue of JABA contains a’

'paperaby Al Kazdin which talks about problems in'behavioral ohservatipn; B
. simple c0unting is a biasable phenomenon:' One . particular problem that I
N

“have been concerned with i%kobserver drift. *rhere }s a tendency for ob=

2

e j...'servers to’ change their’ defini;}g;:{Pver time and not rejﬁrd the same be- LA
Coe A 4 . X a ’ W
‘havior. In an institute in which a substantial portion of one team's work ,3;{-?

‘\
g »

TS e w!s directed toward bias, some concern with blas should be reflected in the

. Tl
" . 14 ~ v 8- -
e ,\bther team's work. .Another bias study with behavioraldata is a .

-

-t studv by Jack Neisworth. He fodnd that labels of hyperactivity affected

counts of out—ofwseat- hyperactive kinds of behavior. . . o .' 'ﬁ,f
-~ - _ The last point I wish to make in connection with the ompatibility of . N

v '_' the two teams is that neither team proposes to study the ef ct of the label

-

"learning disabled" on program,planning, program evaluation, or program

oo implemedtation for learning disabled ghildren. I would think that would

-

‘be a 'very'big issye in terms of biae following assessment, and one that

could easily be incorporzged The preceding poiqts have dealt with inte- ‘) _
-’,. 3 -’ N R + . 4
C . gration, and I‘consider them to be merely omissions.‘ Each team has - * ° .

failed to take into account the perSpective or the data base of the other_

- [

team. Such omissions could jeopardize the validity of various experiments. f

- v -

A ' I think that there may be a conceptual contrathtion in the work pro-

_" : ﬁpsed by the two teams. Deno 8 team is using a highly-structured behaviorally.
“:.. . ', ( [ 4 3 A ' '

‘oriented approaqh to instrgction\ They,beIieve i will work. There are

\S

1° . .
e t“o quo’tes that are illustrati\m’
C. o : A The primary f. the propoaed research is to develo formative
SRR . evn&ﬁaﬁﬁan( es, based on time series data analyils which,
oo Lo - 'whien ysed: by teachers, improves the effectiveness of attempts to.
P P , modify programa iorgchildren with. learning disabilitial. :
. . .. ¢ “.._ : . . : o, | v ¢ R

and:’ Lo ,“I£~
. — : . - o




'"}ff*l"; - . The research activities proposed promige to provide the means
PR . . for_improving programd” of instruction provided for students - *
ER P eenith'learning disabilitiea. '

' (_".. . o;.the other hand ’Ysefldyke 8 team defines as learning disabled '. | Q;
’ . ) ) g k . " I '
_ s »  only those students who do mnot succeed in such a program. As they put |

L o it, aksystematic instructional~program N S . e
. " babed on task'analysis“ofolearner skil¥ development and employing
2 : . .~ continuous daily measurement...has béen highly successful with
T ; > the majority 6f students, but has been unsuccessful with many
... ' ‘'others. We identify-the former as instructional casualties and
: 7 the latter as true'Iearning disabled children, '

B jNow it seems to me that if the true learning disabled chil‘ won't learn

1

v A .i under the structured situation, then Stan has a problem. If, on the other

hand, they do 1earn under a systematic program of instruction, then Jim

- . .

.'..3:' ' - has a problam. And, I think that if they don t get together oh it, we

€ ; ' . have a;problem. Basically the programs fit togetherm there are not a-
A E g "'“ - - 1
’ lot of pfoblems.or difficubti 8. But, I do wish that you two‘yould address_,
. - ' L o

e -"l’ “those. issues. o

4

I heve sode picky poin 8 that I just can't teaist meritioning. I have Y

~ ur. points for Jim and one for Stan, but the number is noc indicativp
'J‘ . .
of the weight. Some of my concerns have been raised earlier, but I would
A i . R
b .. 1like to drive them home.' In Research Area Three, Yseeldyke talks about -

differential diagnosis of LD and non-LD children. They'are going to'come'

) pare children vho have been diagnosed as‘learning disabled with childr:n
o S | L who have been diagnosed as non-learning disabled. Th;; are going to - o .t? :
b 5 h . give'a whqle battery of tests to those 120. children, 60 in each group Aa? .
. _ \ P .

; T best as I can tell; the data on LD subjhcts}are going ‘to be pollected some~

tixﬁe after the kids. *ve been in epecial education. My queetion ie, ‘How

o will you attribute differences - to epeciel educetion-treetment Qr. to ~"3 jlf 3

& . .
differencee er time, of diegnoeie? 4 think it ie going to ‘be a very difﬁicult
! v 9
;,=, , project to interpret. I - reminded of eome,of.the neurologicel etudlee thet
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tyeri done~where people tried to find locations of tumors, Waited twenty

' ‘;eers-and performed autopsie!;_'lf theve'yere_no'tumorsl andﬁTi ‘ ’ .

the diaéhoeti%ian_said there were no fumqrs, everything was fuet fine;

if there was a tumhr on autopsy, one was ’falways‘ open“ to question as

. * T - ' ' : . 3
'\\ to when that tumor occurred. Was that the same tumor that they found 20

’

v )

' * v . A . . B : . .
o years ago?. Perhaps more.fundamj;*al i1s the question of the inter-rater
agreement of diagnosis of learning disability. 1In a follow-up study

diagnosticians are going u% look at the records and,diffenhntiate children
!
who harve been identified as learning disabled and not learning disabled

v ]

. (o My questfon‘is, what happens if they'cannot make a reliable distinction

s .
L

' when youfgo to compare learning disabled-with non-learninggdtsabled Eﬁildrena
You have a dichotomous-criterion variable that by your own research willL\
demonstrate no reltability.wlf you do’ not find group differences,
- do you attribute it.to faulty classification'procedures»or tq the measures?
;g ) . ‘Silequy; if iou do find group differenées;-but'diagnoeticiane‘ranndt agree

