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ABSTRACT

Little is known about the assessment philosophy or
classroom assessment practices of teachers working with
students with learning disabilities. The purpose of this
study then was to broaden the knowledge base in this area.
Using a type 111, case study design (Kazdin, 1982), the
measurement activities of six learning assistance teachers
and an equal number of teachers of the learning disabled
were examined. During a structured interview, participants
were queried about their assessment philosophy, their
methods for data Interpretation, and the kinds of assessment
tools and strategies they typically use to evaluate student
performance. Additionally, they were asked to discuss the
primary concern they have about the measurement devices they
regularly employ. The subjects also described the types of
assessment information available to them when a student Is
referred to their program and rated the utillity of this
information for instructional planning. Finally they were
questioned about what they would |ike to see happen in the
field of assessment in the future.

An examination of the subjects’ response patterns

revealed several important themes. First, the teachers’



espoused phllosophy on assessment did not necessarily agree
with actual classroom practice. Second, whlle teachers
reported using a myriad of assessment devices to monltor
student progress, they also expressed concerns about the
"technical" adequacy of many of these devices as well as the
time requlired to manage some of them In the classroom.
Third, they Indicated that the types of assessment
information avallable at the time of referral were not
always the most useful for the development of remedlal
programs. Filnally, the subjects reported a need for more
time to conduct assessments of thelr students as well as for
more time to consult wlth thelr colleagues and other
professionals about thelr assessment flndlngs. On the basls
of these results, problematic areas In the assessment of
learning dlsabled students were postulated. Subsequently
seven "princliples” were proposed In an effort to descrlbe
characterlstics whlich may be necessary for the development
of an effective classroom assessment program for thls
populatlion. Addltlonally, |t was suggested that further
research Is needed on the measurement practices of teachers
workling with learning disabled students as a number of

questlions remaln to be answered.



Examlners:

Dr. D.G. Bachor, Supervisor (Department of Psychological

.0. Anderson,

Departmental Member (Department of
Foundatlons)

Dr. M.A. Hunter, Qutslide Member (Department of Psychology)

Dr. L.O. Olllla, Ext!rnal Examlner (Department of

Communlicaticen and Soclal Foundatlons)



TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREL IMINARY PAGES
Title Page
Abstract

Table of Contents
List of Tables
Acknowl edgements

Dedicatlon

CHAPTER 1 INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM
Purpose and Deflnltlion
General Overview

Research Questlons

CHAPTER 2 REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
Theoretlcal Models of Assessment

The Medlcal Model

The Psychoeducatlional Model

The Task Analysis Model

The Ecocloglical Model

Summary
Diagnostlic Tools Used In Assessment
The Focus of Assessment Research

Test by Currlcular Comparlsons

Test by Test Comparisons

10

13

14

16

17

24

25

26



Other Trends [n Assessment Research 29

Survey Research 30

Interview Research 40

Summary 41
CHAPTER 3 METHOD 44
Deslgn 44
Sampl Ing Procedure 44
Sub Jects 45
Instrument 46
Pllot Study 47
Procedure 48
Research Questlons 52
CHAPTER 4 RESULTS 54
Assessment Phl losophy 55
Assessment Tcols Used In the Classroom 61
Avallablllty and Utlllty of Assessment Informatlon 67
Teachers’ Perceptions on Assessment 74
CHAPTER 5 DISCUSSION 78
Interpretatlon . 78
Importance 95
Future Directlons 100

-Concluslon 102



REFERENCES

APPEND | CES
AppendlIx A:

Appendlix B:

Interview Format

Interview Data from Teachers

103

127

129

vil



vill

LIST OF TABLES

Table 1 Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom
Table 2 Jypes of Assessment [(nformation Typically

Avallable and Deqree of Usefulness




ACKNKOWL EDGEMENT

| would |lke to thank my supervisory commlttee for
thelr Inslghts and guldance. In particular, | would I|lke to

thank my supervisor for hls contlnual support and

encouragement.



DEDICAT |ON

To my parehts, for thelr uncondltlional love and

support.



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION TO THE PROBLEM

To date, the assessment of youngsters wlith learnlng
disabliltles has been a controverslal and troublesome
endeavour (TIndal & Marston, 1986; Tucker, Stevens, &
Ysseldyke, 1983). Whlle assessment activitlies have been
pervasive and Important In this field, investligators have
primarily concentrated on examinling the approprlateness and
efflcacy of thls practice. In fact, at least flve d!fferent
assessment-related dilemmas are discussed [n the
professlional llterature: (1) the problems assoclated wlth
translating conceptual deflnitions of learning disabllltlies
Into assessment procedures that are defenslble from elther a
scientiflc or a practical viewpoint (Tindal & Marston, 1986;
Ysseldyke, Algozzline, & Epps, 1983:; Ysseldyke, Algozzine,
Shinn, & McGue, 1982); (2) the difflcultles Inherent In the
ldentlflcation of assessment-Interventlion |lnks (Ysseldyke &
Mirkin, 1982); (3) the existence of bias and discrimination
In assessment (Marozas & May, 1988; Ysseldyke & Regan,
1980); (4) the misuse of tests and test scores {Jenkins,
Deno, & MIrkin, 1979; Thorndlke & Hagen, 1969; Ysseldyke &
Shinn, 1981); and (5) the strengths and |imltatlons of
formal assessment devices for speclal education populatlions

(Salvlia & Ysseldyke, 1988; Wallace & Larsen, 1978).



However, desplte thls plethora of research on a wide range
of measurement-related issues, I[lttle has been wrltten about
either the actual avallabll[fy and/or usefulness of
assessment Informatlion In an educatlonal context or about
the measurement techniques that teachers of learning
disabled (LD} students commonly employ In evaluating

academic achlevement.

Purpose and Deflnition

The purpose of conducting thls thesls was to describe
the assessment practlices of two constltuent groups: (1)
teachers who are responslible for the day to day Iinstruction
of students placed In speclal classes for the learnlng
disabled, and (2) teachers who provide learning assistance
for LD students who are Integrated In the regular classroom.
The Intent was to compare and contrast the methods used by
these two groups to assess student performance as well as to
ldentlfy sImllarities and/or dlscrepancies In thelr
perceptions of the avallablllty and usefulness of assessment
Informatlon for Instructional purposes.

For the purpose of thls thesls, assessment Is
generically defined as the means by which [nformatlion Is
collected for the purpose of maklng declsions for and about
students. However, durlng the presentation of the

theoretical models, this definltlion |s narrowed somewhat Iin



that oftentimes the discusslon focuses on how these
conceptual orlentatlons are applled to the assessment of
youngsters with learning dlisablilties. Nevertheless, [t is
recognlzed that these modelis are equally appllcable across

educatlonal realms.

General Overvliew

The Issue of assessment |Is a complicated one In that
several different types or models of assessment have been
differentlated by previous wrlters. Some authors have
suggested that the focus of assessment should be on the
chlld. That Is, the Inltlal assumption made in the
assessment process |s that the problem lles within the
student and all subsequent testing Is almed at documenting
the nature of the dysfunction (Mercer & Ysseldyke, 1977).
Other professlonals have proposed a model of assessment
which focuses on the task, the chlild, the environment, as
well as the interactlions whilch occur between these factors
by evaluating the process of learning (Meyers & Lytle, 1985;
Meyers, Pfeffer & Erlbaum, 1985). Between these two
positlons lles a myrliad of other models whlch emphas!ze some
differing comblination of task, environment, and/or learner
charcterlistics (e.g., the plurallistic modei, tﬁe
psychoeducatlonal model). In additlon, within the

parameters of each of these modeis, a varlety of techniques



or methodologles Iintended te asslist In the assessment of
youngsters wlth learning problems have been poslited.

To reallze the purpose of this thesls, then, |t was
first necessary to descrlibe and deflne the varlous models of
assessment whlich have or presently are Influencling the way
in which educators measure academic performance. Next, the
many theoretical conceptlions or prototypes of assessment are
syntheslzed into one of the followlng fdur typologles: the
medical model, the psychoeducational model, the task
analysls model, and the ecologlical model. While It Is
acknowledged that these categories are somewhat artificial
In nature and that considerable overlap exists between them,
they are merely Intended to encapsulate several differing
perspectlives on assessment into a coherent, organlzed, and
representative plcture of current thinking In the field. A
further step Involved an exploratlion of the varlous
measurement tools or procedures that are commonly assocliated
wlth each of the four models. Together, these flrst two
steps provided a framework for discussing the types of
research questlons postulated and the methodologles employed
by previous authors in thelr efforts to galn a better

understanding of the assessment process.



Research Questions

Over the years the research on assessment has changed
conslderably In scope and focus. inltially, Investigators
were primarily Interested In determining whether formal
assessment devices were rellable and valld Indicators of
academlc performance. Thus, they typlcally conducted
studlies which elther examlned the overlap between
standardized tests and curricular content (Floden, Porter,
Schmldt, & Freeman, 1980; Jenkins & Pany, 1978), or compared
those tests which propounded to measure sim!lar constructs
(Reeve, Hall, & Zakreski, 1979; Ysseldyke, Shinn, & Epps,
1981). More recently, professlionals In thils flield have
become concerned classroom assessment practices. That Is,
they have come to recognlze the Importance of describing and
evaluating the perceptions and practices of those who are
directly responsible for measuring student performance or
achlevement (e.g., regular educatlon teachers, speclal
educators). This change In orlentatlon has resulted In the
emergence of what would appear to be two comp lementary types
of studies.

Flrst, researchers have focused thelr attentlion on the
assessment actlivities actually performed by teachers. In
this veln, they have studled the responses of regular
educatlion teachers to such questlions as how they assess

thelr students, what kinds of measurement Instruments they



use most fregquently in determlining a pupll‘s final grade,
how they utlllze data derived from standardized tests, what
they belleve are approprilate and Inapproprlate uses of thlis
type of Information, and what concerns them about, the
assessmenht devices or methodologles they use on a regular
basls (Anderson, 1989; Bateson, 1989; Salmon-Cox, 1981;
Stlggins & Brldgeford, 1985). In general, findings from
these sorts of lnvestigations have Indlcated that regular
educatlon teachers prefer to evaluate thelr students wlth
Instruments they have developed and use standardlzed test
scores only as a means by which to conflrm thelr own
assessments. Do these resuits also account for the
classroom assessment practlices of teachers of learning
disabled students?

Second, researchers have studled teachers’ perceptlons
of the avalilablllty and/or usefulness of several d!ffering
types of assessment data. The purpose belng to [dentlify the
kinds of assessment information that are routinely avallable
to teachers when a chlld Is placed In thelr program and to
determine which of these are Important ot useful in the
planning of Instructlional activitles or goals. Many of
these studies have sampled the views of elther regular
educat lon teachers or teachers of emotlonally
disturbed/behaviorally dlisordered students, and

investlgators have generally reported that these individuals



conslder the less accesslble types ©of assessment data to
have greater educatlonal relevance (Zabel, Peterson, Smith,
& White, 1982; Zabel, Peterson, & Smlith, 1986). However, It
Is not clear |If these perceptlons are shared by those
workling with the learning disabled populatlion. Is It falr to
suggest that teachers of LD students also percelve a
discrepancy between the kinds of evaluation data they have
at thelr disposal when a chlld Is referred to the!r program
and the utiilty of this data In the planning of Individual

educatlon programs?

In more speclflic terms, the gquestions posed In thls

thesls are:

(1) What model of assessment [s most commonly subscribed to
by teachers of LD students?

(2) How do these teachers make sense of or Interpret their
evaluatlon data?

(3) What types of measurement tools or strategles do
teachers of LD students regularly use to assess
academlc performance?

(4) What concerns do these teachers have about their choice
of assessment Instruments or methodologies?

(5) What kinds of assessment Informatlon are typlcally
avallable to teachers of LD students when a youngster

Is placed In thelr program?



(6)

(7)

(8)

How useful I|s this data In the planning of Indlvidual
educatlon programs?

What types of changes would these Indlviduals |lke to
see happen in the field of assessment [n the future?

Do the responses of teachers of LD students change as a
functlion of thelr Job descriptlion (l.e., those teachling
LD students on a fulltime basls versus learnlng

assl|stance teachers) and/or as a functlon of the grade

level of thelr puplls?



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The literature review for thls study Is organlzed
around two majJor themes. Filrst, a dlscusslion of four
theoretical models of assessment and the types of
measurement tools or methodologles commonly assoclated wlth
each Is presented. Second, Investigations that have been
conducted In relation to these conceptual models are

explored,

Theoretlical Models of Assessment

The Medlcal Model

One of the most frequently clted and dliscussed of the
models for assessment is the medical model (Lidz, 1987).
Proponents of this model subscribe to the notlion that some
dysfunction or disturbance within the chlld is responsible
for his/her academic difficultles (Lidz, 1987; Mercer &
Ysseldyke, 1977). Thus, It would seem that thls approach to
assessment can be described and deflned by four assumptions:
(a) An observed problem has. a cause; (b) this cause Iljes
primarily, If not exclusively, withln the organlsm
exhlblting the problem; (c) If found, the nature of the

cause is suggestive of a particular treatment; and
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(d) it Is necessary to search for the cause In order to
engage In treatment.

Because the medical model Is "cause-oriented," all
learning problems are thought to be physlologlcal or
blologlical In orligln (Mercer & Ysseldyke, 1977). Therefore,
the measurement I[nstruments assess blologlcally determlned
symptoms. That [s, the assessment procedures utllized are
desligned to search for deflclts or sligns of pathology In
such areas as vislon, hearing, fine and gross motor
coordlnatlion, neurologlical Integrity, general physical
‘health, and developmental growth. Those who use this model
of assessment obtaln a physical or blologlecal proflle of the
student. This allows them to ldentlfy and document the
speclfic nature and degree of the dlsturbance as well as

brescr ibe an approprliate treatment plan.

The Psvychoeducational Model

The psychoeducatlonal model Is currently the most
widely accepted and practliced approach to assessment
(Sattler, 1988; Tindal & Marston, ,1986; Ysseldyke, Thurlow,
Graden, Wessen, Algozzlne, & Deno, 1983). This model, Ilke
the medical model, |s based upon the premlse that learning
difflculties result from Internal deflclts or dysfunctlons.
Thus, causes of observed dysfunctlons are poslted to exlist

wlithin the Individual man!{festlng the dysfunction. However,
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proponents of the psychoeducatlonal approach focus on the
ablilitles or processes that are assumed or demonstrated to
be necessary In order for a child to accomplish a speclfic
educational task. The assessor strives to document deflclt
areas and to prescribe therapeutlc activities that will
strengthen or compensate for areas of weakness. For
example, an assessor using the medical model may hypothesize
that a neurologlcal Impalrment Is causing the student’'s
reading problem. An assessor using the psychoedicatlonal
model, on the other hand, would analyze the functlonal
prereguisltes of the reading process, assess the chlld's
Capacity to perform each of these components, and:recommend
technlques by which the child could Improve hls/her readlng
ablllty by developlng compensatory skllls.

Rather than attributling a certaln problem to a certain
cause, Bateman (1867) uses the term "correlated alsablllty“
to describe an aspect of functioning that can be learned
whlch then Improves the child‘s success in an academlc
sklill. WIlthln the psychoeducational model, the goal Is to
ldentlify correlates of academlc success and fallure. For
Instance, one need not prove that poor visual discriminatlion
causes a chlld’'s readlng probiem, but Instead, It Is
sufficlent to demonstrate that the child’'s Improved

dlscrimination effects an Improvement In readlng.
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Thus, three baslc assumptlions are Implleclt In the
psychoeducatlonal model: (a) a deflclt area In some way,
either by assocatlon or causé, accounts for‘or represents
the nature of the disabillty; (b) an Individual can .learn to
compensate for or strengthen a deflclt and thereby Improve
his/her achievement; and (c) assessment measures are
accurate enough to ldentlfy deflclts and low scores
represent low areas of functlonlng (Mercer & Ysseldyke,
1977).