. that one group is learnfng disabled’ and the other'iS*not, whatfdo thége
. N . t ’ ‘, : f’ . s LI
.* ' [ . \

Y

Al

'_differenaes'mean? , o \
- T ) ' e ’ . lI : - }’ '
P 'In Resgarch Area One, you will develop d\definition of successful "and

,; « .unsuccessful students in order to compare kids who have profited in an LDf' e

program and those who have not. It is not as easy as 1t appearﬁ tao make' '

) .
14 N e

a cut in there, to decide what conatirutes successful and unsuccessful
: _‘ 1numbgr of studies that I had something to do with were reviewed' ‘
" the general con_clusion was that these studies. do not offer a'lot'o‘_f insight .

¢ e & . N ' ' "
! cor'validity. * I think they do, .I think that iES}bur-computer'simﬁigtione,

-~ . a ' ' N _” 4 ' ' ) .. ' ' . -\
o " in your questioﬁlaire research,.‘and your observatien ‘research you are
o , doiqg much the samé sorts of things that we did with the attractivenéss W- -
B3 . . il
é&ork. We aaked teachegs whqt they thought ve wenE out to lbqk at what'. o
' ‘ % . . - A
T ) L . . ' '
\‘l" " ' ‘," :v \ ' \ ' “ " k‘ . '. ',/i/ ‘ ’ ¢ S, ) R —-\ . )
CERIC o e o e B
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o - N they were doﬂng in terms of process, and then we lodked at .the outcomes.,

| ' * M& lasg point for' Jim is thath have some concern sbout the interactiVe“
effects in the‘studies that deal ;ith questionnaires.ccomputer simulation, |
) and observation. ‘Ag 1 understand it, they include the same psychologists.
:b F . I wonder how muchﬂparticipating in one study will affect neir behavior '._ -

~/

Mn the next study I recognize tha%.there are.mady advantages to studying

-’

<

. - { the same pe0ple over’ time, Bht tkere are. also some disadvan%:ges. -
. pa 0 v . . '

. The .last picky point is-for Stan. I'm really amazed that he is

- going to et off to develop a new set of achievement t?fts in all of thoze

areas that are based on observatibnal data. I thinksthis will combine

the problems of both behabioral observation and standardized testing

You are going to- have to worry about. both inter-rater reliability and
/o My

regular kinds of reliabilityu R : l\;

'Practicality is a more generail issue:that I would like to discuss.

The question is, how useful is this {ns;itute going to be? That is, -
~ @, .
\ will this Institute produce research at will make|\a difference in the

« .

'3 ‘ , ‘ v
. .f, Jﬂentification and treatments of learming disebled pupils? \hy answer 1s |

3 ,- ’ «m.wholehearted "maybe. ‘If everything @o ell I guess it could\\\My
- 'pessimism lies primarily 4in the area of decision kaing., I think ybu .- ‘e

will find a lack of uain effects, a lot of error variancé inconsistent

6" . -

fjudgmenxs, I ‘do mot ébink there’ will/be a consiscent pattern. My lack

\

. ' 4 ]
C. . go" research .or th# methods that they Gill be using, At! 8 1ust the state
¢ \\\' Y of the art. I think that we are-’ intellectuslly bankrupt and we are B -

LI v

of confidence does -not stem from doubt rbout the team's capacity to. do

‘k,‘. o tryinp to cdhe with e system *hat is not very scisntific. If we are { )
.«J: I .supposed to be a scientific disciplins, ‘then we should be able to agres
?\; : c upon whst we are ob;erving In the cssk of haarning disabled children‘ | Ty g
) - ve Shs;ld be Able tO_lsrse.fhst % Y ane £ childrcn arexindesd Iearnins S '

.
K

‘ : ' . . 1
- \ [ '” '
. . . R s l.l ‘11 )
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DAL \ ~dlgabled. I caunot imagine a group of chemists arguing over whether'}ﬁ<r1""

) not a sample contains {ron. A . e »

o

[SRYRRNE

" ) . V\
' I disagreg\with the notion that we should try to bury definitionaln

' isSues I disagree with the spremises on which thi classifination of

L ! -;_ ) 'learning disab’ﬁ/a; are based; I disagree with the definitions. This

“doePn t leave much The first premise with which I have a great deal of .

.

. . R difficultx isgthat mental processes exist as anything other than deacriptions

~of behavior. Certainly, they do not exist as things than can be stretched

Eand formed in the sense that most people are talking-about,Kamd in the
. IS
- o sense that the definition is used. The second premise with which: I Jhave
I-; P
a great ddal of difficulty is thdt in the joint occurrence of behaviors,
\ ’ .

_process errorsu and

c errors,.anybody' can separate a cause from \
b Y

_ S ~ s
. an- effect on»one‘child. oblem of attribution is key here. The,

Y . question’ asked is, what 1s 1t ° hat hag’ caused this child's failure to
. s . )

N

achleve? * T think we engage in that kind of exercise every time we diag-

nose a lgarning.disabled’childk Dejo spoke to that point well in his ' N

' ) -,

pape%l Speaking to it does not mape it go away. - Now, I would not argue *

" v

that"for sbmé kiddh attribution :s quite possible. But we seldom,h;—\;gg

clear—cut evidence, The third P emise that 1 have a great deal of dif-

l

. - ficulty with is that disqrepanc es in an indiu&dual profile are either | .5

- 4
' .