Proponents of the psychoeducatlonal approach to
assessment, then, belleve that there are specliflc ablllitles
or processes that underlle the acqulsitlion of academic
skills and that for most chlldren fallure to acquire
academlc skllls is a dlrect result of fundamental abillty
and/or process deflclts. When chlldren fall academlically,
batteries of tests are administered, usually by the_school
psychologlst, to Ildentlfy the defects that are contributlng
to or causing fallure. These measurement instruments
typlcally assess such domalns as cognitlion, perception,
psychollingulstics, and psychomotor functlionling. Remedlal
programs are subsequently Instltuted to alleviate or
amel lorate the deficlits, wlth the belief that such remedial
Instruction Is a necessary prerequlsl|te to academlic success

(Mercer & Ysseldyke, 1977; Tindal & Marston, 1888).
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The Task Analysls Model

Whlle advocates of the medical and psychoeducatlonal
models focus thelr attentlon on the learner, other
professionals analyze the task to be mastered, Isolating the
sequentlal components of the task and the demands that the
task places on the learner. In applying the task analytlc
model of assessment the child's learning environment and
exper lences are emphaslzed as opposed to his/her physlical or
psychological makeup (Howell & Morehead, 1987; Lidz, 1987).
Unl lke the previously discussed approaches to assessment,
within the task analytlc model there |s no search for
ablllity or process dysfunctlons. Assumptlions regardling
causallty are viewed as Irrelevant (Stephens, Hartman, &
Lucas, 1978); Instead focus Is on assessment of current
chllid characteristics (usually skllls) and on prescriptlion
of speciflc Interventlions based on a child’'s present [evel
of academlic skill development. The model Is a test-teach-
test model In which speciflic treatments have empirically
demonstrated outcomes. Moreover, the primary assumption Is
that academlc success or fallure |s due to an Interactlion
between the child’s mastery of the sklillls that are
prerequislite to successful completlon of an academic task
and the characteristics of that task (Howel!l & Morehead,

1987; Lldz, 1987; Ysseldyke & Salvia, 1974).
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Those who advocate a task analytic viewpoint, then,
rejJect the notlon that for most youngsters underlvying
process or abillty deflclts cause academic dlifflcultlies.
When chlldren fall academically, complex behavliors are task
analyzed and efforts are dlirected toward identlIfylng those
enabllng behavlors that chlldren do and do not demonstrate.
Within this model, standardlzed tests are not usually
utilized. Instead, speclflc assessment strategles (e.g.,
crlterlon-references measures) are designed to ascertaln the
extent to whlich youngsters demonstrate particular sklll
development strengths and weaknesses. Interventlions are
then dlrected toward the teaching of behaviors (sklills)
which foster academic success (Howell, Kaplan, & O’'Connell,

1979).

The Ecolgglical Model

The final model to be discussed Is the ecologlical
model. Generally speaklng, advocates of thls approach
adhere to the bellef that the chlld and his/her environment
should be viewed In totality rather than as entities which
functlon discretely and separately. Consequently,
ecological assessment "Is geared to an analysis of a student
that takes Into account the many environments In whlch the
student operates, as well as the student’s interactions In

those environments" (Wallace & Larsen, 1978, pp.99-100).
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Contrary to the aforementlioned models where the evaluatlve
focus Is elther upon the chlld or the characteristics of a
specl flc educatlional task, the emphaslis In the ecologlcal
model |Is placed on the Interrelationship between environment
and behavlior. The purpose of the assessment process, then,
s not only to evaluate the learner but aiso to ldentlify the
situational factors which may, In fact, result In the onset
and/or which may maintaln the learning problems which are
belng manl fested.

A primary assumption of the ecologlical model is that a
reasonable estimate of student performance can be obtalned
only If a wilde varlety of assessment techniques (e.qg.,
Interviews, observatlons, teacher-developed asslgnments) are
utlllzed and 1f those procedures adequately reflect how the
student behaves under a number of dlfferent condltions
(Bachor, 1990; Wallace & Larsen, 1978). This means that
ecologlcal assessment usually Involves the collection of
data across time. Instead of relying on single
measurements, the assessor develops a comprehenslve
dlagnostic "plcture" of the student and hls/her classroom
ecology. This includes Informatlon ranging from how the
child behaves durlng Instructlon and Independent work time
to how he/she Interacts with his/her teachers and peers.
Thus, the assessment process [s not only much longer than

has tradlitlionally been the case but also Includes more
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actlve particlpation from teachers, chlldren, parents, and
other relevant people (Meyers & Lytle, 1986; Meyers,
Pfeffer, & Erlbaum, 1985). Moreover, the goal of assessment
Is not to label, classify, or place a student In a
particular program. Rather, 1t 1s to ldentlfy the
Interrelatlonshlips between the student and the educatlonal
setting so that Interventlon programs can be developed to
asslst him/her In acqulring those skills that are essentlial
to "normal" learning and/or to circumvent or modlfy those
sltuations that are particularly deleterious to the chiid

{(Meyers, Pfeffer, & Erlbaum, 1985; Wallace & Larsen, 19878).

Summary

In sum, there would seem to be four prevalent models of
assessment--the medical model, the psychoeducatlonal model,
the task analytic model, and the ecologlcal model. These
approaches may best be described along a continuum. At one
end of the continuum are assessment practlices that focus on
the dliscovery of process or ablllty dysfunctlons, those
withln chlld characteristics that are belleved to be
causative of academlic difflculties. At the other end of the
continuum, emphasis Is on the dlscovery of experlential
deflclts, gaps In the student's experlence or learning of
skills that act to Impede future learning of more complex

skllls. And, nearer the center of the continuum the focus
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Is on ldentlfylng what combinatlon of factors or variables,
Internal and/or external to the student, may be worklng
together to hinder or Impalr the learnling process.

These models are of Importance because of thelr utility
In conceptuallizing the framework In whilch academlc
assessments have typlcally been conducted. However, simllar
to al! models, they are theoretlcal In nature and as such
they do not dellneate the speclflc techniques used Ih the
compl!latlion of assessment data. Thus, It |Is necessary to
translate theory Into practlice by examining the kinds of
assessment tools and strategles that are utiiized withln the

parameters of each of these approaches.

Dlaghostic Tools Used Inh Assessment

In the medical model learning problems are deflned In
terms of blologlically determined symptoms. Consequently,
data are generated primarlly from tests designed to assess
the chlld’'s physlologlical makeup. Typlcally, assessors
using this approach depend on such I[nstruments as The
Halstead Neuropsychologlcal Test Battery for Chlldren, The
Reltan-Indiana Neuropsychologlical Test Battery, and the
Snellen Test. These devices measure such physical
character|istics as visual aculty, gross and fine motor
control, sensory-perceptual! maturlty, memory, and

neurological functloning (Erlickson, 1987; Mercer &
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Ysseldyke, 1977). Audliometric tests are also used wlithin
this model as are Instruments which assess expresslve and
receptive language functlons. In additlon to these tools,
four other assessment strategles appear to be frequently
uttlized: (a) dletary charts and helght by welght Indexes
which are employed to obtain data on the child‘s physlical
growth and nutritlonal patterns; (b) medlcal reports from
the chlld's physiclan; (c) health hlstory Inventorles; and
(d) Interviewlng technliques which are usually used to
review, with the parents, the child’'s past and current
health conditlons and to help identl|fy those chlldren who
may be In need of a more thorough examlinatlion by a
speclallst (Oakland & Goldwater, 1979). Thus, withln the
medical mode!, the emphasis Is upon the use of measurement
tools which assist In the Identlflcation of speciflc
physlologlical aberraticons which may be attributable to or
causatlve of a youngster's academlic difficultles.

In contrast, a person conducting a psychoeducatlonal
assessment Is Interested In evaluatling the chlld’'s strengths
and weaknesses In perceptual, cognltive, psychollngulstic,
and/or psychomotor ablllties, functlons, capacltles, or
processes (LIldz, 1987; Mercer & Ysseldyke, 1977). As a
result, the measurement I[nstruments utlllzed do not, for the
most part, focus on the chllid’'s constltutional makeup but

rather provide data on how youngsters learn and behave In
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relatlion to Individuals possessing sImllar characteristics.
However, despite thls fundamental difference between the two
models, the principal means of data collection Is still the
test. More speclflcally, within the psychoeducational
model, extensive use |s made of norm-referenced measurements
(Stone, Cundick, & Swanson, 1988). Typlcally, a school
pbsychologlst administers a serles of standardized tests
deslgned to ldentlify those ablillty or process deflclts
presumed to be correlated with poor academic performance.
Although the battery of tests gliven varles as a function of
the chlld belng assessed, some of the followlng measures are
typlically administered: (a) general Intelllgence tests - for
example, The Stanford-Binet Intellligence Scale (Wechsler,
1974) and The McCarthy Scales of Chlidren’s Abllltles
(McCarthy, 1972); (b) academlc achlevement tests - for
example, The Stanford Achlevement Test (Gardner, Rudman,
Karlsen, & Merwin, 1982), The Peabody Indlvidual Achievement
Test (Dunn & Markwardt, 1970), and The Wlde Range
Achlevement Test - Revised (Jastak & Wilkinson, 1984);

(c¢) dlagnostic tests In reading - for example, The Gates-
McKI | lop-Horowltz Readlng Dlagnostic Tests (Gates, McKlllop,
& Horowltz, 1981), The Durrell| Analysis of Readlng
Difflculty (Durrell & Catterson, 1980), and The Woodcock
Readlng Mastery Tests - Revised (Woodcock, 1887); (d)

dlagnostic mathematics tests - for example, The Stanford
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Diagnostic Mathematlcs Test (Beatty, Gardner, Madden, &
Karlsen, 1985); (e) tests of oral and written language - for
example, The Goldman-Fristoe Test of Articulation (Goldman &
Fristoe, 1986), The llllnols Test of Psychollnguistic
Abllitlies (Klrk, McCarthy, 1968), and The Test of Written
Language (Hammlil! & Larsen, 1983); (f) personallty-
behavioral measures - for example, The Vineland Soclal
Maturlty Scale (Doll, 1965), The Scales of Independent
Behavior (Brulnlnks, Woodcock, Weatherman, & HlIIl, 1884),
The Walker Problem Behavior ldentification Checklist
(Walker, 1970), and The MInnescta Multliphasic Personallty
Inventory (Hathaway & McKlinley, 18967); and (g) perceptual-
motor tests - for example, The Bender Visual Motor Gestalit
Test (Bender, 1938), The Developmental Test of Visual
Perceptlion (Frostig, Maslow, Lefever, & Whittlesey, 1984),
énd The Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integratlion
(Beery, 1982). A more comprehenslve test that samples
behavior from several domalins may aliso be Included In the
assessment battery. One of the most common of these Is the
Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducatlional Battery (Woodcock, 1978)
which Is an Indlvidually adminlistered multiple skill battery
deslgned to assess cognlitive abillty, academlic achlevement,
Individual Interests, and scholastlc aptitude. In addition
to these more formal measures, Interview and observatlonal

data as well as Information from teacher-made asslghments
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and examinations Is often utllized to evaluate the chlld’'s
dally performance wlithin the classroom. Moreover, dependlng
on the reason the chlld Is ré?erred for assessment, data
provided by a physliclan or speclallst (e.g., an
ophthalmoleoglst or an audlcloglst) may also be collected.
Llke the medical and psychoeducatlional models, the
chlef data-gathering technique used within the task analytlic
model Is also the test. However, the emphaslis In this
appreoach Is on obtaining Informatlon about the Individual‘s
mastery of a partlicular set of skllls and about his/her
readiness to address the next level of Instructional
obJectlves. Consegquently, those conductling task analytic
assessment rely on data derived from elther currlculum-based
or criliterlion-referenced measures (Howell & Morehead, 1987;
Mercer & Ysseldyke, 1977). Whlle currlculum-based and
criterlon-referenced assessment are not synonymous
methodologies, both focus on determlinlng the extent to which
the chlid has mastered the materlal In a speclfic
curriculum. Thus, the testing tasks are deflned
speciflically by the child’‘s curriculum and they facllitate
clear goal setting for the child In relation to the
curriculum. Generally, currliculum-~-based measures are
developed by the teacher (Howell & Morehead, 1987), whereas
crlterlon-referenced tools are often constructed by an

external examliner |n cooperation with the teacher and are
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directly related to the teacher's curriculum and the
criteria belng used to assess the chlld. However, because
the constructlion of such measures can be t Ime-consuming,
ready-made crlterlon-referenced tests are often adopted
(Mercer & Ysseldyke, 1977). The most common of these are
such dlagnostlc devices as the group administered
Prescriptlve Readlng Inventory (CTB/McGraw-HIIll, 1980) and
the Dlagnostic Mathemat!cs Inventory (Gessell, 1983). Also
Included In this category are tests designed to be
administered on an Individual basls. For example, The
Keymath Dlaghostic Arlithmetic Test (Connolly, Nachtman, &
Pritchett, 1976), The Stanford Dlagnostic Reading Test
(Karlsen & Gardner, 1985), and The Brlgance Dlagnostic
[nventorles (Brlgance, 1977). The latter, however, offers a
more comprehenslve assessment than those previously
mentloned In that [t measures a wide range of Important
skllls, concepts, and behaviors as opposed to focusing on a
single skll| or subject area (Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1988).
Within this model, additional data may also be collected
through Interviews with the chlld to determine hls/her
understandling of a particular task as well as through
behavioral observations of the child’s response patterns to
a set of task requlrements (Ysseldyke & Mirkln, 1982).
Finally, the ecologlcal model Incorporates many of the

aforement loned assessment tools. Those conductling
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ecologlical assessments also depend on data gathered through
the use of observational technliques and Tnterview
procedures. However, unllke %he other models, thls approach
places far less emphaslis |Is placed on standardized testing
devices. Whlle the assessor may make use of Informatlon
derived from norm- or crlterlion-referenced measures, thls
data Is typlcally used In a supplementary fashlon. In
general, he/she relles far more heavlly on data collected
through the use of cummulative hlistory analyses, behavioral
rating scales, checkllsts designed to ascertaln the presence
or absence of speclfic skills or characteristics,
comparative and contlnuous observations of the child’s day
to day performance In the classroom, and socliometric
measures (Bachor, 1980; Bachor & Crealock, 1986; Wal lace &
Larsen, 1978). These procedures are also frequently
accompanled by questlonnalire technlques designed to assess
cognltive strategles and learning styles, verbal self-report
measures obtained before and after the learning task,
workling with the chlld as a co-Investligator, work sample
analysls technlques, and "think aloud" procedures {Bachor,
1980; Berelter & Bird, 1985; Meyers, Pfeffer, & Erlbaum,
1985; Meyers & Lytle, 1886). Thus, withln the ecologlical
model, the assessor may select from a wlde range of
assessment techniques and may vary the tools he/she chooses

to employ In a particular slituation In accordance wlth the
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speclflc data necessary to effectlvely analyze the student,
the task, and the learning environment. Moreoever, the
"content” of the measurement tools may also be varled
contlnually In order to meet the unlque evaluatlve needs of
each chlld (Bachor & Crealock, 1986; Meyers, Pfeffer, &

Erlbaum, 1985; Wallace & Larsen, 1978).

The Focus of Assessment Research

Having outlined and descrlbed four common thecretlcal
models of assessment and the types of measurement assoclated
with each, the question arlses concerning how Investlgators
have attempted to study these approaches. Based oh the
framework provided above, It follows that research In this
area should not only be extensive but should reflect the
myrilad of dlfferlng technligues and procedures avallable to
those conducting educatlonal assessments. However, [t would
seem that this has not always been the case. Whlle much has
been written about the strengths and weaknesses of current
assessment practices, a great deal of this research has been
devoted to the study of standardized measurement tools
(e.g., Salvia & Ysseldyke, 1988; Wal lace & Larsen, 1978).

In fact, a large body of the assessment research has been
focused on examinling the extent to which standardized
testing devices are rellable and valid Indicators of

academic performance. To answer this type of questlon
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researchers have generally employed one of two
methodologles: (1) test by currlicular comparlisons, or {2)
test by test comparlisons. A sample of these studles are

reviewed In the followlng sectlions.

Test by Curricular Comparlsons

Several authors have studlied the relatlonshlp between

formal testing Instruments and curricular content. A
consistent flnding has been the lack of congruence between
the materlal taught and the tests utlllzed to measure
academlc performance. For example, Jenklns and Pany (1978),
after examlining the vocabularles of flve popular readling
curricula, did a content analysls of frequentl|y used
standardlzed achievement tests of decodlng and readlng
skllls. They demonstrated that there was |lttlie overlap
among the tests and the currlicula. More speclflcally, any
glven standardized achlevement test differentlally sampled
the vocabularies of the varlous readlng serles. Thus, a
pupil’s readlng score was |llkely to be a function of the
curriculum he/she was placed In or the test administered.

'n a recent repllcatlion of this study, Shapliro and Derr
(1987) reported similar results. Uslng updated and more
frequent)y employed reading series as well as three
dlifferent achlevement tests, these authors also found [Ittle

over lap between what was being taught and what was belng
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tested. They too concluded that scores attalned on a
standard reading achlevement subtest may be an artifact of
the particular test administered and/or the speclfic
curriculum In which the chlld recelved Instruction.

Using a sllightly different methodology, Floden, Porter,
Schmldt, and Freeman (1980) analyzed the content coverage of
four test serles In fourth grade mathematlics. They then
compared thelr analyses and noted that "although . . . the
tests [were] qulte similar In some respects, striking
dl fferences [were] also evident" (p.111). In general, they
reported consliderable variatlon in the content of the tests
and concluded that the tests did not nhecessarlly measure the
same achlevement, creating the potentlial for Incongrulity
between the content of Instruction and the measurement

outcome.

Test by Test Comparisons

In addltlon to comparling formal testlng devices to the
curriculum, researchers have also performed test by test
compar | sons. In fact, the use of this methodology has
resulted In a plethora of research. Investlgators have
compared the performance levels of normally achleving and
educationally handicapped chlldren usling such Iinstruments as
The Bender Gestalt Visual Motor Test, The Wechsler

Intel |l lgence Scales, and the Developmental Test of Vlisual
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Motor Integration (Breen, 1982; Breen, Carlson, & Lehman,
1985; Brown, 1977; DeMers, Wrlght, & Dappen, 1881). Studies
have also been conducted confrastlng the performance of LD
students on the Lurla-Nebrasksa Neuropsychologlca! Battery -
Chlildren‘s Revislon to thelr performance on the Mlinnesota
Percepto-Dlagnostlic Test (Snow, Hartlage, Hynd, & Grant,
1984). Moreover, several authors have examined the
relationship between the Kaufman Assessment Battery for
Children and the Visual Aural Dlgit Span Test, The Stanford-
Blnet, and the McCarthy Scales (Hooper & Hynd, 1985; Lyon &
Smith, 1986; Nagllerl, 1985).

However, perhaps the two most commonly compared tests
have been the Woodcock-Johnson Psychoeducatlional Battery
(WJ) and the Wechsler Intelligence Scales. Thls has
particularly been the case In speclal educatlion research
where the WJ has generated considerable discusslon regardling
the approprliateness of thls tool with LD populations. Soon
after 1ts appearance on the market, researchers began
Investigating the concurrent vallidity of the battery wlth
both the Wechsler Intelllgence Scale for Chlldren - Revised
(WISC-R) and the Wechsler Adult Intelllgence Scale (WAIS-R).
Uslng a sample of 51 school-ldentiflied LD students, Reeve,
Hall, and Zakreski (1979) compared performance on the WISC-R
and the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognltive Abll Ity (WJTCA).

These authors found that, while the correlation of the two
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test performances (l.e., 0.79) was the same as that reported
by Woodcock (1978), the LD students' "cognitlve abllity" as
measured by the WJTCA was apdroxlmately one standard
deviatlion below that measured by the WISC-R. Simllar
flndings were reported by Ysseldyke, Shinn, and Epps (1981).
In that study, "cognlitlve abillity" of 50 school-ldentified
LD students was agaln compared. Llke thelr colleagues,
Ysseldyke et al. noted that the mean performance of LD
students on the WJTCA was slgniflcantly lower than that on
the WISC-R. These two studles prompted Sattler (1988) to
cautlon that the WJTCA and the WISC-R may not be comparable.
More recently, other researchers have questioned the
concurrent validlty of the WJ by demonstrating that a wlide
range of educationally handicapped populatlons tend to

per form more poorly on the WJTCA than onh the WISC-R (e.g.,
cummlings & Sanvlille, 1983; McGrew, 1986). in contrast,
Gregg and Hoy (1985), 1n comparling the performance of LD

col lege students on the WAIS-R and the WJUTCA, revealed that
the dlfferences In thelr subjJects’ performances on these two
Iinstruments were minimal. Moreover, they suggested that the
discrepancles that dld exlIst, specifically between the WJ
aptltude scores and the scales of the WAIS-R, may have
arlsen because the tests are deslgned to assess dlfferent
skills. Simllarly, Shinn, Algozzine, Marston, and Ysseldyke

(1982) have proposed that whlle LD students tend to attaln



29

lower scores oh the WJTCA than they do on the WISC-R, this
dl fference may be best explalned In terms of the klnds of
behaviors sampled in the WJ battery. More speclflcally,
they have argued that LD students obtaln the results they do
because the subtests of the WJTCA are more achlevement or
product-orlented than those of the WISC-R. This has led
them to suggest that, for LD populatlons, the WJTCA may not
be an accurate measure of cognitive ablllty. Thus, the
results of compar|sons between the WJ and the Wechsler
Intelligence Scales have, at best, been mixed. Based on
these studles, concluslions about the comparablllty of these
two assessment tools do not appear to be forthcoming.
Moreover, this apparent Inconslstency In the research
flndings seems to be representative of a majorlity of the
Investigatlons that have used test by test comparlisons as

the primary research methodology.

Other Trends In Assessment Research

In more recent years, researchers have begun to express
a greater Interest In less formallzed assessment procedures.
This is not to suggest that they have abandoned studles on
the efflcacy of standardlzed tests. Rather, It means that
research on assessment practices has slowly changed In focus
and scope. In keeplhg wlith the emergence of the ecologlcal

model whlch poslts that multiple sources of data shoculd be



30

used In assessling chlldren, Investigators have come to
recognlze that It Is not enough to focus on one dimenslon of
the assessment process (l.e., testling). Consequently, there
appears to be a movement towards describlng and evaluating
all of the many types of measurement activities that
actually occur wlithin the classroom (e.g., Anderson, 1989;
Bateson, 1989; Salmon-Cox, 1981; Stliggins & Brildgeford,
1985).

This change In orlentation has naturally been
accompanled by a change In research methodology. Because of
the emphasls on developing a more complete and accurate
plicture of current assessment practlices, researchers have
turned to the educatlion community for answers to thelr
guestlions. That Is, they have begun to seek Iinformation
from those Individuals who are most responsible for
measurlng academlc achlevement or performance. The most
common ways In which they have ellclited data from thls group
have been through the use of surveys/dquestlicnnalires,
Interviews, and/or some comblnatlon of both. What follows

are exemplars of studles In which one of these methods has

been emploved.

Survey Research. One means by which researchers have

attempted to garner Informatlon about measurement-—related

Issues has been through surveys/questionnalres and/or some
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varlation of a survey-lnterview format. Most recently,
Investlgators have used thls methodology to address such
toplcs as the ecology of claéﬁroom evaluation and the
avallablllty and/or utlillty of assessment Information in
maklng placement and/or Instructional declslons. However,
because Interest In classroom assessment practlces‘has been
a relatlvely new phenomenon, a dearth of |lterature In thls
area presently exlists. In addlitlon, In a large proportion
of the studles undertaken, reseachers have tended to depend,
almost excluslvely, on one of three constltuent groups for
thelr data: regular education teachers, school
psychologlsts, and/or speclal educators.

1. A falr amount of attention has been devoted to
studying the attltudes and concerns that regular educatlon
teachers have regarding student evaluatlpn as well as the
procedures and technldques they use In assesslng academlc
performance or achlevement. For example, Stigglins and
Bridgeford (1985), in order to broaden thelr understandlng
of classroom assessment, constructed a questionnalre
desligned to probe the measurement practices of 228
elementary and secondary teachers. Teachers were queried
about thelr patterns of test use, thelr preferences and
attltudes toward both publlshed and teacher-developed tests,
and the role of performance assessment In the classroom.

The latter belng deflined as "the observatlion and ratlng of



32

student behavior and products in contexts where students
actually demonstrate proflclency" (p.273). These authors
reported that thelr subjects’not only preferred teacher-
developed measures to standardlzed tests but also that
structured performance assessment was a Key measurement tool
In the classroom. They also found that the preference for
teacher-constructed tests increased wlith grade level. That
is, the higher the grade level, the greater the tendency for
teachers to report usling thelr own assessments rather than
publ ished tests. Also Increaslng with grade level| were
teachers’ concerns about assessment. Approximately 85% of
the secondary teachers surveyed as compared to 60% of the
elementary teachers expressed some qualms about the quallty
of thelr own subjJectlve tests. They were partlicularly
Interested In ways |In which to Improve the development and
subsequent effectliveness of these instruments. Furthermore,
both elementary and secondary teachers were concerned about
the amount of time required to construct and use thelr own
tests, feellng that this process often [nterfered wlth the
students’ Instructlional time. These results [ed the authors
to propose a series of actlon plans designed to not only
address the role of teacher-developed measures In the
classrocm, but also to examline ways In whilch the quallty of

these tools could be both monltored and enhanced. lncluded
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among these were more In service tralnlng for teachers and
more qualltatlve research on classroom evaluation practices.
More recently, Anderson:(1989) and Bateson (1989) have
dlscussed the measurement practlices of teachers In British
Columbla. Each of these authors has descrlbed the results
of a survey which asked regular educatlon sclence teachers
of grades 4, 7, and 10 to respond to a wide range of
questlons about sclence teaching, Inciuding ltems which
dealt speclflcally wlth thelr use of certaln types of
measurement devices In evaluatlng student achlievement. |In
regards to the guerles on assessment, both Anderson and
Bateson have reported that teachers use a number of methods
to gather Information about thelr students’ progress or
per formance. Some of these include laboratory write-ups,
wriltten reports, projJects, subjective tests, anecdotal
records, and teacher-made objective tests (the latter belng
rated by the teachers as the most Important In the
determlnatlon of a student’'s flnal sclence grade). These
researchers also noted that both elementary and secondary
teachers Indlcated llttle rellance on standardlzed oblectlve
measures, although there were several MInlstry of Educatlon
Classroom Achlevement Tests avallable for their use.
Additlonally, they found that, whille grade 10 teachers
supported the use of a schoolwlde exam to determine a

portlon of a student’s flnal grade, they were not Interested
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In basling student assessment on provinclal or district-wide
exams. Thus, llke thelr American colleagues, Anderson and
Bateson have also establlsheg that regular education
teachers tend to prefer thelr own Instruments to assess
student achlevement. WMoreover, they too have concluded
that, In order to Improve the quallty of current measurement
techniques or methods, It |Is necessary for the research
communlty to devote greater attentlion to what Is happening
In the classroom.

2. In.additlon to attempting to determline and descrlbe
the measurement practlices presently In use and the extent of
varlation In practice, lnvestligators have also studled the
utlility of a broad range of assessment Instruments. To do
so, they have often compared and contrasted the Judgements
of regular educatlon teachers to those of school
psychologlsts. For Instance, In a natlonal United States
survey, Thurlow and Ysseldyke (1982) asked school
psychologlists and regular educatlon teachers to Iist the ten
most useful assessment procedures for planning instructlonal
programs for handlcapped students. The results of thelr
survey Indicated that signiflcant!ly more school
psychologists than teachers l|isted standardlized tests as
thelr first cholce, wlth slgniflcantly more teachers than
psychologists [Isting Informal measures as their first

cholce. However, 1t Is Important to note that standardlzed
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measures were mentioned most frequently by both groups.
Teachers and psychologlsts also differed In the types of
standardlzed tests they consldered to be useful for
tnstructlonal purposes. Whlle school psychologlists cited
the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Chlldren - Revised, The
Bender Visual Motor Gestalt Test, and The Wlde Range
Achlievement Test as the tests most frequently used for
Instructional planning, teachers showed no consensus for any
particular test being most frequently used, but tended to
favor tests measuring speciflc academlic domalns. The
authors fInterpreted these flindings by suggesting that the
discrepancles between these two groups were |lkely to be due
to elther a difference In the expertise level of
psychologists and teachers or because teachers conslder
fewer types of data useful to Instructlonal planning.

3. Speclal educators have also been asked for thelr
Input on the usefulness of a varlety of assessment tools,
particularly standardlzed tests. However, studies which
focus on the concerns of this constltuent group have not
been abundant. In fact, Wilgosh (1983) Is among the few
Canadlan researchers who has dealt wilth this subject. This
author sent questlionnalres to 148 randomly selected Alberta
speclal education teachers askling them to rate thelr
famlllarlty with and the usefulness of several different

kinds of standardized assessment devices. The questionnaire
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grouped Instruments Iinto types measurling intell igence,
achlevement, perceptual organlzation and memory, language
facllity and reading, arithmetic, and adaptlve behavlior and
personallity. Teachers were querled about how often they
used these tools as well as how useful they were In
providing relevant Informatlon for Instructional planning.
Wilgosh found that 80% of the speclal educatlon teachers
reported using the Wechsier Intellligence Scale for

Chlldren - Revised most frequently and 51% rated this
Instrument as useful for Instructional planning. Other
tests rated as belng used by as many as a third to a half of
the sample tended to measure academic domalns (e.g.,
Keymath, Stanford Dliagnostic Arithmetlc Test, Canadlan Test
of Basic Skills, and Peabody I[ndlividual Achlevement Test)
consistent wlth Thurlow and Ysseldyke's (1982) teachers.
However, In every case the teachers’ rating of use exceeded
thelr perceptlions of the usefulness of these types of
Instruments for Istructlional planning. These findlngs led
Wllgosh to conclude that speclal educators have some
deflnlte concerns about the utlllty of the Informatlon
derlved from standardlzed measures. Conseguently, she has
proposed that further research In this area Is needed and
should focus on, among other thlings, the relatlve Importance
these Individuals attach to Informal as compared to formal

assessment procedures.
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To some extent, the suggestlons posited by Wiligosh
(1983) have been Incorporated In the work of a group of
Amer lcan researchers who have been Interested In examlining
the avallablllty and usefulness of dlfferent types of
assessment Information for planning special educatlon
programs (Zabel, Peterson, Smith, & Whilte, 1882). These
authors asked 683 teachers of emotlonally
dlsturbed/behaviorally dlsordered (ED/BD) students to
Indicate which of 15 types of data--ranging from standard IQ
ahd achlevement test scores to anecdotal records, formal
behavlor observatlons, and soclometric measures—--were
typlecally avallable to them for Instructlicnal planning when
an ED/BD student is placed In thelr program. They were then
asked to rate the Importance of each of the types of
Informatlon In desligning appropriate programs for thelr
students using a Llkert scale. Zabel et al. reported that
some types of Informatlon were readlly avallable to most
teachers when youngsters were placed into thelr ED/BD
program. These Included Intellectual assessment,
standardlzed achlevement assessment, and health
history/family Informatlion. However, other klnds of data
such as descriptlions of regular classroom
expectatlons/requlrements, behavior ratlng
scales/checkl ists, and behavlior observation data were

unaval lable to more than half of the teachers surveyed. In
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addltion, dlscrepancles were apparent |In ED/BD teachers'
reports of avallablllty of varlous types of assessment
Informaton and ratlngs of thglr usefulness In deslgnling
educatlonal programs. Speclflcally, several of the more
aval lable types of Informatlon (e.g., Intellectual
assessment, standardlzed achlevement assessment, and health
history/famlly Informatlon) were consldered less useful than
several of the less avallable types of Informatlion (e.g.,
statement of Intervention technliques already attempted,
formal behavior observatlion data, and behavior ratlng
scales/checkllsts). On the basls of these findings Zabel et
al. concluded that, although the types of assessment
Informatlion reoutlinely avallable may contribute to the
determinatlion of a student’'s handicapping condltlon, they
were not percelved as very useful by those dlrectly
responslible for planning Indlvidual education programs -
namely, teachers of ED/BD students. They also proposed that
one result of this perceptlion was that thelr samplie bel leved
that the assessment data usualily avallable to them was often
lack Ing In educatlonal reievance.

In a later repllication of thls study, Zabel, Peterson,
and Smlth (1986) reported somewhat dlfferent results. They
dlscovered that, of the 291 ED/BD teachers surveyed, at
least 50% of the respondents Indicated that all but 2 of the

13 types of assessment |Informatlion listed were avallable to
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them when a youngster was referred for placement in thelr
program (2 ltems were deleted from the 1982 questlionnalre).
Moreover, ail 13 types of Informatlon examlned were seen as
having some value In planning Instructional activitles.
However, as [n the earlier study, none of the flve most
useful types of data were among the flve most avallable.
Nevertheless, notable Increases did occur for several of the
more useful types of Informatlon between the flrst and
second study. Incliuded among those that showed gains were
statements of Intervention technliques already attempted,
formal behavior observatlon data, and descriptions of
regular classroom expectations/requlrements. The authors
regarded these results as encouragling, suggesting that they
Indlcated that slgnlflcant progress had been made |n the
collectlon of assessment Informatlon for ED/BD students. In
addltlon, they malntalined that the observed changes between
the two studles were |llkely to be reflective of an [ncreased
awareness, among those responslible for assessing ED/BD
students, of the Importance of derlving data from a number

of different sources.



40

Interview Research. Investlgators have also employed

Interviewling technliques In thelr efforts to study classroom
assessment practlces. Howevér, thls has clearly been a less
popular methodologlcal cholce, and researchers have tended
to draw their samples from populations of regular education
teachers. For example, Salmdn—Cox (1981) Interviewed 68
elementary teachers about thelr attltudes concerning student
evaluatlon. Durling thls time, she asked her subjJects three
maln questlions: (a) how they assessed chlldren; (b) how
they used the Informatlon from standardlzed achlevement
tests; and (c) what they thought were approprliate and
Inappropriate uses of such Information. In speaking with
the teachers, she found that the majJorlty typlcally used
standardlzed achievement tests to conflrm thelr own
assessments whlich were based primarily on observatlons,
teacher-made tests, and "Iinteractlions” or "Interviews" wlth
students. Moreover, she reported that teachers felt that
data from achievement tests should not be used In Isolatlon,
that is, without regard to other Infermation nor should It
be used to "label" chlldren or prejudge thelr potentilal
performance. Usling a similar methodology, Edelman (1981)
found that teachers were of the oplnlon that mandated
testing programs dld not warrant thelr cost, uslng fewer
tests provided the same Information, and teacher evaluations

provided more accurate Informatlon about student ablllitles.
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Other researchers have also shown that, when asked, regular
education teachers indlicate a preference for thelr own
assessment devices as opposed to standardlzed Instruments

(e.g., Gullilckson, 1985; Madaus, 1981).