‘ reliable or diagnostic. I see o reason to believe that scores that do

- * . '

not correlate perfectly ahould Bd\the aame. It 8 just ‘'that simple. But,

.

mqat fundamentally, L re1ect the notion that non-educational variahles
Qan be used to clasaify educational éloblems or to provide insigh\/into

) ' the delivery of educational programs. ,As Deno and ﬁ;;kin wrote in Data- : |

“ Baaed.Pro;ram'Modification: A Manual "Handicap“themselvep/p:;mit uy

" - only tq apcculate en why a,pupil ia difficult to teach. M.rely identify-_

‘' ing a handicav oftcn oblcuras the pupil s instructional needs",ﬂp 55) e _f
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|

. memory ability,” our job ﬁs still to teach the child ' .

136 - . . : I >

s

s \
Later on the same page they say; "From our point of view, then, the A f

problem is never a child's bandicap, it is always the discrepancy between

desired and actual performance- and progreaa There are many relevant

¢ '

pupil. characteristics, n0n-educationai vafiables; that - cannot be ignored Al

e know about the effects of hunger\and m’lnutrition, We know what it

*
-

illness doeglaand we know what ‘uncorrected physical defects do. Yet,
/\

if we have a ungry cht£; 1if we haﬁe a-child with a séyerely limited (f

-

The second problem is with the definition itself I have been trying .
o .
_to get = fix on who learning disabled children are, and I would liké to
\h
share a folksy pqrspective with you. LEarning disabled children are o

\

, .
. children, who, for no apparent reason, arerperfmrming poorly in school. v

"No appa ent reason" in that thqse cﬁildren are free from debilitating -
e

intellec ual handicapa, emotional problems, sensory problems °@Dt0&

handicaps. The children are oulturally similar to mostlchildren, but.

so:ething.has got toLbe causing their poor performance. As J see it, » f: . ii

there are roughly u,hree things than can cause’ their poor performance. .. . .
The first one ie tests. Norm—referenced‘tests are- designed to rank -

'in ividuals in terme of relative levels of mastery, to discriminate among

-
IS .

pupils: to seperate\pupils alOngqparious continua. Test queationa that

B +

do not discriminate among individuals are not included,in the test. Teat

questions for which low-acqring children answer better than high-ecqring i
, .

children are deleted. The job ie to spread the children. Achievement

(
tests and intelligence téata,‘ae well as tests of particdlar proceasea N
. ) ’ RPN _ .

that are used to identify 1earning disabled children are, inde‘d norm-

L

referenced teeta.. That leavee,ue with the conclueion that‘eome children

huet flunk. If we define normal\aa 25th percentile and up, fdr either o A
% , .

' X ‘ﬁ( PR l.' . "‘ “‘.




RS

( Lo ' g 1% 7
-’ v \ ! . © O\ ' ) *
achievement or/and intelligence, ah we say you Qave to have normaf in-

telligence to be learning disabled and y have to\ have ~abnormal achieve—

- ,' 19

ment to ‘be learning disabled qnd 1f we assume that the tests, are indepen—

>

Y

of ;he population as meeting fhat criterion of normal ﬁntelligence and
\\upoor achievement in each achieVement~area tested. The oint is that the
' tests are designed to identify children who are behind and if ydu make a
- definition based upon low performance in’two aréas, you a*e going~$2 have
children be'ind no matter whag their internal state.. so tests, I think
can ca:fe us to have a LD population.' ‘_ e A A
. : PR

cona poor teaching‘~»We don t like to admit it, but\there are poor

l"

- !

teachers out there. Bob mfth and Jack-Neisworth usb'the'te "teaching
disabilities‘"' Children ith normal ability may not be achiebing simply

because: of incompetent inbtruction, repeatedgg various teachérs. ' ' _ "N
¢ -

J
The third eqplanation for why pupiks are not doing well in school

1]

for no apparent reason is for a reasSn that we cainot see’ - something in¢

L4 - -

. side ‘the child There may be something that s«wrong-with the children,

something inside. )4 think our social- policy will not allow us to provide

compensation for Victims of poor teaching, or inappropriate testing, or

wh(j are poorly motivated but it will provide &oney for children who have

L

somethingsihe matter with them. If we. are going after the children;::3> ) o
lize

have probléms inside and aren t making 1t” in school then to operat

that definition is fairly aimple, at: 1elat coneeptually. Soﬂehody eds ///
e o ¢ f )
to teach the .children unde‘ highly motivating conditione.f If a child

doesn t learn, dqesn'! meet critqrion within a specified numb/r of triald,

! » P .
we have a functional definition of learning disabilities, &uch;the same~way""

.L) 1 N ' :

‘ < 4 ;
» - ' . v N
v oy N : . N ) .
-9 ‘ oo 4 . \ . ‘
‘ ' " a . ) . L \ . - -

- .

* dent (whieh they are not), theh we will still come up\?ith about 18 perbent

N

t

b
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'Ysseldyke indicated The profession has not opted foq.such an approach

”' Mosd‘definitions of learning disability are scﬁentifically uselesa, they | e

are empt; jargon or prattle. The following is part of the Federal defini-

. tions:. "A process deficit or dyafunction jn one or more of the basic |
\f‘ _psychological processes.involved in understanding or in ﬁsing language.