Summary

Four different research methodologles for examinling
educational assessment practlices have been reviewed.
Authors using the flrst two methods, test by curricular
compar isons and test by test comparlisons, have clearly
demonstrated that standardized tests often do not measure
what Is belng taught In the classroom (Floden, Porter,
Schmidt, & Freeman, 1980; Shaplr & Derr, 1987), and that
tests propounding to measure simllar constructs are
frequently not found to be comparable (Cummings & Sanville,
1983; Reeve, Hall, & Zakreskl|, 1978). Those professlonals
employing one or both of the latter two methodologles,
guestlonnalres/surveys and/or interviews have primarily been
Interested In describlng the ecology of cliassroom
assessment. Since this Is a relatively unexplored area,
researchers have, for the most part, concentrated on
ascertalning the views of regular education teachers
{Anderson, 19880: Bateson, 1989; Salmon-Cox, 1981; Stliggins &
Br idgeford, 1985). In these studies, 1t has been

establ Ished that regular educatlon teachers prefer to use
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thelr own evaluation technliques rather than standardlzed
assessment devices. It has also been reported that this
preference |ncreases wlth gréde level as do teachers'
concerns about the guallty of thelr own assessments.
Moreover, |nvestlgators have found a dlscrepancy between the
types of measurement procedurés that school psychologlsts
consider useful for Instructlonal planning for handlcapped
students and thecse regarded as helpful by regular educatlon
teachers (Thurlow & Ysseldyke, 1982).

In the few studles that have Involved speclal
educators, the results have been similar. Teachers of ED/BD
students have indicated that the kinds of assessment
Information aval lable to them when a chlld Is placed In
thelr program are not necessarlly the most useful In the
development of individual educatlion programs (Zabel,
Peterson, Smith, & White, 1982; Zabel, Peterson, & Smlth,
1986). Additlonally, speclal educators have clalmed that,
while they often use standardlzed tests to assess a
student‘s present level of functloning, they frequently
question the utllity of these measures (Wllgosh, 1983).

However, the results obtalned thus far In the
Il terature provide I[ttle Illlumlnaticn on the classroom
assessment practices of teachers worklng wlith the learning
disabled. We have yvet to ldentlfy the methods of assessment

typlcally used by teachers of LD students, ncor have we
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examlned these teachers’ views on the avallablllty and
usefuliness of measurement data for planning relevant
academlc programs. Furthermore, In the methodologles
employed to thls polnt, the focus has been on determining
the general evaluatlion actlvitles of falrly large samples of
regular educatlion teachers and/or speclal educators,
especlally teachers of ED/BD students. To date, even those
Investigators who have utilized Interviewing technlgues have
not conducted an In-depth, case speclflc study desligned to
probe and descrlibe the assessment concerns and/or practlces
of any one partlcular constltuent group. Consequently, thls

study was undertaken to advance these research directlons.
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CHAPTER 3

METHOD

Des lan

The research deslgn for thls study was a type 111,
descriptlve case study (Kazdln, 1982). The Intent was to
describe the assessment phllosophy and classroom assessment
practices of teachers workling with students displaylng
learning difficultlies. To this end,
dlifferences/simllarities In the phllosophy and practlces of
the entire sample were Investligated.
Differences/SImllarities In the teachers’ perceptlons of the
avallabll ity and usefulness of measurement data for
Instructlonal purposes were also examlned. Flnally, the
sub jects’ views and practices In regards to assessment were
conslidered In relatlon to thelr Job descriptlon and the

grade level of thelr students.

Sampllng Procedure

SubjJects for thls study were sought from the followling
two groups: (a) teachers who offer learnlng asslistance to
students Integrated In the regular classrcom, and (b)
teachers who |Instruct speclal classes of LD students. Two
teachers-—-one from each of these respective categorles--were

selected from a) the elementary level, b) the Intermedliate
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level, and c) the secondary level. |In order to control for
the varlance due to differlng degrees of experlence, only
teachers having a Bachelor of Education with at l|east three
speclal education courses and a minimum of three years
teachlng experience were asked to partliclipate In the study.
The subjects were drawn from two of the school districts In
the Greater Victoria area. At the outset, |t was recognlzed
that the small sample size as well as the voluntary nature
of the teachers Involved would affect the generallzabll!lty

of the results.

Sub jects . N
A total of 12 teachers participated In the study. All

12 were nomlnated by thelr respectlve Superintendent of
Schools and agreed to partliclpate after an Inltlal teiephone
Interview.

The sample conslilsted of 6 LA teachers (| male, 5
females) and 6 LD teachers (2 males, 4 females). SIx of the
sub Jects were selected from the Greater Victorla School
District, while the remalning six were chosen from the
Saanich School Dlistrict. In total, elght schools
particlipated In the study. In the Greater Victoria School
District, the elementary LD and LA teacher were not from the
same school. In the Saanich School District, thls cccurred

at the secondary level. At aill other schools, both the LD
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and the LA teacher consented to the Interview. All subjects
met the minimum requlirement of three years teachlng

exper lence with the years of experlence ranglng from § to 25
vears. The average for the entlre sample was 14 years.
Elevén of the 12 partliclipants taught on a full time baslis,
whlle the one remalning (an elementary LA teacher) held a

.85 poslitlion.

Instrument

The primary means for data collection In this study was
through the use aof a structured I[nterview. The format of
the Interview was developed by the researcher and required
the subjJects to answer a comblhatlon of open— and close-
ended questlons.

In constructing thls device, [t was necessary to
develop two dlfferent kinds of lists. The flrst cne
descr lbed commcnly used measurement tools and the second
del Ineated varlous types of assessment information {(e.g.,
formal behavior observatlon data, statements of teachling
strategles already attempted). Both of these |i1sts were
generated from this author's earlifer presentation of
dlagnostic tools used In assessment as well as from the work
of previous researchers {(e.g., Anderson, 1989; Salmon-Cox,
1981; Wllgosh, 1883; Zabel, Peterson, Smlith, & White, 1882;

Zabel, Peterscn, & Smlth, 1986). Additionally, the slix



47

optlonal cholces detailed In the question dealing wlth
teachers’ concérns about assessment were drawn from the
"levels of concern" model proposed by Hall, George, and
Rutherford (1877) and more recently from the work of
Stlggins and Bridgeford (1985). Flnally, all other
questlions In the Interview focused, In some fashion, on
ascertaining the subjJects’ assessment phllosophy and thus
arlginated from the theoretléal discusslon of the four
dliffering models of assessment (see Appendlx A for

instrument).

Pllot Study

In order to ensure the valldlty of the research
Instrument, the Interview was pllot tested wlth two
teachers—-a secondary LD teacher and an elementary LA
teacher. Both teachers met the criterion for partlclipatlon
outltned earller In thls chapter. As a c¢consequence of these
Interviews, two changes were made In the Interview format.
Flrst, the fourteenth question was added, as both teachers
felt that subjects should be glven the opportunlity to
comment on future dlirectlions for the fleld of assessment.
Second, questlion 4 was changed from "How do you Interpret
measurement data obtained from your own assessment
activitlies or those of vour colleagues?" to "How do you

interpret measurement data obtalned from the assessment
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activities of your colleagues?" This change was made

because both teachers Indlcated that the Inltlal portion of
the original questlion was a repllcatlon of guestlon 3. No
other changes occurred In the Interview format as a result

of the pllot study.

Procedure

Prlor to data collection, each subject was contacted by
the researcher. At this time, the purpose of the study was
fully explalned, permlission to tape_record the Interview was
obtalned, and an appolintment for the Interview was
scheduled. All Interviews were conducted by the author and
Invarliably foltlowed the format outlined In the
Instrumentatlion sectlon.

During the Inltlal phase of the Interview, the
researcher and the teacher became acqualinted and each
subJect was offered a copy of the interview format.
Followlng thls, the Interview began with a serles of
questions deallng with the subjects’' assessment phlilosophy.
Teachers were flrst querled about the types of procedures
and technlques they typlcally use to evaluate student
performance, They were then asked to descrlibe the model of
assessment which [nfluenced thelr cholge of these
measurement tools. Addltionally, particlipants were

questloned about the strategles they usually employ In thelr
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[nterpretatlion of evaluatlon data. This led Into the second
part of the Interview which was desligned to ascertaln
Informatlion about the actual classroom assessment practlices
of teachers of LD students. Here, each of the 10
measurement tools |Isted 1n questlion B were Individually
presented and the subjects were asked to select the cptlon--
no use, llttle use, some use, or frequent use-—whlch most
aptly descrlbed thelr use of this Instrument. In addltion
to belng tape recorded, space was provided on the |Interview
sheet for the recerding of the subjects’ responses to this
question and to all of those which preceded or fol lowed.
During thls segment of the interview, the partliclpants were
also given the opportunity to elaborate on speclfic aspects
or components of thelr classroom assessment practlces.

The focus of the Interview then shlfted to the
Ildentiflcation of some of the teachers’' anxleties about
assessment. This sectlon contalned questions Intended to
uncover teachers’' perceptlons of thelr own assessment needs
by asking them to Identlfy thelr primary concern about each
of the ten assessment Instruments described In the sixth
questlon. Teachers were asked to Indicate thelr chlef
concern by selecting one of the following optlons: (a) lack
of Informatlon about a partlicular method, (b) competence-—-
lack of experience or sklll in using that specliflic device,

(c) time management--amount of time necessary to develop
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and/or adminlster that particular strategy, (d) adequacy or
effectlveness of the measurement tocl, (e) no ma]or concern,
and (f) other concern. |[In order to ensure that the subjects
understood and remembered each of these optlons, they were
glven a list of these cholces with thelr respectlive
deflnlitlons prileor to guestioning.

In the third segment of the [nterview, concentration
was placed on exploring teachers’' views on the avallabllity
and usefulness of assessment Information for Instructional
planning. Flfteen dliffering types of assessment Informatlon
were Indlvidual ly presented to the teachers and they were
asked to speclfy which of these are typlcally avallable when
a student Is referred to thelr program. Here, subjects were
requlred to select one of the following four cholces—-never
avallable, rarely avallable, occaslonally avallable, and
frequently avallable. Addlitlionally, particlpants were
presented with another four options~-no Importance, Illttle
Importance, some importance, and very Iimpertant-—-and were
asked to rate the usefulness of each of the same 15 types of
data for deslgning Indlvidual education programs. Teachers
were also glven the chance to comment on other forms of
assessment data which were not Included In the Interviewer's
Ilst,

Finally, In the last sectlon of the Interview, subjects

were requested to speculate on whether Improvements had



51

occurred, over the years, |In the quality and usefulness of
the assessment data avallable when a student |s referred to
thelr program. At this time, they were also asked to
express thelr views on what they would |lke to see happen In
the fleld of assessment In the future. Upon completlion of
the Interview, each partlcipant was thanked and a second
meetling was arranged. This time was scheduled so that

sub Jects could review the Interview transcripts to ensure
thelr valldlity.

Transcription of the Interviews was performed by the
author and commenced after the Inltial 12 Interviews were
completed. When the transcripts were returned to the
particlpants, they were asked to lIisten to thelr reply on
the tape recorder and then read the transcribed answer.

Thls particular procedure was adopted because, In the
Interest of preclseness and coherence, many of the teachers’
responses were paraphrased. Thls gave all the subjects the
opportunlity to comment on the accurateness of the transcript
as well as to reflnhe or revise the Informatlon presented In
the document. All revisions to the transcript were made In
the presence of the teacher sc that the possibl|ity of
misunderstanding or error was reduced. The second Interview
was adJourned when the subJects were completely satisfled

with thelr responses to the 14 Interview questlions. Once
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agaln, the partlclpants were thanked and were Invited to
enquire about the results at a later date.

The Inltlal Interview took approxImately 1 hour, whlle
the follow-up Interview requlred another 30 minutes. The
entire body of data was coliected In a 6§ week perlod. To
prevent researcher blas, no data was examlned until the data
col lectlon process was completed. Desplte the Incluslon of
the second Interview to verlfy the data obtalned from the
sample, a recognized |Imitatlon of thils procedure was the
lack of control for posslible discrepancles between the

verbal reports of the subjects and thefr actual behavior.

Research Questions

Since the data generated by thls study was entirely
descriptive In nature, 1t was not appropriate or lIcglcal to
propose and test a specliflc set of hypotheses. Instead, the

followlng serles of research questlions were advanced.

Q1. What model of assessment |1s generally adopted by
teachers of LD students? Does the espoused model
reflect the actual assessment practices of these
Indlviduals?

Q2. How do teachers of LD students interpret the data
derlved from thelr own assessment actlvitles or those

of thelr colleagues?
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Q4.

Q5.

Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.
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What types of measurement tools or strategies do these
subJects actually use to assess student performance?

Do teachers of LD students have a primary concern about
the assessment Instruments they use? If so, what Is
it?

What types of assessment Information are typlcally
avallable to these teachers when a student is referred
to thelr program?

Is thls measurement data viewed as belng useful or
helpful In the planning of indlvidual educatlion
programs?

In recent years, has there been an [mprovement In the
qual ity of the evaluatlive Information that Is avallable
to teachers of LD students when a student Is referred?
What would these individuals |1ke to see happen In the
fleld of assessment In the future?

Do the responses glven by these teachers, to the above
questlions, vary as a functlon of their Job description

and/or the grade level they teach?



54

CHAPTER <4

RESULTS

The purpose of thls chapter is to describe the results
obtalned from the Interviews conducted with each of the 12
teachers who agreed to participate In this study.

Te review, the Interview conslisted of four major
sections. Flrst, teachers were querled about their
assessment phllosophy. Here, the [ntent was to determline
the "model of assessment" commonly adopted by each of the
particlipants as well as to ldent!fy the methods that were
generally employed In the Interpretation of assessment data.
Second, sub)ects were requlired to rate thelr use of 10
dlfferent assessment [nstruments and then to speclfy the
primary concern they had about using each of these tools.
Third, respondents were asked to Indicate which of 15 types
of assessment Informatlion are typlcally avallable to them
when a student wlith learnling diffliculties Is placed In thelr
program. Subsequently, they were asked to rate the
usefulness of each of the types of Informatlieon In designling
approprlate educatlional programs for thelr students.

Fourth, teachers were glven the opportunlty to comment on
the quality of the assessment Informatlon recelved when a

student Is referred to thelr speclific program as well as on
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the klinds of changes they would |Ilke to see happen In the
fleld of assessment In the future.

Results are summar |lzed according to the aforementloned
categorles. The overall goal of the analysls |s to describe
the assessment phllosophy and classroom practlices of
teachers workling with youngsters wlth learning disabllltles.
Inferences about the measurement activitles of all teachers
dealing with learning disabled students have not been made
for two reasons. First, the practlices described generally
reflect what teachers say they do; not necessarlly what they
do second, whlle representative, the small sample size may

affect the resultant data patterns.

Assessment Phllosophy

In this sectlon, responses to the first five Interview
questions are descrlbed.

To ldentlfy the model of assessment typlcally adhered
to by teachers of learning disabled (LD) students,
participants were asked the following question: "What klnds
of assessment Instruments or strategles do you regularly use
to assess student performance?" All subjects responded to
this questlion [n a simllar manner in that each of them
reported that they supported an ecologlical approach to
assessment. In general, respondents were of the opinlon

that student performance could only be adequately and
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accurately assessed through the use of a number of
complementary strateglies and techniques. . This poslition Is
perhaps most succlinctly represented by a high school
learning assl|stance (LA) teacher who stated:

| cannot make declislons about a student’s academic

standing solely on the basls of hls [her] score on

a single assignment or examlination. What 1 try to

do [s gather Informatlon from several dlfferent

sources such as Interviews wlth the student and

other teachers, classroom observatlon, tests, and

asslignments. .
Other examples of this posltlon can be found In Interview
#2, #7, #9, and #12, located 1n AppendIx B.

Moreover, 11 of the 12 subJects reported using a
siml lar methodology In that they all Indicated that they
typlcally used standardlzed measurement devices at the
beglinning and concluslion of the academlic year, while relylng
almost excluslvely on thelr own assessment strategles for
the remainder of the year. In rank order, the standardlzed
tests lléted as most frequently used by thls group Included:
(1) KeyMath Dlagnostlic Arithmetic Test (Connolly, Nachtman,
& Pritchett, 1976), (2) Woodcock Readlng Mastery Tests -
Revlsed (Woodcock, 1887), (3) Schonnel Spelllng Test
(Schonnel, 1979), (4) Wcoodcock-Johnson Test of Cognltive
Abllltles (Woodcock, 1978), (5) Test of Wrltten Language
(Hammil| & Larsen, 1883), (8) Wlde Range Achlievement Test

(Jastak & Wl lklnson, 1984), (7) Monroe Sherman (Monroe &

Sherman, 12878), (8) The Durrell Analyslils of ReadlIng
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Difflculty (Durrell & Catterson, 1980), and (9) Brlgance
Diaghostic Inventories (Brlgance, 1878). All 11 respondents
reported using these devices In a pre-post-test fashlon.
That Is, as a means by which to Inlitlally assess a student’s
academlic abllltles and then as a way to measure academlic
progress at the concluslion of the school year. The
remalnlng participant, a high school LD teacher, did not
subscrlbe to thls speclflic pattern. This Indlvidual

descr ibed her use of standardized tests as sporadic,

reveal lng that she only utlllzed these types of devices when
she was requlred to do so or when all other measurement
alternatlves had been exhausted.

However, all 12 teachers agreed that assessment
Involved more than the administration of a battery of
standardlzed tests. Consequently, they all malntalned that
thelr principal mode of evaluatlon was through the use of a
comblinatlion of "teacher-driven" assessment technliques. In
rank order, these Included: (a) teacher-developed
examinatlions, (b) teacher-made assignments - written and
oral, (¢) observation of a student performling a speclific
task, (d) observatlion of a student’'s behavior In the
classroom, (e) wrltten records of the student’s dally
performance, and (f) interviews with the student, parent(s),
and other professlionals Involved wlith the student. Two LD

teachers (one at the elementary and one at the Intermedlate
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level) also Indicated that they use computer programs such
as "Fact Master"” to monltor thelr students’ performance In
mathematlics. Additlionally, all 12 subjJects agreed that
assessment was an ongolng process and that, at any glven
tIme, one measurement strategy may be more effectlve than
another.

Sub jects were then asked: "Under ldeal clrcumstances,
what other types of assessment actlivitlies would you llke to
conduct?" Here, a comblnatlon of the following three themes
emerged: the need for more time to assess students, the
need for more time to consult wlith students, other teachers,
and paraprofesslonals, and the need for more time to collect
observatlonal data on students. The flrst of these themes
was partlicularly prevalent among LD teachers |n that all six
respondents clited this need. In contrast, flve of the six
LA teachers Included the third theme Iin thelr replles.
Finally, three of the six LA teachers and a | lke number of
LD teachers mentloned the second theme. Moreover, this
theme was expressed most frequently by LA and LD teachers at
the Intermedlate level. Thus, grade level and Job
descriptlion appear to have had some Influence on the
sub Jects’ responses.

However, while the latter question eliclted some
varlation In the partlclpants’ response patterns, this was

not evident In the third and fourth questlons. When asked,
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"Once you have collected your assessment data, what do you
do with 1t?", all 12 respondents provided an answer very
simllar to that of an elementary LA teacher who stated:
Once | have gathered my assessment data, [ map It
out so | have a visual picture. From this, | develop
hypotheses regarding the student’s strengths and needs.
That Is, | look for patterns or trends - for example,
an |Inapproprlate use of a strategy - that will help me
plnpolnt where the chlld Is having dlfficulty. [ then
translate this Informatlon Into a remedial program. I
also discuss my assessment flindlngs with my colleagues
so that they have the opportunity to concur or
elaborate on them.
Simllarly, the teachers’' replles to questlon four also
revealed unanimlty. Here, particlpants were asked, "How do
you Interpret informatlon obtalned from the assessment
actlivitles of your colleagues?” A prototype of the typlcal
response to this questlion comes from an Intermedliate LD
teacher who made thls statement:
In terms of the Information | receive from others,
I ask myself such questions as: How meanlngful Is
this data? How accurate Is it? Does |t reflect the
abllitles of this student? On the basls of these
answers, | use the Informatlon to plan or modlfy my
remedial actlvities. | also use the assessment data
of others as a way to conflrm my own evaluatlon of
the student’'s areas of need.
In essence, then, all respondents malntalned that they
generally relled on thelr own experlence to determine how to
handle not only their own assessment data but also that
which they have recelved from thelr colleagues. Further
examples of this position can be found in the Interviews

located In AppendIix B.
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Finally, subjects were also requlred to respond to the
following question: “leén optimal clircumstances, would the
methods you use to make sense of Informatlon derlved from
your own measurement practlices of those of your colleagues
change or be altered In any way?" Here agaln, a majorlty of
the respondents offered simllar replles. In fact, 11 of the
12 partlicipants Indicated that, 1f glven the opportunity,
they would |lke to have more time to discuss thelr
assessment flndings wlith thelr col leagues. 1t was
postulated that this would allow for a more comprehenslve
examinatlon of the data and consequently a better "match"
between the student’s needs and the subsequent treatment
plan. One secondary LA teacher also reported that In
addition to more consultative time, he would like the
opportunlty to become more knowledgeable In the area of
standardlized testling. This, In his opinlon, would result In
a better understanding and a more educated Interpretation of
the data obtalned from these instruments. He also belleved
that this would faclilltate the use of thls informatlion In
the planning of Indlividual educatlion programs. Finally, the
remalnling respondent (an elementary LD teacher) Iindlcated
that he was comfortable wlth hls present data Interpretatlion
techniques. However, he did state that If more time was

allotted to pursue this activity, the resultant educatlon
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programs may be "more Indlividual specl!fic and perhaps more

reflective of the student’s needs."

Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

Results obtalned from questions slx through nine are
described in the followling section.

in question slx, a number of common Instruments and
procedures were |lIsted and teachers were asked to rate their
use of each for student evaluation purposes. The response
frequencles for all 12 respondents In relatlon to types of
methods used to collect informatlion about student

performance are provided In Table 1.

Table 1

Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

Respondent Group

Instrument Elementary Intermedliate Secondary
By Use LA LD LA LD LA LD
No Use

Anecdotal

Records

Teacher-Made
ObjJectlve Tests

MIin.Of Ed. 2 1 2 1 1 2
Classroom Ach.

Tests

Other Standard 2 1 1 1 1
Ach. Tests

SubJect spec-
Iflc tests
ProjJects/
Asslignments
Sub Jectlive Eval.
Oral tests 1 1
(table contlnues)
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Respondent Group

Instrument Elementary Intermedlate Secondary
By Use LA LD LA LD LA LD

No Use (cont.)
Obs. of class-
room beh.
Student’'s sel f-
reports

Little Use
Anecdotal Records
Teacher-made

Objectlve Tests
Min.of Ed.

Classroom Ach.

Tests
Other standard

Ach. Tests
Sub ject specl- 1

flc tests
Projects/

asslgnments
SubJective Eval.
Oral tests

Obs. of class-

room beh.
Student sel f-
reports
Some Use
Anecdotal Records
Teacher-made 1
ObJectlve Tests
MIin.of Ed.
Classroom Ach.
Tests

Other standard

Ach. Tests

Sub Ject specl- 1

fic tests

ProjJects/ 1
asslgnments

SubJectlive Eval

Oral tests

Obs. of class- 1
room beh.

Student sel f-
reports

(table contlinues)
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Respondent Group

Instrument Elementary Intermedlate Secondary
By Use LA LD LA LD LA LD
Frequent Use

Anecdotal 2 2 2 2 2 2
Records

Teacher-made 1 2 2 1 2 2
ObJectlve Tests

MIn.of Ed.
Classroom Ach.

Tests

Other standard

Ach. Tests

Sub Ject specl- 1 1 1
fic tests

Projects/ 1 2 2 2 2
assignments
SubJective Eval.
Oral tests

Obs. of class-
room beh.

Student sel f- 2 1 2 1 2 2
reports

- —a N)
—
—
=N

LA = Learning Asslstance teacher
LD = Learning Disabllities teacher

Min.of Ed. Classroom Ach. Tests = Mlnistry of Educatlion
Classroom Achlevement
Tests
Other Standard Ach. Tests = Other Standardlzed Achlevement
Tests
SubjJectlive Eval. = Subjectlve evaluatlons
Obs. of Classroom Beh. = Observatlions of Classroom Behavlior

As Indlicated In the above table, four malJor trends In
the data emerge. FlIrst, teachers use a wide varlety of
assessment devices to gather data on student performance:
anecdotal records, techer-made obJectlve tests,
projJects/assignments, subjective evaluatlions, observation of
classroom behavlor, and student self-reports. Second,

regardless of grade level or Job descriptlon, teachers
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appear to use anecdotal records most frequently In the
evaluatlon of student performance. This strategy Is
fol lowed closely by teacher-made objective tests and student
sel f-reports. Third, subjJect speclflc measuring devices
(e.g., Test of Written Language, KeyMath Dlagnostic
Arlthmetlic Test) and oral tests seem to be used on a more
teacher speclfic basls as evidenced by the larger varlation
Iln the subjects’ responses. Fourth, Minlstry of Educatlon
Classroom Achlevement Tests and other standardlzed
achlevement tests (e.g., Wide Range Achlevement Test,
Canadlan Test of Baslc Skllls) appear to be the Instruments
least used In the assessment of student performance.
Additlionally, when given the opportunity In question seven
to mention any other measurement devices regularly used, no
other strategles were offered. |In general, respondents
Indlcated that the llst presented was comprehenslve and
accurately reflected thelr classroom assessment practlces.
Teachers were then asked to ldentlfy the assessment
too!l or strategy they found to be most helpful in evaluating
the performance of thelr students. Here agaln,
commonallities In the data appeared. FlIrst, LA and LD
teachers at both the intermedliate and secondary levels were
most Ilkely to llst teacher-made objJectlve tests, classroom
asslgnments/projects and student self-reports as very

useful. Second, In addltlon to student self-reports, LA and
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LD teachers at the elementary level mentioned observatlons
of classroom behavior most frequently. Lastly, 6 of the 12
subJects reported that thelr wrlitten records on thelr
students' dally performance assisted In the evaluation
process.

Finally, In questlion nine teachers were requested to
ldentl fy thelr primary concern about each of the 10
assessment technlques previously presented. An examlnatlion
of the data revealed that every teacher Interviewed
expressed some concern about Ministry of Educatlion Classroom
Achlievement Tests and other standardlized achlevement tests.
In each Instance, teachers Indlicated that thelr primary
concern about these types of Instruments was thelr adeguacy.
For the most part, they felt these measures often falled to
reflect true student characteristliecs and generally did not
meet Important Instructlonal goals such as ident] fylng
material to teach or reteach.

"Adequacy of Instrument" was also the primary cohcern
expressed about subject speclfic measuring devices. Here
agaln, a majorlty of teachers malntalned that the data
obtalned from these Instruments frequently did not represent
a student's actual abllltles. Those not expressing thls
concern were four LD teachers at the elementary and
secondary level. Two from this group (one elementary and

one secondary teacher) Indlcated that they had no concern
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about uslng subject speclflc measuring devices, whereas the
remalning two selected time management as thelr major
concern. These latter Indlviduals were primarlly uneasy
about the amount of time requlired to administer these types
of Instruments as they felt that thls actlivity often
Interfered wlth Instructional time.

A less conslstent response pattern emerged for teacher-
made objectlve tests. Of those expresslng concern, the
followling three were Identifled: (a) time management, (b)
adequacy of Instrument, and (c) competence. However, the
maln trend to appear In the data was derlved from the
Informal comments offered durlng the |Interview. At that
time, all of the respondents Indlicated, In some fashlon,
that they sometlimes wondered |If thelr tests were challengling
enough, focused onh the students' "real skl!lls," and/or aided
in the learning process. They alsoc reported that they were
contlnually searching for ways to Improve on the quallty of
thelr tests as they belleved that they could always be
better.

Teachers were more deflnltlve In thelr choice of a
princlipal concern for anecdotal records,
projJects/asslgnments, and observatlons of classroom
behavicor. Here, 8 of the 12 teachers Interviewed selected
time management for each of the aforementlioned toocls,

reflectling an uneaslness wlth the amount of time required %o
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manage these modes of assessment In the classroom. The
remalning sublects chose the "no concern" category with thls
cholce belng made most frequently by LA and LD teachers at
the secondary level. Agaln, this held true for all three
measurement devices.

Respondents were also falrly unanimous In thelr
expresslons of concern about subjectlive evaluatlons and
student self-reports. Most were uneasy about the
subJectlivity of these devices, feellng that the Informatlion
ylelded from these sources should be supported by other
types of assessment data (e.g., classroom asslgnments or
examlnatlions).

Flnally, oral tests ellclted the fewest statements of
concern, wlth only one quarter of the partilclpants reporting
some concern. This group was comprised entlirely of LA
teachers who were concerned with the amount of time requlred
to utillize this assessment strategy In the classroom. More
speclflcally, they indicated that whlle they would |lke to
do more oral testing, they often felt that this was not a
reallstlic posslibillty because too much of the teacher’s time

had to be allocated to one particular student.

Availabllity and Utillty of Assessment Information

Teachers'’ responses to questlons 10 through 12 are

presented In this section.



Sub Jects*’ ratlngs of the avallablllty of 15 types of
assessment Informatlon at the time of referral as well as
thelr ratings of the usefulness of this Infaormatlon fer

Instructlonal planning are gliven [n Table 2.

Table 2

Types of Assessment Informatlon

Typlcally Avalliable and Degree of Usefulness

Type of Avallable Useful
Informatlon N R o] F N L s Y
Standard Ach.
Assessment
Learning Asslstance
Elementary 1 1 2
Intermediate 2 1 1
Secondary 1 1 1 1

Learning Disabillties
Elementary
Intermedlate
Secondary

NN
—
—h

Intel| lectual

Assessment

Learnling Asslstance
Elementary 2 1 1
Intermediate 1 1 1
Secondary 1 1 2

Learning Disabllltles
Elementary 2
Intermediate 2 2
Secondary 2

-

Neuroioglcal and/or

Neurcpsycheological

Assessment

Learning Asslstance
Elementary 1 1
Intermedlate 1 1
Secondary 1 1

[V N

(table continued)



Type of Avallable Useful
Information N R 0 F : N L S \'
Neurologlcal and/or
Neuropsychologlcal
Assessment (cont.)
Learning Disabllltles
Elementary 1 1 2
Intermedlate 2 2
Secondary 1 1 1 1
Crlterlon-referenced
Assessment
Learning Asslstance
E lementary 1 1 1 1
Intermedliate 1 1 1
Secondary 1 1 1 1
Learning Disabllities
Elementary 1 1 1 1
Intermedlate 2 2
Secondary 1 1 2
Assessment Data on
Vislon, Hearling, &
Speech Development
Learning Asslstance
Elementary 2 1 1
Intermedlate 1 1 2
Secondary 1 1 2
Learning Disablllitles
Elementary 2 2
Intermedlate 2 2
Secondary 2 2
Health History/
Family Information
Learning Asslstance
Elementary 1 1 2
Intermediate 2 2
Secondary 1 1 2
Learning Dlilsabllltles
E lementary 2 2
Intermediate 2 2
Secondary 1 1 2
Behavlor Ratlngs
from School Personnel
Learning Assistance
Elementary 1 1 1 1
Intermedlate 1 1 2
Secondary 2 2

(table continued)
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Type of Avallable

Informatlon N R

Useful

Behavlor Ratlings

from School Personnel (cont.)

Learning Disablllitles
Elementary
Intermedlate
Secondary

Statements of Teachlng

Strategles Already

Attempted

Learning AssIstance
Elementary
Intermediate
Secondary

Learning Disablllitles
Elementary 2
Intermediate
Secondary 2

—r

Personallty, Self-

concept Data

Learning Asslistance
Elementary
Intermedlate
Secondary

Learning Disabllltles
Elementary
Intermedlate
Secondary

Description of

Regular Classroom

Expectatlons

Learning Asslstance
Elementary 1 1
Intermedliate 1 1
Secondary 2

Learning Disabllltles
Elementary 2
Intermediate 2
Secondary 2

Formal Behavlor

Observatlion Data

Learning Asslstance
Elementary 1 1
Intermedlate 2
Secondary 1

N =

—

1

1
(table continued)

NNN

MNN

MNN

NN N

NN
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Type of Avallable Useful
Informatlon N R (9] F N L S v
Formal Behavior
Observatlion Data (cont.)
Learning Disablllitles
Elementary 2 1
Intermedliate 2 1
Secondary 1 1 1
Sociometric Data
Learnlng Asslistance
Elementary 2
Intermedlate 2 1
Secondary 2
Learning Disabllitles
Elementary 1 1 1
Intermedlate 2 1
Secondary 1 1
Data from Teacher-
Made ObJectlve Tests
Learning Assistance
Elementary 2 1
Intermedlate 1 1 2
Secondary 2
Learning Disablllities
Elementary 2 1
Intermedliate 1 1 1
Secondary 1 1 1
Data from Classroom
Asslgnments/Projects
Learnlng Asslistance
Elementary 1
Intermedlate 1 1 2
Secondary 2
Learning Disabllltles
Elementary 2 1
Intermedlate 1 1 1
Secondary 2 1
SubJectlve Evaluations
Learnlng Asslstance
Elementary 1 1
Intermediate 1 1 2
Secondary 1 2

(table contlinued)
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Type of Avallable Useful
Information N R O F N L S v
SubjJectlve Evaluatlions (cont.)