. -~ This 1s inoluded 80 that the pupil is not a victim of poor testf>g or poor
r/v_ -(-‘@_ teaching.. I. uOuld like to see ‘an enumeration of the processes: if the

5
child has-a process\::ficit, let us list.the prooeases that wve're coneid-

-~

-

ering, Unfortunately, he éhumeration of such processes is seldom given
'} ¢

.)ecause' they depend upon one's theoretical orientation, and the theoretical

-

orientation of the person who ha;ythe power to define has been very impor-

tant. But we could talk about s lf-actualization, need states, perception;
.perceptual-motor iﬂkegration,.conceptual tempo, attention, binocular vision, '
. ’ spinal alignment, and diff(\gyty-pumping o? a swing.v It seems to me. that~" ..‘r"
. if we are going to specify procesa dysfunction, then the least we can do. " | 'iju
\ is splcify the-. process. B s . ; A

o . L

. Now,’ back to thezdefinition. The process dihorder V...may manifest

o . v
) : - %}f in an imperfect abilitytto l}aten, think, read Write, spell, or, "

_ o / ] o
-</ ) do mathematical calCulationa. Think for a moment about imperfect or, '

perfect abilityu Have ydu ever sat at -a preaentation and had yOur\mﬁhd

wander? ,Have you aver misinterpreted or misheard something? Have you.

. y ; _ever made a logical error or drawn an inappropriate conthsion from connclNTN\N$\;ﬁ;

-

. | ,fuaing data? Have you ever. miaarticulated apoken with an accent,’ failed _

'.//’ | .to say what you really meant? Have you dver been writing a paper and - had i;f:_;
ke L 2 -your mind: go faater than your\pencil and left out words? ,Lan you epell L
/ T évery word in the English langauge? HaVe you ever made an error in your L - r.

.: ;.e‘checkbook? Soundn like ﬁhe seven warning aignal;\of learning disability‘

-

. , , . . / : , R ‘._". ,. -
doean t 1e?. - ‘ o N S . N ,A_‘

¢ . . . . . !
N \ . oo '.‘.‘. .' . ) .
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The 1&8!: parﬂ: Of most definitions echudes students eligible for! R "_ﬂ'"'.
b. N ,r

other kinds of spepial services. Yet, I think,'there is a logical absurdity
K . . to the state@}nt that learning disabled children dd(/not include children who

- have learnihg problems which are primarily the result of ...environmental

LI ]

. G
Wi - disaJvantage’ I think that exclusion fails to také into’ account severhl

]
- I3

thousand reports ‘on the impact of environment on learning. - These ‘and -

. N .
similar empty phtases'lead us into'a'conceptual quagmire. The words. and
. - . . -~ ¢ .- . A

//f‘ phrases used to define-learning‘disabilitv cannot mean what “they literally

P . mean._ They've been given new’ m’anihgs This phenomenon ié’generally

referred to as "Humpty Dumntv "'in honor of the firlt egghead LeWis

.
. ..
A kS - [ _
R

_ _ Carroll, in Through the Looking Glass, recorded a conversation Qetween' . &
. .+ Humpty Dumpty and Alice . | ‘ | .
_.\~ ."When I'use a word," Humpty Dumpty said in a rather scornful tone, s [f“
"1t means just what I chpose it to mean, neither more nor less." ¢
""The question,is," said Alice, "whether you can make words mean o
. 80 many. diffefent things." +'"The question is," said Humpty Dumpty, -
PR . "which is to\be master." Vo . o
: If words. in a deﬁ}nition can mean anything we want them to mean, then N
T ‘ 'surely we’can use ‘the definition to identify anyBody we want to identify T

‘ t i 'When Kirk and Elkins examined children being served by CSDCs, the’ elite
' . ficilities fog’'LD children, they found that the childnen actually served
under- the heading of learning disability would not meet /the current de-.

finition of learning disability cited in the Federal rlles and regulations.
'~ , ¥
‘“ oo One should‘not be surprised Humpty Dumpty’definitions result in whimsical’
.t oy L SN ] ] o .
) ' and capricious procedures this 1s the. problem that Ysaeldyke and Deno ~ = b
3

'.'. - . -t )

face, 1f they are relying,upon s&eh procedures, since they‘will use LD

.- I'4

) populations that ‘are already identified They ve‘got.to uake some;sort
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of learning disabled children- tequites that inadequate

- y - °
- definitions be opefationalvzsd\\ We have to do something to turn a defini- .

.

_ tion,into ptactice. I thing the nicest thing that we can say about cuttent

*The identificationt

assessment devices is that they are genetally inadequate for diagnostic ,
) ) S

.putposes.' But, I think that the time is long since past for us to be

\ ’ 4

. o
, so polite. We cannot' continue to tolerate-such inadequate devices or, qhe

-
* -

~ continued création of more inadequate devices.

. -To conclude, thete ate some btight spots when chsideting the ptac- R

ticality of -the ptoposed tesearch. The Deno.team offers a potential for .

\ immediate help in insttuctional management and development of .1EP's, If
.
theit work ‘is successful,.I see the likelihood of rapid infusion into :
- B

current ptactices by behaviorists. They tend to read _and they tend to ube \
TN

The Ysseidyke tedm can ptovide ugeful desctiptions of what

—

. their data.

is really going on in diagnosis and clqssification. I think they have _
» the long-term potential toﬂptovide information which could be used to’ ’ .'

reform current diagnostic and classification ptactices, not only for *L -

childten'with learning disabilities but AIso for childten with mild non- -

sensory handicaps. k the Deno team also has the longfterm‘potential, o
. ;- 11'

theit learning deta prove to be val d and efficient, to ptovide aﬁ ed“

.l.\ \

. cational baeis fot p}edicting pupil ptogteee. Ftom'my own interests and

\xmy own petspectivep, I'm satisfied with whet the"lnstitute ie goipgnto db 7

AV 3

At the same time, I would have been overjoyed 1f theee teaeerchete ,had\ '
- designed one or’two additidnal studies that demonetremed first, that
L N .

oo pupil petﬁormence during inetruction was_more predictiVe of subeequept Cn

€ Ty \ C

() . -
o ' diagnbsie of learning disability than were psychometric,ptocess measures. -
e Y '

e . -
And eecond, that .teachers using pupil performence dete as a baeie for in- o2

- 1\

o ’ sttuctional decieioh meking uqre not biased by neturally‘oqcurring ltimulue

. . . . . . e - . . . '

ri" e a . e
. "w . . l .
A S n}/ 4(--_
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\ %  properties for the children they were teaching. I think tﬁht if we . -

¢

P

) v . * ' * o *
. L could have those findings, we could comé out of the swamp. - : ’
. LR} " - ’ ' . ‘} ' ’ ) )
0 VLO . ' . . a . - " 4 ' v. ; o "
. Es o . Ne o e
‘, . . * I , * P - . O
. . . . 4
» ' [} -~ ’ A *
o v I
~ . N O
[ " ’ ’ ' B,
. . . '-J g
q " [} ' /ﬁ
. ‘ ! ) ' ‘
¢ v . \ . ] /, / '?. .0
. 14 : - ! '
l L] 1 ' '
Y 1 ) « * . t .
- ) ’ \: |
‘. - 'y I
,
. . B | |
e - .
*n r ) ‘ \ " . ’ ’
. i .gA . .
_— S v D
: .
& ’
. .. . ¢
i S A
Fi \ ’ ’ ' '
. R
- . . . ~ / '. hd [
/"I. o, \ . .
S . * ) N

A 9 ’
~ ' . . .’
. , . . -
J . (
\ . . . . - L}
e (N
‘ " . ~ . i
P L Y ~ . . a0 ' *
- - v N . ) h
s ¢ Y - J‘% »
— . ° . .
) . ] o
! . \ 3 )
. ) , - . \
“
, N . . . * - [N
.
© ~ v )
. .

a
-

EMC L ' N l‘ ' ‘* o ) o B . * ' . '/ ' PRUNE 4 i ‘. A 'l' ”j,,."? . IIJ:’
3 E 4' . . LI . . . . o ; . .




0 toen ) - ' * ; g 3 .
’ . o ) ) ! ' . N o . "o v '
' ’ . ' . - . : ! < +
o o L P ’) . ) ’ ‘ .
- ' : N . .
“ o . - . . ' . 4 ‘e
Ky . . .
142 b ' ' ‘
, ; . . :
RS o ) ' ’ . -
e T . . References : v -
» , . o ] -
, S . ,. L. . . R | LY
. . . . : T ' N e
v . . R . N
. . . . a ' . \
Deno, S., & Mirkin, I", Data based program*modification; - A manual. ,°
! ! ) ’ A :
¥ 9 . N » i i - . . N . ) , \ ,
R Reston, Virginia: Council for Exceptional Children, 1977.
) [ . X , .. p PO TR . R . N . i .
. . . ) 4 B N !
.\' ] « ' <
N ) ~ 4 ~ 4 * ~
\ \ .
" . ., h N by t 7
\ . N . ' . . [ -
A} .'\.~ . :
., ) . ~ ! . . e’ ‘
. .
) v \ s . ’ . L4
- - . -
. , \\ - ! : - * ’
PN .o . . L. . v
. . ‘ K ) ‘., ‘ ‘ Co .
. . . St
. l\\» . - ) 5 . ¢
. vt . .o P ” e
, \ hd N . ) ’ .. r i
4 g ~ ’ \ ) B '
. . ~ , = . ».
£ . . ‘. .
. ' ( ° .
\ L 4
. . -
R ~ . v . Pl .‘
. . . -t ) . : . ’ .
\ & i . . . - - ‘L. N .
. *
P C . ! B . [P ..-"7,
¢ * . Y ’ . ’ . < ¢ ¥ -
» . o : ¢ ’
Lyt "
: : ! : ‘
. © o ’
.~ L4 1 e .
- - ° .
\ , ] - . -
i - /
a ¢ N ] . - - ' fs
- . ¥ ,
. , b ,
.« ! yll.'&' » ¢
LY 'v-
3 ' *
[ . o ’
- . -~ RN - t : . .
LA . . e o * *
. 4 ‘ ~ ' ) b ) 'l ').f.) ' ‘)..
; . - v Co T '
’~ . \ . ! 3 T ‘. : \ 2
. . . . ‘ . ot B g
. L ‘ s ; ‘
P . - 3 o A . ‘ \ .
LR ‘ » ‘. v !
. . A - . " “ ¥
L . ] . 9 iida '
. . a2 ' ‘
. «
, > A ’ ') .
.- \- - . , ‘ g s
. " s - N ; ‘l"j- 1w
p. ! . ’ ’ ‘ ] ‘ v
- . . .
lav ® . . ! - i - . s
. ‘ < I . ' ‘ . 4
v, 5 ¢ ! » 1}
A . ) . ? N fenanp .
'. . o' . \ & ] [ " .
L ‘ . v . .
w . g . o .
3 e : : . =
, . ' ’ '
¢ ‘ . . T ' o
., R \ ) , ; o . a ' 3 .
¥ b ‘ 119 | C e
| AN, ¢ - M K Yy 3 »
. N N

‘ C - ' Y e . e v -“\\ 3 U. '

. » . - \ o . ,
" oyt . . . N . . 3
o




. 0l ‘ ~ v o '
: ° P L6 '
RN S . b .o “'\;
A - ) . . . . Ny R Y ' e '
__‘ . U ’ ' : )‘1 "
Highlightb ‘of the  Roundtable Discussion : S
. Concluding the Conference " . i . L
”  _The discussion began with comments- on the blending of the two ‘*Lj

.

research projects presented by Ysseldyk.!and Deno. It was noted_that

& - - 1

the two projects do seem to have diffevent methodological_orientations} . .