Learning Dlsabilltles

Elementary 1 1 1 1
Intermedliate 1 1 2
Secondary 2 1 1

Avallable - N=Never R=Rarely O=0ccasionally F=Frequently
Useful - N=No L=LIttle S=Some V=Very'
Ach = Achievement

As lllustrated In table 2, only one type of Information--~
standard achievement assessment data--was unanimously rated
as belng readlly avallable but was consldered to have llittle
use for Instructional purposes. Conversely, several klnds
of Informatlion were rated relatively-to-extremely valuable
but were among those reported to be less avallable. Flve
types of Informatlion fell Into this category: (a)
Health/hlstory/famlily Informatlon, (b) Personallty/self-
concept data, (c) Descriptlion of regular classroom
expectatlion/requlrements, (d) Formal behavior observatlon
data, and (e) Soclometric data. In additlon, flve other
types of assessment Informatlon were Jjudged as belng both
avallable and useful by all of the respondents. These
Included Intellectual assessment data, assessment data on
vision, hearling, and speech development, behavior ratlings
from school personnel, data from classroom asslgnments, and
subJective evaluatlons.

However, It Is Iimportant to note that whlle no

distinctive grade level trends appeared to emerge, the
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subjJects’ Job description dld seem to have some bearling on
the results. The majority of LA teachers Indicated that
neurologlical /neuropsychologlcal assessment data was
typlcally not avallable to them when a student was placed In
thelr program. Nevertheless, all six partlicipants perceived
this type of Informatlion as having a great deal of value for
program planning. LD teachers, on the other hand, not only
rated neurologlcal/neuropsychologlcal assessment data as
useful but also reported that It was readlly avallable.

This dlfference, however, may be attributable to the
educatlonal system because students who are ldentlfled as
candldates for placement In a classroom for the learning
disabled are generally referred for neurologlical/neuro-
psychological testing. As a consequence of thls
requlrement, LD teachers are much more |lkely to have access
to thls kind of Information.

LA teachers also reported that, while they belleved
that data derlved from teacher-made objJectlve tests would be
useful for Instructlional plannling, this Informatlon tended
to be less avallable to them. Agaln, LD teachers Indicated
that thls type of data was both avallable and useful.
However, unlike thelr counterparts In learning asslstance,
LD teachers revealed that they rarely received "statements
of teaching strategles already attempted." Desplte thls,

both groups agreed that this was useful Information.
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Addltlionally, while LD teachers reported that criterion-
referenced assessment data was usually avallable to them, LA
teachers provided dlsparate responses ranglng from never
avallable and not useful to occaslonally/frequently
avallable and very useful, suggesting an uncertalnty about
how this mode of assessment can be best utillzed within the
parameters of learnlng asslstance.

Flnally, when asked, In question 12, [f there were any
other types of assessment Information avallable to them when
a referral |s made to thelr program, all of the teachers
responded negatively. In general, they agreed that the Ilst
provided adequately reflected the Kinds of data presently

Included In the referral pacKage.

Teachers' Perceptions on Assessment

In this flnal sectlion, the respondents’ repllies to
questions 13 and 14 are dlscussed.

When asked, "Do you think that the quality and the
usefulness of the types of assessment Informaticon avallable
at the time of referral has Improved over the years? |If so,
In what ways? |f not, why do you think that l1ttle change
has occurred?", 9 of the 12 partliclpants responded
affirmatively. In examlinling thelr reascns for this
Improvement, three common bel lefs were expressed. First,

all 9 teachers claimed that the Informatlion In the referral
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package was much more descriptlive and detalled. As one
elementary LA teacher stated,

There seems to be an Increased effort to descrlbe

the "whole chlid."” That is, to outline his [her]

speclfic strengths and needs by not only providing

typlcal!l examples of his [her] academic work but

also by discussing hls [her] physlical, psychologlcal

and soclo-emotlional development. We are no longer

recelving a couple of test scores and a few general

comments.,
Second, the respondents described the Information iIncluded
In the referral package as more "user frlendly." By this |t
was meant that, because the data was more comprehenslve and
anecdotal In nature, It was easler to translate Into
relevant and workable remedlal programs. Flnally, the
sub Jects reported that they had seen an increase In the
number of opportunities they had to discuss the assessment
Informatlion included In the referral package with not only
those professlionals directly Involved In the referral
process but also wlth thelr colleagues. Thils, they felt,
resulted In a better understanding of the students’ needs as
well as the adoptlon of a more collaborative approach to
Instruction.

Two of the remalning three teachers (an elementary LD
teacher and an Intermedlate LA teacher) stated that they had
seen |l1ttle change In the quallty of the assessment data

Included In the referral package. However, they percelved

this as being poslitlive because they both were satlisfled wlth
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the Informatlon they currently recelve and could not
Ildentify any troublesome areas. Flnally, an elementary LA
teacher malntalned that there had been no Improvements In
the referral package primarlly because "teachers and
psychologists continue to rely too heavily on
standardardized test scores to evaluate a student’'s
progress." This Individual Indicated that the referrals she
recelved were often vague and were In lack of a "thoughtful
analysls of what the student could and could not do."
Lastly, teachers answered questlion 14: "What changes or
Improvements would you llke to see happen In the fleld of
assessment [n the upcomling years?" The typical reply to
this query Involved two components. First, a majorlity of
the respondents revealed that they would IIke to see a
continuance of the trend toward the use of multiple
assessment tools and strateglies to evaluate student
performance. Second, they envision an assessment process
that Includes Input from everyone lnvolved In a particular
remedial program - the classroom teacher, the student,
parents, the school psychologlst, paraprofessionals, the
speech/language pathologlst, and so forth. Addltlonally,
half of the particlipants (4 LD teachers and 2 LA teachers)
noted that they would |Ilke to have more time allotted to
assess thelr students. These teachers felt that, because of

constralnts on thelr time, they were often unable to
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complete all of the measurement activities they believed to
be necessary to obtaln a "truly accurate” plcture of thelr
students’ berformance. Filnally, five LA teachers expressed
the need for more I[n-services and workshops on the mechanlics
of assessment. Thls desire iIs best stated by a secondary LA
teacher:

I would llke to see LA teachers have the oppor-
tunlty to develop a stronger foundatlion In
assessment; one which Includes a solld working
knowledge of fundamental assessment technliques.
Namely, how to develop a test, how to administer
and interpret a standardlzed test, how to analyze
work samplies, how to collect accurate observatlional
data, and so on. This, | think, can only be
accomplished If more tralning In thils area Is not
only made avallable but Is a contlnulng requlrement
for employment.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

The purpose of thls chapter Is threefold. First, It Is
to Interpret the results of the study and, In so dolng,
answer the research questlions. Second, It Is to discuss the
Importance of the study In the context of the theoretical
and practlical lIssues ralsed by previous wrlters. Third, It

Is to suggest directlons for future research efforts.

Interpretatlion

In order to provide a comprehensive discusslion of the
results, each of the nline research questions posed at the
conclusion of chapter three are now Indlvidually addressed.
Q1. What model of assessment Is generally adopted by

teachers of LD students? Does the espoused model

reflect the actual assessment practices of these

Individuals?

Respondents were very deflnlitive In thelr phllosophical
positlon Iin that they all reported adhering to an
"ecologlcal" model of assessment. They malntained that the
assessment process should be contlnual and should Involve
the use of many dlfferent kinds of data collectlion
technliques. Most of them envisloned assessment as an

Integral component of the day to day actlivitles occurring In
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the classroom. Yet, when asked how they transliate this
"phllosophy" Into actual practlce, their explanations
revealed a strong afflilation with the psychoeducatlonal
mode| of assessment. Eleven of the 12 teachers clalmed to
do some standardlzed testlng at the beglnning and end of the
academlc year, while utillzing thelr own methods for the
remalnder of the time. The primary reasons clted for
adopting thls approach was that standardlzed test
information provided a starting point from which to develop
a remedlal program and then thls data asslsted in the
evaluation of student progress at the concluslion of the
program. The less structured assessment procedures were
seen as a means by which to monltor a student’s learning on
a more regular basls and to keep the remedial program on
track. This process, so described, |Is much more In
accordance wlth the psychoeducational model whlch encourages
the educator to ldentlfy the students’ strengths and
weaknesses and then provide remediational actlvitlies In
these areas.

The contradiction between assessment phllosophy and
practice may be due, In part, to a dliscrepancy between the
teachers’ bellef system regarding assessment and thelr
actual ablllties. It may be that teachers belleve In an
ecologlcal approach to evaluatlon but they do not have the

tralning/skllls or confldence to Implement such a model.



80

Simllarly, 1t may be that the subjects felt that the most
acceptable response would be one which espouéed a philosophy
whlch was in keeplng with an ecologlcal model, desplte
Incongruency with their actual practice. Flnally, perhaps
the replies of this sample of Indlviduals are Indicative of
a general state of confuslon amongst LA and LD teachers.
Wlith the many changes occurring In assessment as a
consequence of the Year 2000 document, it could be that
these Individuals are elther uncertaln about the mechanics
Involved In moving from phllosophy to classroom practice and
thus are relying on the procedures they are most comfortable
wlth, or they feel that the methods they are currently
employlng are those which are mandated by the ecological
model . In elther case, [t would seem that these teachers
may be In need of not only a clearer understandling of the
tenets of ecologlcal‘assessment but also a more structured
set of guldelines on the components Ilnvolved In the adoptlion
and Implementatlion of such an approach in the classroom.

Q2. How do teachers of LD students Interpret the data
derived from thelr own assessment actlvities of those
of thelr colleagues?

In examlning the results, |t becomes apparent that data
interpretation may be an area of concern for teachers
worklng with youngsters with learnlng difflculties. Most of

the subjects could not report employlng a speclfic method
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for condenslng or Interpreting elther thelr own assessment
data or that obtalned from outslide sources. For the most
part, they malntalned that they used thelr "experlence" to
gulde In the organlzatlion or the "mapping out" of assessment
Information. Most teachers stated that, because of thelr
knowledge of thelr students, they could rellably Judge the
valldlty of the results garnered from most assessment
procedures. In a simllar manner, they also reported that
they relled on experience to determline how to translate
Informatlon gleaned from an assessment portfollo Into an
effective remedlal program. However, when asked what they
would |lke to change about the methods they utlllze for data
Interpretation, the majorlity Indicated that they would | lke
to have more time to consult with thelr colleagues and other
professlionals about their assessment flndlngs. Thlis
suggests that these teachers may be uncertaln about thelr
own ablllties in this area and may feel that It would be
benefliclal to have a "second oplnlon." Again, glven all the
changes resulting from the Year 2000 document, this sense of
trepldation Is somewhat predictable since LA and LD teachers
are now belng confronted with and expected to handle large
amounts of descriptlve data. Where at one time they had a
serltes of norms or dliscrete, numerical polnts to ald them In
the data analysls process, now [t Is a much more subjective

procedure whlch requlres the condensatlion of several
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dlfferent types of Information such as anecdotal notes,

wrltten assignments, and observatlonal data. Perhaps, for

thls reason, more consultation time Is percelved as a way to
not only obtaln a more accurate readlng of the students’
academlic standing In the classroom but also as a means by
which to confirm the "flt" between the assessment data and
subsequent remedial programs.

Q3. What types of measurement tools or strategles do the
subJects actual ly use to assess student performance?
Teachers clalmed to frequently use three types of

measurement tools or strategles to assess student
per formance: ahecdotal records, teacher-made objectlve
tests, and student self-reports (interviews wlth students).
To a lesser extent, they also reported using classroom
proJects/asslgnhments, subjectlive evaluatlons, and
observatlions of classroom behavior. These flndlngs appear
to Indicate that teachers of LD students are attempting to
employ a wide varliety of assessment technlques which Is In
keeping wlith thelr espoused "assessment phllosophy."

However, as mentlioned earller, all but one teacher agreed

that standardized testling was an Integral component of the

evaluation process. Yet, when later asked which option - no
use, llttle use, some use, or frequent use - most aptly
described the use of both standardlzed achlevement tests and

sub Jects specliflc measuring devlices, the majorlity chose no
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or |little use. In a simllar veln, In both the assessment
phl losophy sectlon of the Interview and when they were
quer ied about which measurement tool(s) they found to be
most helpful for student evaluation, none of the
particlpants’ top three responses included anecdotal
records. Desplte this, all 12 teachers clalmed that they
frequently used thls tool to assess a student’s performance.
In fact, this was the only procedure that recelved the same
ranklng - frequent use - by the entlire sample. Moreover,
whille student self-report was not among the top five
strategles reported to be regularly used In the assessment
phl losophy sectlion, almost all of the sublects rated |t to
be frequently used In question slx of the Interview and It
was also chosen by both LA and LD teachers as one of the
tools most useful In evaluatling student progress.
Additlonally, several of the respondents gave subjective
evaluatlons a frequent use rating yet many of them later
Indlcated that they were apprehenslive about uslng this
method because they questloned the objectivity and
rellabllity of the data accrued from this approach. Thus,
It would seem that, as a group, these Individuals were not
entlrely consistent In thelr response patterns. Perhaps
this too Is reflective of the current state of change and
upheaval in the fleld of assessment. 1t may be that, at

this point, LA and LD teachers are not qulte certain about
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which [nstruments or procedures they "should" be using to

assess student performance.

Q4. Do teachers of ILD students have a primary concern about
the assessment Instruments they use? |If so, what Is
1t£?

Desplte the fact that all of the teachers Indlcated
that they were well-Informed about the assessment tools they
use and, for the most part, were competent adminlistrators of
these devices, they stlll managed to express some concern
about each of the ten assessment tools presented. Even when
they selected the "no concern®” optlon, subjects were not
reluctant to express a deslre to become better skllled at
Implementing a particular technlque. Overall, the most
frequently expressed concern involved the "adequacy" of not
only thelr own tests but also published tests. Teachers
reported that they often question thelr use of testing
procedures, particularly those of a standardlzed nature,
because they wondered if these devices provided an accurate
representation of the students’ "true abllltles." In
addltlon, particlpants frequently iIndicated concern about
thelr ablllty to effectlvely Integrate certaln types of
assessment given the time constralnts imposed by the
classroom. These Iincluded projects/assignments,
observations of classroom behavior, anecdotal records and,

to a lesser degree, oral tests. Flnally, there was also
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some concern expressed about the subjectlivity and the

potential mlsuse of Informatlion derived from such strategles

as student self-reports and subJective evaluatlons.

It would seem, then, that the particlipants In thls
study were concerned about the adequacy or quallty of thelr
testing Instruments, feel they do not have the time to
effectlively implement many of thelr data gathering
techniques, and worry about the sublectivity of others.
Yet, despite thls, they report using most of these devices
on a regular-to-frequent basls and do not appear to be In
the process of maklng any slgniflicant changes which would
perhaps allow for Improvements In their methods of
assessment. Paradoxlically, though concerned, many of the
subJects seemed to lack the means, time, or simply the
Interest In address!ng these concerns by revising thelr
present data collectlon procedures.

Q5. What types of assessment Informatlion are typlcally
avallable to the respondents when a student is referred
to thelir program?

Q6. Is this measurement data viewed as belng useful or
helpful In the planning of Indlvidua! educatlon
programs?

Because these questlions are Interrelated, they are

dealt wlth simultaneously.
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1t would appear from the data reported that LA and LD
teachers typlcally have a number of different kinds of
Informatlon avallable to them when a chlld [s referred to
their respectlve programs. Furthermore, this Information Is
viewed as helpful in the development of Individual educatlon
programs. Yet, at the time the student Is placed Into a
program some types of data teachers believe would be most
useful to them are frequently unavalilable. Namely, health
history/famlily Information, descriptlion of regular classroom
expectatlons/requlrements, formal behavior observation data,
and soclometric data. One explanation for thls sltuatlon
may be that In the process of screening and ldentlflcatlon
of chlldren with speclal needs, some klnds of Informatlon
are routinely collected. Assessment data on vislion,
hearing, and speech development and achievement and IQ
scores are such exampies. In contrast, Informatlion of a
more "qualltatlve" nature may not be as forthcoming because,
until recently, there seemed to be no outright
acknowledgement of the Importance of this kind of data In
the development of Individual educatlon programs.

The subjJects also rated one type of assessment
Informatlion as belng readlly avallable but not partlicularly
useful for Instructional planning - standardlzed achievement
assessment. Thls flinding, however, |s somewhat Inconsistent

wlth statements glven earller In the interview in that many
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of the partlicipants Indlcated that they often used the
Informatlion from these sorts of devices as a basls from
which to bulld thelr remedlal programs. Once agaln, It
would appear that the respondents In this study were
grappl lng with the problem of where, how, and when to not
only use but report uslng standardlzed test [nformatlion.