[ . ae . ’ ’ 7 . e
. G”

<1t was suggested that an important approach to blending'the'réseareh

.

' would be to get each project ‘to ask the other group s, qdesti#Ls while' S 'fe‘:

A
_ ‘, using their own methodology. . For examp],‘}* Deno 8 team ymight ask: what

"itself, whenever possibke, against biased assessment.' And Ysseldyke B

| operation of multidisciplinary decision-msking teams.

\

kinds of biases occur in decision making when.Using time—sampling data?
Such a blending of questions wouldrprovide a typsﬂof cross—validation.

Also, the two.teams might brainstorm he ﬂﬁtfalls of each other’sﬁv%fg %

and possiblynhow each would.conduct th studies proposed by the othergt
' v n L

team, MetHods, to gome extent, determine. how you work ‘at a problem ‘and

,* . goe I _ -..
?even'the problems you see, Talking with eaEH’other would promote the - : f“;:
'sharing of insightk Tbe suggestion 1s not that the two teams do each

. 3

x-\ .

'“other s Studies, but rather, that,each team take intc acbount the im-

. : 1
T M o‘ L.

portant aspects-of overlap.g For example, ano s tkam should protett .

4 . 1

,team should bring the behavioral apprqach to bear when 1ooking at the ‘:._- -

. ! .
v N . ¢ "\;- Yo ’
- .

- - R
R v . R

It was further noded that it is probably a very healthy research \ ' -

' : - 1

¢ ’ % ' . - . .
situation when researchers. in an institute do not share a common method- o
k " R

_ology. gThe proj’cts in the Institute do mot/g!tst in°isolation,.the L

Institute setting provides the opportunity to bring individudls togethsr <

'who can chsllenge one - another s ideas. The concgrn was: expressed hquver,
’ Pres .)‘. 8
that it 1is equally important to synthssize the rasults of the two sp--' ? 8

I [ w7

(pronchst, so thst the vsrious points of view would bs hrought togsther

L v . . . s ’ ., R S
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. ’ ' . c o : J . r . . . . . p . ' . l . |
T, .« at some pointﬁﬁh.time. R ' g P = T
e I"j- . . ’ .v' N ‘ ‘ . ) . : " . \

o e . A question was theg asked about how the two rESearch projecta wome

v
. < '
) ' .

e :in the Institute fit in which reading education.

' /

N
¥

It Was suggested ; “ ¢
that multiple methodologies be qsed o approach the question of inter- -
- . - " vention in readink When one looks~at existing programs that are l

'%1,1 ' thoughﬂ td'te special a. common factor is a high teacher-pupil racio. . '

Oenerally, deslytbtions of the content or aching procedure are 80

.Gq

' grogs as "to be rather useless., Thus,-to help. learning disabled chil- " N
oo - 'dren, we must discover the majo parameterslof the educational pro- °/ »

o
e Co. . - t!

av !
‘~rams that help themo A very si iple experimental study‘Yas-recommended
/

¢ r

one which would fnvolve essentially planned variation studies and an’ _~ C'
N ' ethnographiq strategy to’determine what 1s going on in programs where '> ':

- \ ™ ,‘ "

, NI f’ children are’ successful. One/could use a naturalistic observation 1__f:f;,€:'”‘ ’
; Y .&‘ | “ '- ;- : “1 [ ‘ ", '-' ‘ -.
2o ( “ ‘strategy .to find out wha\heppens in those classrooms where children
. e \ -*

[

L f:\\;;\ vmqke phe menal headway in reading. If you find that a pgrticular in- - R
NG e | -

4
L _,;’“'fferveht n really ma
\ ) W :{kﬂ\ ) Lo

ks a’ difference,,a difference that can be seen by C e
N 0 Ay r%ggﬂar classroom teacher, then you are in a position to'develop aq

i K
s 4 .

. _ _ assessmenf/diagnosis~system to locate thoae types of childrEn 80 that they

N Ie 4- 14 o L

TP .09‘ . . < - a
SR " éan be given the serviaes that you found to be* sbccessful for them.. This

Eva < - wo y Ql'.:
t

might involve looking for aptitude-treatment interactions (ATI), even,

Y [

.7 o though: past research using thatfapproach has ‘been - very grim..'

e ;r;* -'t-a In commenting on this suggestion, it wasmnoted thaf ATI ré}dér:;

J - -

has been grim not only in the- past. It is-partiCularly distressing.
,® . . ¢,

S when talking about.pu;i}_outcomes._ Bruce Joyce at Stanford systematically L

e ' had toachers use spec ic instructional approaches and randomly dovgd

A g«?hildfeﬂxﬁ rough the various apprpaches. HJFwas-unable to identify y

. . one instructional ApprOach thnt was-effective, any one celc!pr thgtgwas‘ o

, dl\

'

o

]
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.‘|

>

-p”.- b felvan
g

S

action;_ ‘A finer interagtion is implied by our decision to

R .,AL'&vg \l—'.\q A . e

or we wouldn't have education.v SR o ) R : ; ¥

.-formative evalug.t\ion approach to virtually any set of goals cﬁ' t:arget’s.

The releyant question thun becsmes. what arg the import:ant targets in-

| ’ - o - K " .
eﬁ:ective acrosg approaches, and any interactions.\ Such findings suggest

——

that judging outcomes of the teaching process is°tremendously Complex
ey .. [

'a*erhaps i iosyncratic._ Fu)rt'hermore,,even if one were to identify p'upil ’

A~ ' i
aptitudes that interacted with treatments to’ produce specific instrudtional
P

outcomes, everything would wash out i£ the teachér had.a bad day

. N

Agreement on these points was expressed, but it was a;sd,noted that

-

.’ . . Lt -
the research to date has focuged on a rather narrow gset of variables.
: P ) ‘

It was suggested that,_in a sense,“senddng a cHild touschool‘reflects‘an‘

e
-

ATI decisron; Children whom you think have an aptitude to,leart are sent
\ y
to schools others (for example, hospitalized children so impaired that

R
their ‘chances of learning in a classroom are very.log) are not sent to

¢

schools. That 1s a. decision that 1mplies an aptitude-treatment inter-

send- children

. to school at age six rather than age two, with the assumption that there

is more aptitude for learning at six than at two ¥ Even finer decisioni,' “‘

\

' such as placing Qrainable youngsters in one set of curriculum goals and

T
j‘,

other,children inxé/other set, involve an ATI paradigm. The assumption

of interactions in these cases is prqbably warranted %ut dat:a have ‘not
' ' ] »
: been collected at this level ATI research has been conducted on finer ,

J--ib B

variables, suclf as the intéraction of a divergent—thinker teacher

} . .

"working yith‘children,who are dlvergent,thinkers. Maybe the interactions .

- de not exist at that levelTN\But(certaiplx. theyfdo exist at som6<lbvc13,f~

. . . EEN . . . ..
-

.
» 1'

Discdasion then turnsd to the. potent:ial appiitability,,of the ’
. I - i .
I Y

v - \ [

. .
') Q‘ N . * N ’

mading,, cognitiu dbvelopmenr, persbnal-social devc¥pmed;, language, and.

' PR T . ",
’ . ’ .

. l' . //1 I? / ‘.u' \_,“ "u ‘ } 15;2 } i | . | . - ’.‘l-
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- 80 on? When these 4 are identified. they cdn be empirically validated to

L] l!-
‘dgtermine their value within a formative evaluation system. “Such a -

L '”':Q_ system requires simple defﬂhitiOns~of target'behaviors° if they are

EToe e .o Y N N
a7 % ‘complex, the intensive analytic instructional system cannot be applied
R NI R .
, %;fﬁ*j'“ because there is a lack of consistent agreghent, .
i -“ - ‘ \ . -
R ‘”\ " The importance of such questions was stre'sed 'It was noted that .,

\\\‘e in reading, for.example, comprehensionashould be a target. Some measures

:"" : *might deal with reading passages and some might deal with processing at
i ) ] ) . 4
~ the sentence level. The'tredibility ‘of behavior‘analybis, outside of

-

“the behavior analysis community, will be vastly increased by working on
problems that people are concerned with such as‘comprehension. In line

&h t\his, it was suggested that specifying multiple methods and multiple

[

.- outcomes becomes critical How far away are children from their target
) ) .
- task’ At what point do you get some kind of effect? At what point does .
yOur influence end? ’ | ' i : o

. The - que‘tion was posed of.why people'shOuld expect that tegching a
‘ %

"lower level skill, such as word recognition, should affect a higher level
, -y o
skill such as comprehension. COmprehension shduld noc be expected to ip—

crease when an intetventiOn program is remediating a lawer level procesb
Gy "+ In reply, it was suggested that a simple-minded approach resulted in such~

.\ expectations. ‘When a reading ngprehension failure is observed, people

+

-

\ suggest that the comprehension failure is not surprising because the (/
s child does not recognize any of the words. So, the gimple approach'
.is to remediate the word recoghition problems ¥ increase comprehension. -

e - The correct approach probably is‘to t&ach compreﬁ:::ion, but thaf is ~

o A : :’. P

difficult brecause we do not know what is involved M Some people have

suggestud that automaticityris necessary to comprehonlion' and this seems




. L A R ' ‘
- v to be truesup to a certain level. But the area ia still\quite uan

. . . .- ) L. ;‘, «,i
. . . . v T e 1t
N , -

clear. . - N

Comments were also made on the possibility Of measuring changoaf"ﬂ

.
it

ih curriculum areas, outside of what ia taught apecifically 1n the

P c\asstoom. It was suggested that 1t may be mathematically impossible 5:':Lo 3
) 0 AU

. ta. do that because you would only exp ect 10 té 20 points of chang\\

. .

T .
'day. Such-a_change could not DBe meaaured reliab;y every day. Perhaps Vo *

"during a year; that repreaentztonly one tenth of a point change each

:,

i : : the only a1ternativeiis to track'changea in what is heing taughtf : ‘ _ .
specifically in the orogram.\pln addition, there seems to be the poten- , o

tial for, a higher rate of change the simpler the task being meaaured

v

Thus, we find relabiyely higﬁ';atea of change for" word rqcognition,

but not for comprehension, however compphenaion is defiped.

Diacussion then turned to. aome cautions that should be obaerved

\\\\’ y 'in the study surveying: aaaeaament inat' enta to determine those that :

predict success in a systbmatic structional prog&am. First, it might LS

: ' a be best to crossvalidate the aaurea discovered“for predicting one-

L4 » !

4
- 13

P _
year success, by looking at their predictive value after two ye e A

. Vs .« -
h

-~ and also by seeing whether they- predict i;spess with a seconfi group, . ST

of children. Second, the atudy Bhould be conducted for more one " ' -

2 .

J systematic instrpctional program.w . _ ' _
. : 7 : M T

— It was'%oted, howevor,vthat thL results will provide"valuable ' '

| information even if it is.poasible to dononatrate‘in'oni;Léne situation" Lol
o 4 l'ti.
that certain measures do predict success. -The most important con-' - :

tribution of the study will be in its intsrref‘Lionships with the other 'i' -

e

. o studies-being conductnd at the Institute. Thﬁ results mu bc looﬁNQ S

b
;. T at in contcxt and as a part of an: intcgrated resuarch ondaavor. (:: T}

7 t .
7’ o ' A e . .
B . .