Addlitionally, there were some dlfferences in the data
that appeared to be attributable to the teachers’' Job
descriptlion. LA teachers reported that neurologlcal/neuro-
psychologlcal data and data from teacher-made objectlive
tests was usually not avalilable to them, while LD teachers
claimed that they rarely recelved "statements about teaching
strategies already attempted." However, It is difflcult to
account for these dlfferences because they may be an
artlfact of the small sample slze and thus are specific to
these teachers; or, they may be reflective of exlIsting
differences In entrance requlirements to a ‘LD class or a LA
program. For example, because students enterling a LD class
must undergo neurologlical/neuropsychologlcal testling prior
to placement, thls type of Informatlon Is llkely to be more
accesslble to LD teachers,

FInally, 1t is Important to note that the subjlects did
Indicate that there were a number of types of informatlon
avallable to them when a chlld was referred to thelr

program. They also reported that this Information was
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useful for Instructlonal planning. Thls suggests that there

Is some satlsfaction with the quallty of the referral

package. That is, It appears that LA and LD teachers

generally belleve that they have access to Informatlion whlch

Is helpful In the development of Indlvidual education

programs for thelr students.

Q7. In recent years, has there been an Improvement In the
quality of the evaluatlve informatlon that Is avallable
to teachers of LD students when a chlld Is referred to
thelr program?

Seventy-flve percent of the sample responded to thls
question affirmatively. In general, they Indicated that the
data Included In the referral package has become more
descriptive and "chllid-centered" and therefore |Is more "user
friendly." That Is, It Is easler to translate Into
approprlate remedlal programs for thelr students. They also
noted a tremendous Improvement In the opportunity to consult
with other colleagues and professlionals about the
Informatlion provided In the referral, making it easler to
obtaln a clearer understandlng of the students’ needs right
from thelr iInltlal Involvement In the LD class or the LA
program. These reported changes appear to Indicate progress
In the collectlion of assessment data for the referral
package. It would seem that the evaluative data Included Is

now belng gathered from several dlfferent sources as
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evidenced by the teachers’' greater satisfaction wlth not
only the types but also the quallty of the Information
avallable to them when a student |s referred. Thls perhaps
suggests that the klnqs of data rated by the sample as
unavallable but useful for Instructlonal planning - health
history/famlly Information, personallity/self-concept data,
descriptlons of regular classroom requlrements/expectations,
formal! behavior observatlon data, and soclometric data - may
become easler to access |f the trend contlnues toward more
multl faceted, descriptlive referrals and more opportunitlies
for consultatlon about these referrals.
Q8. What would the partliclipants Ilke to see happen In the
fleld of assessment In the future?

The majorlty of the respondents stated that they would
l1ke to see a contlinuance of the use of multiple assessment
strategles to evaluate student performance as well as a
contlnuance of a team approach to assessment. In addltion,
LD teachers suggdested that they would |lke to be glven more
time to assess thelr students, while LA teachers revealed
the need for more workshops In the area of assessment
because this was percelved to be a primary weakness of the
professlon. These suggestions Indlcate that the subjects
support the movement towarad the use of more "authentic™
measurement strategles as reported earller In the Interview

and as outltined In the Year 2000 document. However, [t also
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appears that the teachers are somewhat overwhelmed by the

prospect of having to adopt this "new" approach to

assessment as demonstrated by thelr requests for both

addltlonal time to perform evaluatlon-related actlivitlies and

for more tralning in thls area.

Q9. Do the responses glven by these teachers, to the
aforementloned questlions, vary as a functlon of thelr

Job description and/or the grade level they teach?

In this study, Job description and grade level taught
appeared to have very little bearing on the resultant data.
The only Instance when grade level seemed to have a
notlceable effect on the results was when subjects were
required to identify the assessment tool(s) or strategy(s)
they found to be most helpful In evaluatling student
performance. Here, LA and LD teachers at the Intermediate
and secondary levels |Isted teacher-made asslgnments and
examlnatlion and student self-reports, while In addltion to
student self-reports, teachers at the elementary level
reported uslng observational techniques; a flnding which Is
probably reflectlve of the dlfferlng and Increasling academl!c
demands and expectatlions found at the Intermediate and
secondary levels.

Job description had a slightly stronger Impact on the
data as Indicated by the varlatlon In the particlpants’

responses to I[nterview questions 2 and 14. In general, LA
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teachers seemed to bel leve that they were In need of more
time to collect observational data on thelr students and

reported that they would |lke to see more Iin-services

offered on the subJect of assessment. On the other hand, LD

teachers were of the oplnion that more time needed to be
allotted for them to conduct assessment actlvities In the

classroom. However, these dlfferences are fairly minimal

given the overriding consensus of agreement ellclted by the

14 Interview questions.

This unanimlty of the teachers’' responses appears to
suggest that, regardless of grade level or Job descriptlion
there are a varlety of confllcts extant In the area of
classroom assessment. All 12 of the subjects seemed to be
struggling with the question of how to translate an
ecologlical phllosophy of assessment Into a decisive set of
classroom measurement practlces. In thls veln, they
appeared to be attempting to address such problems as how
use standardlzed assessment Informatlion, how to Interpret
data derived from less structured assessment technliques
(e.g., anecdotal records, observational data), how to
collect "authentlc" measurement data wlthin the time
constralnts of the classroom, and how to Improve upon the
quallty of the data gatherling methods typlcally utllized.
SIimllarly, respondents seemed to be grapplling with the

notlon of whether they should report what they actually do

to



92

or what they belleve they "should" do, as evidenced by the
Inconsistencies In thelr replles to many of the Interview
questlons. It would appear that some of the data garnered
was affected by the subjects’ treplidation to admit to using
assessment strategies which are, at present, regarded by
many as "taboo."

On a more posltive note, the level of agreement between
the respondents seems to Imply that these Indlviduals are
aware of some of thelr needs In the area of assessment.

Both the LA and the LD teachers malntalned that a
multidiscliplinary approach to assessment should contlinue
because this allowed for the development of a more
comprehenslive plcture of the students’ strengths and needs.
They also supported the bellef that more time needs to be

al located to assessment In the classroom as well as to team
consultatlons about assessment data. These teachers then
appear to recognlize the Importance of assessment and want to
ensure that they have the time and the resources avallable
to enable them to conduct falr, accurate, and meaningful
evaluatlons of student performance. Addltlionally, while
none of the subjects appeared to be In the process of
Inltiating changes In their measurement practlices, they all
agreed that they would |Ike to become more knowledgeable and
skilled In the development, administration, and

interpretation of the assessment devices and strategles they
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usually employ to monltor thelr students’' progress. The
recognltlon of this need, In and of Itself, should be

percelved as a posltive sign,

Summary

To summarlze, as a group, the subjects’ responses were
very conslstent. They all supported an ecological model of
assessment, relled heavily on experlience and knowledge of
thelr students for the Interpolatlon of assessment data,
primarlly used the same sorts of assessment tools and
strategles for evaluatlng student performance, and were most
concerned about the time requlrements and the technlcal
adequacy of the assessment Instruments they typlically used.
Moreover, the majorlty of the particlpants generally rated
the same types of assessment information as being elther
aval lable/useful or unavallable/useful, percelved there to
have been Improvements In the quallty of the assessment
Informatlion avallable |In the referral package, and flnally,
bel leved that there should be a contlnuance of the use of
more "personal lzed" assessment procedures in the future.

However, desplte thils overriding conslistency, a closer
examinatlon of the data revealed numerous Inconslistencles
between many of the Interview questlions. For example, there
were dlscrepancles |In assessment phllosophy and reported

classroom practice, dlfferences Iin the ratings and the
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actual use of certaln data gathering Instruments,
Inconslistenclies In the methods utlillized for data
Interpretatlion, uncertalntlies about when and how to employ
speciflc assessment methodologles, and lastly, dliscrepanclies
between a reported desire to Improve upon the effectlveness
of the assessment technliques employed and an apparent lack
of movement In this dlirecttion.

Yet, It Is Important to note that all of the
participants appeared to be aware of thelr posslble
shortcomlings In the area of assessment. This |s evidenced
by the number of occaslons subjects relterated the need for
more consultation time to verify or valldate assessment
findings, more time to conduct assessments in the classroom,
and more tralning or Ih-service on assessment. It Is
equally Important to recognlze that the contradlctlons and
Incons|stencies found Iin the 12 Interviews may be reflective
of a pervasive problem In the area of classroom assessment.
It may be that teachers of LD students are strugglling to
find thelir "niche" in assessment. As bore out by the data
obtalned from thls study, It would appear that they may be
having difflcultles assimllating and lntegrating the
mandates of the Year 2000 document with thelr existling

assessment phlillosophy and thelr current evaluatlon

practlices.
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Importance

This study has Important practical and theoretical
Impllcatlions. In order to address these, the followlng two
observations are discussed. FlIrst, the assessment practices
and concerns of teachers of LD students are not all that
dlfferent from those of regular educatlion teachers and
speclal educators, as reported by previous wrliters. Second,
many questlons regardling the classroom assessment practlices
of LA and LD teachers remaln unanswered.

Several researchers have found that regular educatlon
teachers prefer to use thelr own assessment tools and
strateglies as opposed to more standardized assessment
devices (Anderson, 1880; Bateson, 1988; Gulllickson, 1985;
Madaus, 19881; Salmon-Cox, 1981; Stlggins & Bridgeford,
1985). Additlonally, lnvestligators have reported that
regular educatlion teachers use a varlety of different
measurement procedures to assess student progress, Including
teacher-made obJective tests, anecdotal records, projects
and assignments, and subjective tests (Anderson, 1989;
Bateson, 1989; Gulllckson, 1985). These flndlings are
replicated in this study In that the 12 teachers Interviewed
expressed simllar themes.

Previous authors have also shown that regular educatlion
teachers are primarlly concerned with the quallty or

adequacy of the assessment Instruments they typlcally
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employ, particularly teacher-developed tests, as well as
wlith the amount of time required to develop and admlinister
thelr own assessment tools (Stlgglins & Bridgeford, 189885).
These cohcerns were also echoed by the particlpants of thls
study.

Moreover, In regards to the avallablllty and utlllty of
assessment Informatlion three major trends have emerged.
FIrst, researchers have demonstrated a dlscrepancy between
the types of Informatlion school pscyhologlsts conslider to be
most useful for Instructlional plannlng and those percelved
to be most helpful by regular educatlon practltloners
(Thurlow & Ysseldyke, 1982). The latter group Indlcated
that Informal measurement data was most benefliclal, while
the former IllIsted standardlized assessment data as most
useful. Second, speclal educators were found to be of the
oplnion that standaradlized testing Informatlion was not
particularly useful In the planning of Instructlional
programs (Wilgosh, 1983). Lastly, It was reported that
teachers of emotionally disturbed/behaviorally dlsordered
(ED/BD) students rated varlous types of assessment
Information as belng avalilable when a student was placed |n
thelr program but also iIndicated that this data was not
necessarily the most useful for planning remedlial activities
(Zabel, Peterson, Smith, & White, 1982; Zabel, Peterson, &

Smith, 1988). In a sIimllar vein, these authors also
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establlshed that there were certaln kinds of assessment
Informatlion not avallable In the referral which would be
most helpful for Instructlional purposes. These |ncluded
statements of Intervention technlques already attempted,
formal observatlon data, and descriptions of regular
classroom expectatlions/requirements. Whlle there was some
varlation In the avallability/utllity ratings of the LA and
LD teachers In thls study, the same three trends became
evident In the partliclpants’ responses. All 12 subjects
agreed that Informal measurement data, and not standardlzed
Informatlion, was most useful In planning remedlal education
programs. They also Indlicated that there were some
discrepancles between the availablllty and utlllity of the
assessment Informatlon Included In the referral package.
However, the types of Informatlion they rated as useful but
not avallable were slightly different from those reported by
thelr ED/BD counterparts; a result which may be attributable
to differences In either the percelved needs of these two
groups or In the sample size of thls study. Because only 12
teachers were Interviewed, thlis flnding may be unique to the
teachers Involved.

Yet, desplite the simllarlitles that seem to have emerged
between this study and the results described by previous
wrlters, several questions remaln to be answered. Thus far,

there Is no clear explanatlion for the observed



lnconsistencles between classroom assessment practice and
assessment phllosophy. Similarly, guestlons surrounding
data Interpretation have not been adequately addressed nor
has there emerged a deflnltlve understanding of how data
analysls Infermatlon Is translated Into actual remedlatlional
programs. Addltlonally, llttle Is known about how teachers
of LD students actually use thelr assessment tools and
procedures. For Instance, "Do teachers ccllect the same
assessment Infermation on all of thelr students?", "How
representatlive of the child’s repertelire are the types of
Informatlion collected?", "How do LA and LD teachers ldentl|fy
thelr dally assessment goals?", and so forth. The results
of thls study appear to provide a beglinning polint In the
area of classroom assessment In that the sublects' responses
seem to be Instrumental In the ldentlificatlon of these gaps
In our current knowledge base. That I|Is, the teachers’
response patterns have been useful In highllghting the
spec|flc areas of strength and need In assessment thereby
makling It less difflcult to speculate on ways In which to
facll|ltate or Improve upon the effectiveness of the present
evaluatlion practices of this population. Thus, It Is
possible, from this data as well as from the works of recent
authors (Anderson & Bacher, 1980; McLean, 1980), to generate
a serles of principles or qualltles which may asslst In the

eventual determlination of the characteristics that should
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comprise a classroom assessment program for teachers of LD

students. In thls veln, the followlng 7 "principles" for

classroom assessment are postulated:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

There should be a congruence between the practlitioners’
bellefs in regards to assessment and the actual
evaluatlion practlces utilized. WIlthout thlis
congruence, the goals of a classroom assessment program
may never be achleved.

The assessment strateglies employed should be relevant
to what Is happening In the classroom. Along these

|l lnes, the procedures used should be a direct
reflectlion of the skllls belng taught.

The methods and technlques used to assess student
performance should be ones which ensure that each
student iIs glven the opportunity to demonstrate hls/her
mastery of a partlicular academic goal.

The assessment Instruments selected for use should be
manageable and practical. Because time management
appears to be a majJor concern, It [Is Important that the
procedures avallable for use are viewed as viable.

That |s, they are ones which can be easily Implemented

during the course of the school day.



(5)

(6)

(7)
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There should be a systematic method for data
collectlon. That Is, the procedures utlllzed should be
applled coslstently across students and across
educatlonal settings.

A conslistent method for organlizling and Interpreting
assessment Information should be utlillzed. For
examplie, observatlonal data should be condensed and
interpreted In the same manner as would apply to
anecdotal data or data from classroom
asslgnments/projects.

A standard set of guldellnes for reporting assessment
Informatlion should be developed. This would ensure
that the true nature of the data Is not "lost" between

collectlion and translation Into written records.

Future Dlrectlons

The followling suggestlions should be conslidered as

posslible polnts of departure for future research efforts In

thls area:

(1)

Because of the small sample size, further research is
needed to clarlify the results of thls study. More
speclifically, research |s required to determine |f
these results remaln consistent with those obtalned

from other samples of LA and LD teachers.



(2)

(3)

(4)
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The Inconslistencles In subjJects’ response patterns
suggests that further attentlon needs to be dlirected
toward Investigatling the relatlionshlp between
assessment phllosophy and actual cfassroom practice.
Thls may assist In the !dentiflcatlion of explanatlions
for the effectlveness, or conversely, Ineffectlveness
of a partlicular phllosophical model or approach to
assessment.

In genera!, more research on the classroom assessment
needs of teachers [s needed. To date, only a |limlted
understanding of elther the classroom assessment
environment or the most pressing concerns of LA and LD
teachers has been obtalned. That these Individuals
conduct the majorlty of the assessments on students and
that they have concerns about many of the measurement
tools they use Is known. Thus It |Is recommended that
future research shouid be conducted on not only what
teachers need to become more confldent and effectlive
assessors, but also on quality control issues that
affect the teachers’ use or Interpretatlon of data
derlved from a particuiar measurement tool or strategy.
More research should be dlrected toward the examlnation
of exlsting programs or toward the designing and

Implementation of "new" tralning programs or |n-service
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Intended to asslist teachers of LD students In "fine

tuning" or further developlng their assessment skllls.

Concluslon

To summarlze, the purpose of thls study was to describe
the classroom assessment practlces of teachers of LD
students. In doing so, a number of themes became apparent.
To name a few, |t was dliscovered that LA and LD teachers use
a varlety of techniques to assess student performance; they
belleve that assessment [s a contlnual process that should
be performed on a dally basls; and, they report that they
would [ilke to see more time allotted to them to conduct
assessments on thelr students. However, along with these
general trends came several Inconsistencles and
contradlictlions [n the data. These teachers appear to be
grappting with thelr own views on assessment as well as wlith
the role and functlon of assessment In the classroom. Thus,
further research Is needed to clarlfy what types of
assessment actlvities are occurring In the classroom as well
as to broaden our understandling of the underlying philosophy
which drives these practices. |f thls Is accompllished, It
may be possible to use princlples such as those del ineated
above to develop a more meanlngful, thorough, and
analytically conslstent approach to the evaluatlon of

students with learning difficulties.
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview %

School

Grade

Job Descriptlion

Years of EXxperlence

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Philosophy"

QUESTION 1
What kinds of assessment Instruments or strategles do you

typlically use to assess student performance?