;‘.‘




1ights of the Open Discussion . : o .
" " . : - _Co luding the Conference * ‘ . ' :

)

' S | Di‘icussion begap with comment:s and guestions regarding the

.~
. R} . ot . °

v - extént to which each of the five federally funded Inst:it:ut:es for ‘ '.; :
_ . Research on Learning Dishbilit:ies is con:ucting ‘research on pract:ical et
v . | ’\ - prd',oblems. Part:icipanr observers who are employed in school systems . |
\ indicated that pract:ical problems must be addressed and solved now; . .

PR
v

. D o - school personnel are "under t:l't?gun" t:o develop\> grams and - services

. . . Y
.+ today, programs and services t:hat: are beneficial to learning disabled SN
N A children. . ' I SR ‘

While considerable pressure '1s generated f}r inst:ant: solW
complex endux:ing prob’{ems, it was agqeed tha* pract:it:ioners should not
rely on t:he result:s of inadequat:e and inconclusive research in ftn;mu- y
lat:ingL services and programs. Equallrstressed waz t:he ot ‘that - - '
research should be’ dl}'ected t:oward solution of pract:ical problems and
issués, should not be isolat:ed and sl}éuld Svd such t:hat: knowledge and

.results obtaiped would have divect applicat:ion in—classrooms .gud REESE

v ' skhool enviromnent;s.

N Y

-

. " The Institute was commtnd‘d for Ehe inft:ial step it has t:altn
, .,' . in t:he d.irect:ion (ff classroom relevancy by holding t:he Roundt:able p

. Conference wit:h educat:ors in att:endance as Roundt:able membere and W '

. T participant—observers. The Inet:it:ute was encouraged to cont:inue

&

*

j such efforts, perhaps by allowing educat:ors to be involved i.n t:he

»

e k Inst:itut:e as visit:inh observers. An import:ant: spin-off of thigﬁ\
- . ,' ’ approach might: be t:hatﬁheee educat:ors could generat:e related research
) in their own school eysneme. It was eleo suggeeted t-l\et the Institute ‘

)
' " . .
4 . \‘C . T .

-
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procedures, perhaps based on vafues of educators and researchers,

L3

149
might work with eduoators to determine or identiﬁy possible appropriate

before all data are-in and analyzed This suggestion wag-’ mgde as a ;

A .

possible ap“roach to the clear need for immediate educational policies,‘

e

especlally as they relate wd the placement tj'p decision-making pro-

cedure.’ gvhs .

(NG

>

3

A distinctiOn was: proposed between applied research and practical

. : )

'research. AIthough applied ‘research may carry with it the possibility

G

of being practically applicdh}e in-gchool settings, current practical

research\

° '

oV

»
issues involve such things as implementing Pdﬁlic Law 94-142 -

and confoiming to. existing regulations on the evaluation of children

vith specific learning disabilitie . These practical issues are urgent

t

X
and’ ‘bﬁllenging. The paradigm ‘of conducting research ‘on problems

perceived by the schools, rather than those generated by researcher%, N

, -

rJ

was supported It was suggested that the‘questions being inVestigated

LI

by the Instftute may not be those of teachers ﬁarents, ‘and childrens in

the educational system. A relevant research issue, for example, might-

inVOlve deve10ping and evaluating various assessment models, incfuding

Yo

the model embodied in the federal regulations, .as well as other models‘

‘that’ tﬁ: researchers feel might be of greater efficacy. It was suggested

that a consumer approach' is needed; research should tahe into account

- the..basis of research data. Preferences, rather than data, often-

determine wh rocedures will be implemented in the field

AL

e, .

PR

the. consumer acceptabiliﬂy of procedures that are to be recommended on

In response to these comments,'it ‘was suggested that the probfbm

may not be ‘8o much in the ;euearch quea*itgu auﬁhd -as 1n fbe failure

* b ] v W ;
[ R Ve 3
' A . , !

’ v - « o,
. [ 'v\ - . Y
4 o e ' ' . . b w ‘lj(‘
u ' . e

vo

Y
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. - of nesearchers to be in contdct with dkople in t‘e'schools. . This
. / L

doeb not mean that researchers should necessarily formulate their Y
U reé‘arch questions solely by talking to educators.. An example of
| why this 18 the case comes from the area of behaviorism. -Behavioral

. Y < : ‘ .
N - research had virtually nothing to do with the practical world for

//QP—""_" nearly 30 or,40 years. yet in terms of practical applicability today,
, 1t 1is probably the shining glory of psychological researdh But in’ ‘

order to become practically applicable, ‘the researchers had to talk

to educators. - : ' T ‘z
‘. , It was then noted that there are literally’ thousands of research~
- able issues ‘in the field of learniﬂg disabilities, most of them ' v

‘tremendously complext ~Decislons have to be made about a specific

. _
number of questions to ‘ask; such decisions are influenced by,parents,
. advocate agencies, researchers; and a variety of*other sources. At

thisfpoint, people have.to aacept the fact that only a limited get of
. . . [
'issues‘can be researched at any one time. Evetyone is clearly saying é;

that'the research should be practical. Issues related to assessment \\

- f
_ and decision making are criticaf)n education today. . !

- N

/; : " The discussion ‘concluded with comments on the need to keep

- »

# ‘communication lines open in &1l directions--to and from educatorsin

‘the fivld and to and from other researchers. The comment was made’

4 g e b ko W

that the Institute was formed to conduct scientific research. Such

o \{ 'research must be publicly obserable with replicable outcomes. In s
. LY . r -
S order to be educationally valuable, the first conlideration must be
; —_—
' . .that the research is a scientific enterprise.

W ' : : .
,‘_‘ . R . .
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