QUESTION 2
Glven optimal clrcumstances or ideal condltlons, what types

of assessment activitlies would you |Ilke to conduct?

QUESTION 3
Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret this Informatlon? (l.e., What types of strategies

do you use to organize and/or make senhse of 1t?)
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QUESTION 4

How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment actlvitles of your col leagues?

QUESTION 5

Glven optimal clircumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of [nformation derlved from your own measurement
practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered

in any way?
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

QUESTION 6

Which of these optlons--no use, [lttle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followling
measurement tools In assessing student performance?

(Interviewer wlll clircle subject’'s response.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent

Anecdotal records
(e.g. work hablts, attitudes)

Teacher-made objJective tests

Ministry of Education
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlian Test of Baslc
Sklills, Peabody Achievement
Test, Wide Range Achlevement
Test)

Devices measuring specliflc

sub Ject areas

(e.g. Test of Written

Language, KeyMath, The Durrell
Analysls of Readling DIfficulty)

ProlJects/Asslignments
Subjective evaluatlons

(l.e. how teachers think thelr
students are progressing)

Oral tests

Observations of classroom
behaviour

Student’'s sel f-reports
(l.e. asklng students about
thelr progress)
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QUESTION 7

Are there any other measurement devices, not mentloned here,
that you use on a regular basls? |If so, what are they?

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you find most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjects wlll
be encouraged to Iist more than one cholce [f they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

QUESTION 9
Glven the followlng six optlonal concerns, what Is your

primary concern about each of the measurement tools

descr ibed above?

Optlons - Lack of Information = a
Competence = b
TIme management = cC
Adequacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclify = f

Instrument Ma Jor Concern

Anecdotal records
Teacher-made obJectlve tests

MIinistry of Educatlon Classroom
Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlevement
Tests

Sub Ject-specliflc Measurlng
Devices
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Question 9 (cont.)

Instrument MaJor Concern

i

ProJects/Asslgnments

SubJectlve Evaluatlions
Oral Tests

Observations of Classroom
Behaviour

Student’'s self-reports

D. Avallabillty and Utility of Assessment Informatlon

QUESTION 10
What types of assessment Information are typlcally avallable

to you when a child Is placed In your program?

Avallable

Informatlon N R 0] F

Standard achlevement
assessment

Intel lectual assessment
Neurologlcal and/or
neuropsychologlcal

assessment

Criterlion-referenced -
assessment '

Assessment data on vision,
hear lng, speech development

Health hlstory/famlly
information
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Avallable

Informatlon N

R (o)

Behaviour ratlngs from
school personnel

Statements of teaching
strategles already
attempted

Personality, self-concept
data

Descriptlion of regular
classroom expectatlons/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observatlon
data (e.g. behaviour check-
Il Ists)

Sociometric data

Data from teacher-made
obJectlve tests

Data from classroom
asslighments/projects

SubJectlive evaluatlons
(e.g. "1 think that It
Is necessary to . . ")

N = Never R = Rarely
Frequently

O = Occasionally
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QUESTION 11

Glven the followling cholces--no Importance, llittle
Importance, some Importance, and essential/very important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the followling types of

assessment Information for Instructlonal planning?

Useful

Information No Little Some Very

Standard achlevement
assessment

Intel lectual assessment

Neurological and/or
neuropsychological
assessment

Crlterlon-referenced
assessment

Assessment data on vislon,
hear Ing, speech development

Health history/famliily
informatlon

Behavliour ratlings from
school personnel

Statements of teachlng
strategies already
attempted

Personallity, self-concept
data

Description of regular
classroom expectations/
requlrements

Formal behavlour observation
data (eg. behavliour check-
lists)



124

Questlion 11 (cont.)

Useful

informatlon No Little Some Very

Soclometric data

Data from teacher-made
obJectlive tests

Data from classrocm
asslghments/projects

Sub Jectlve evaluatlions

(e.g. "1 think that It
is necessary to . . .")
QUESTION 12

Are there any other Kinds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been [Isted? If so, what are they and how
useful do you percelve them to be for Instructlional

purposes?

QUESTION 13

Do you think the quallty and the Usefulness of the types of
assessment Informatlon available at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? If so, In what ways? If not, why

do you think that llttle change has occurred?
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would vou |lke to see happen In

the fle!d of assessment In the upcoming years?

E. FInal Remarks
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Definltion of Terms

Questlion 8

Lack of [nformatlon - lack of background knowledge or

Informatlon about the assessment instrument or

procedure.
Competence - concerns about your level of skill or

experlence In usling the measurement device
- uncertainty In regards to Interpreting the
results derived from the assessment |nstrument.

Time Management - concerns about the amount of time

required to develop and/or adminlster the
assessment tool.

Eff lcacy of Instrument - concerns about the adequacy or

effectlveness of the instrument In assessling
student performance.

Other Concern - please speclfy.

No concern.
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INTERV IEW _FORMAT

Interview #1

128

School Brentwood Elementary School
Grade 1 -5

Job Description LA

Years of Experlience 9

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phllosophy"

QUESTION 1
What klinds of assessment Instruments or strategles do you

typlically use to assess student performance?

A. | depend malniy on the followlng strategles:

1) Observation of the student’s behavior In the
classroom and observatlion of how he [she] completes a
particular task.

2) My own asslgnments which | develop to evaluate
speclflc skills.

3) Interviews with the student to help identlfy the
problem.

Usually once or twlce a year | also use KeyMath & The
Alberta Assessment Branch Dlagnostic Readlng Program. |

administer these tests to collect addltlional dliagnostic
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Information as well as to evaluate student progress. 1 try
tec use as many assessment tools as possible because | feel

that we can only develop effectlve remedial programs |f we

have a portfollo of several different kinds of data on a

student.

QUESTION 2

Glven optimal clrcumstances or ldeal conditions, what types

of assessment actlvities would you |lke to conduct?

A. | would |Ilke more time to do more observatlons of the
student In the classroom. | belleve thls would assist us
Inpinpointing the student’'s area(s) of dlfflculty earltler [n

his [her] academic career.

QUESTICN 3

Once you have col lected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret thls Informatlion? (l.e., What types of strategies

do you use to organize and/or make sense of 1t?)

A. Once | have gathered my assessment data, | map 1t out so
I have a visual plcture. From this, | develop hypotheses
regarding the student's strengths and needs. That is, |
look for patterns or trends - for example, an Inapproprlate
Use of a strategy -~ that will help me plnpolnt where the
chlild Is having diffliculty. | then transtlate this

Informatlon Into a remedlial program. | also dlscuss my
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assessment findings with my colleagues so that they have the

opportunity to concur or elaborate on them.

QUESTION 4
How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment activities of your colleagues?

A. | baslcally use this Information as a way to verlfy my
own assessment flndlngs. If | feel there are large
discrepancles between the two, | will often check wlth

person who provided the assessment data and/or | will

conduct further assessment actlvities with that student.

QUESTION &

Glven optimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of Information derlved from your own measurement

practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A. | would llke to have more time to dlscuss my assessment
filndings with the classroom teacher. This, | feel, would

ensure a more accurate Interpretation of the data.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

UESTION 6

Which of these optlons--no use, llttle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the following

measurement tools in assessing student performance?

(Interviewer wlll circle subjJect’s response.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal! records 1 2 3
(e.g. work hablts, attltudes)

Teacher-made ob jectlive 1 2 3 (:)
tests

Minlstry of Education @ 2 3 4
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed @ 2 3 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadian Test of Baslic

Skills, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measurlng speclflc 1 (:) 3 4

subJect areas (e.g. Test of Written
Language, KeyMath, The Durrell
Analysls of Reading Difflculty)

Projects/Asslgnments 1 2 (:)
Sub Jective evaluatlons 1 2 3
(lI.e. how teachers think thelr

students are progressing)

Oral tests 1 2 3

Observatlions of classroom 1 2 3
behaviour

Student's self-reports 1 2 3
(l.e. asklng students about
their progress)

® e G-




132

UESTION 7

Are there any other measurement devices, not mentloned here,

that you use on a regular basls? |[f so, what are they?

A. No.

UESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you find most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjects wiil
be encouraged to |Ist more than one cholce |f they feel that

a set of Iinstruments are equally useful.)

A. Observatlon of a student worklng on a partlicular task.
Written records of the student’s day to day progress.

Discusslion with the student to help identify the problem

area.

QUESTION 9
Glven the followling slix optlonal concerns, what is your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools

descr [bed above?

Optlons - Lack of Informatlion = a
Competence = b
TIme management = ¢
Adegquacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

(please see next page)
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Instrument

Ma jor Concern

Anecdotal records
Teacher-made objectlive tests

Ministry of Educatlon Classroom
Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlievement
Tests

Sub Ject-spec| flc Measurling
Devices

Prolects/Asslgnments

Sub jective Evaluatlons

Oral Tests

Observatlions of Classroom
Behaviour

Student’s self-reports

f Are not always a
rellable
Indicator of
a student’s
abilltles.

f Students are not
always able to
accurately
identl| fy the
problem.




D. Avalliablllty and Utility of Assessment

QUESTION 10

Information
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What types of assessment information are typlically avallable

to you when a chlld Is placed

In your program?

Aval lable

Information N

R

Standard achlevement
assessment

Intel lectual assessment

Neurological and/or
neuropsychologlcal
assessment

Criterlon-referenced
assessment

Assessment data on vislon,
hear Ing, speech development

Health hlistory/famlly X
information

Behaviour ratings from
school personnel

Statements of teaching
strategles already
attempted

Personal lty, self-concept
data

Description of regular
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements
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Question 10 (cont.)

Avallable

Informatlon N R 0o F

Formal behaviour X
observatlon data

(e.g. behavliour
check-11sts)

Soclometric data X

Data from teacher-made X
obJectlive tests

Data from classroom X
assignments/projects

Sub Jective evaluations X
(e.g. "I thlnk that 1t
Is necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally F
Frequently

QUESTION 11

Glven the followlng cholces--no Importance, llittie
Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the followlng types of

assessment Informatlion for Instructlional planning?

Useful
Information No Little Some Very
Standard achlevement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X

neuropsychologlical
assessment



Question 11 (cont.)
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Useful

Informatlon No

Little Some

Very

Criterlion-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vislon,
hear ing, speech development

Health history/family
Informatlon

Behaviour ratings from
school personnel

Statements of teachling
strategles already
attempted

Personal lty, self-concept
data

Description of regular
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observat!ion

data (eg. behaviour check-
lists)

Soclometric data

Data from teacher-made
obJective tests

Data from classroom
assignments/projects

SubJectlive evaluatlions
(e.g. "| think that It
s necessary to . . .%")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been llsted? I ¥ so, what are they and how
useful do you percelve them to be for Instructlional

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do you think the quallty and the usefulness of the types of
assessment informatlon avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? If so, [n what ways? If not, why

do you think that |Ilttle change has occurred?

A. Yes, there has been Improvement In that the data Is
easier to decipher and translate into Iinstructlional goals.
Moreover, there seems tc be an Increased effort to describe
the "whole chlld."” That Is, to outllne hils [her] speclflc
strengths and needs by not oniy providing examples of his
[her] academic work but also by discussing hls [her]
physlcal, psychologlical, and scocl-emotlional development. We
are getting the entlre picture. We are no longer recelving

a couple of test scores and a few general comments.
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you llke to see happen in

the fleld of assessment In the upcomling years?

A. | hope that we can continue to focus our assessments on
the "whole chlld." I would |like to see assessment remaln
chlld-driven rather than assessor-drlven. | |lke the fact

that we are no longer relying solely on test scores to
evaluate student performance. | would |llke to see thils
trend and the trend toward a team approach (e.qg.,

Involvement of everyone Involved with the student) to

assessment contlnue.

E. FInal Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview %2

School Brentwood Elementary School
Grade 1 - 5

Job Description Teaches LD class

Years of Experlence 15

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phllosophy"”

QUESTION 1
What kinds of assessment Instruments or strateglies do you

typlcally use to assess student performance?

A. 1 use two types of assessment procedures. | do
standardlzed testlng twice a year and | do dally
evaluatlons. The former Involves the use of the followling
tests: 1) KeyMath; 2) The Woodcock Readlng Mastery; and 3)
The Schonnel Spelilng. Sometimes, | also use The Woodcock
Johnson Test of Cognhltlive Abllitles and The Test of Written
Language. Thls Informatlion glves me a starting point and
helps me build a remedial program for the student. Durlng
the year, | rely heavily on teacher-made qulzzes and
exerclises, observation of classroom behavior, consultation

wlth other professlonals workling with student, progress on a
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computer program entitled "Fact Master", and interviews wlth
the students. The polnt of using these tools and strategles
Is to develop as complete a ﬁlcture as posslible of my
student’'s capablilltles. This cannot be achleved with a
single test score or some Isolate observatlions of a child’'s
behavlor. | belleve that teachers need to be |ncorporating
thelr assessment activities Into thelr dally regime because
thls Is the only way a student can be accurately evaluated.
| also think It Is Important for teachers to be flexlIble In
thelr assessments because, on ahy glven day, a student may

or may nhot choose to respond.

QUESTION 2
Glven optimal clrcumstances or lideal conditlons, what types

of assessment activitlies would vyou [lke to conduct?

A. | would llke to have more time to conduct assessment
activities and to translate my flndings Into formal written
records. For example, | flnd that while | do qulte a 1ot of
observation of my students, this data Is often "lost"

because | do not have the time to formally record |t.
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QUESTION 3

Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
interpret thls informatlion? (i.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organize and/or make sense of |[t?)

A. Ih doing my dally assessments, | take the Information |
have and look for patterns of error or areas of dlfficulty
which are common to the class or speclflc to one or two
Individuals. This tells me who, If anybody, requires
further Instruction. It also tells me what concepts or
skills the class grasps and which need to be re-taught.
With my formal assessments, | organlze the data Inh such a
way so as to allow me to develop a plcture of the chlld’'s
strengths and needs in reading, spellilng, and math. | also
make a notatlon of any Information | find disturblng and
dlscuss these results wlth other professlonals. Finally,
all my assessment data |Is formally recorded and dlstributed
to the classroom teacher as well as to the board offlice at

the end of each vear.

QUESTION 4
How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment activitles of your colleagues?

A. | use the Informatlion | receive from my colleagues as a

way to verlfy my own hypotheses about the student’'s
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strengths and needs. Depending on the assessment, | may
also use the data to modlfy the chlld’'s current remedial
program. 1f | recelve assessment data that Is amblguous, |
will discuss |t with a colleague or do some readlng on how

to interpret data derlved from the Instrument that was used.

QUESTION 5
Glven coptimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of [Information derlived from your own measurement

practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A. | would IIlke to have more time to consult wlth
paraprofessionals, classroom teachers, and others who are
involved with the student about the assessment flndlngs.
That Is, 1 would Ilke more tIime to dlscuss the results of
our assessment activities as well as how thls data can be

transferred Into a program which best sults the needs of the

student.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

QUESTION 6

Which of these options--no use, Illttle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followlng
measurement tools In assessling student performance?

(Interviewer wll! clircle subjJect’s response.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3 (:)
(e.g. work hablts, attlitudes)

Teacher-made objectlve 1 2 3 (:)
tests
Ministry of Educatlon (:) 2 3 4

Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other StandardIzed 1 (:) 3 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlian Test of Baslc

Skllls, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achievement

Test)

Devices measuring speclfic 1 2 (:) 4
sub Ject areas

(e.g. Test of Wrltten
Language, KeyMath, The Durrel!l
Analysls of Reading DIfflculty)

Projects/Asslignments 1 2 3 (:)
Subjective evaluations 1 2 (:) 4
(l.e. how teachers think thelr

students are progressing)
Oral tests 1 2 3

Observatlions of classroom 1 2 3
behaviour

> O

Student ‘s self-reports 1 2 (:)
(l.e. asking students about
thelr progress)
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QUESTION 7

Are there any other measurement devices, not mentioned here,

that you use on a regular basls? |1f so, what are they?

A. No.

UESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you flnd most helpful for
evaluatling the performance of your students? (Sublects will
be encouraged to list more than one choice |f they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Observatlons of my students worklng on an asslgnment
Anecdotal records of my Impressions of a student’s
abllltles.
Feedback from my students regarding thelr evaluatlion of

their performance.

QUESTION 8
Glven the followlng six optional concerns, what Is your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools

descr Ibed above?

Optlons - Lack of Informatlion = a
Competence = b
TIme management = c
Adequacy of instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclify = f

(please see next page)
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Instrument

Ma Jor Concern

Anecdotal records
Teacher-made objJectlve tests

Minlstry of Educatlon Classroom
Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achievement
Tests

SubJect-spec| flc Measuring
Devices

ProJects/Asslgnments
Subjectlve Evaluatlions
Oral Tests

Observatlons of Classroom
Behavlour

Student’s sel f-reports

Are misleading
because students
often belleve
they are having
more problems
than they
actually are.
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D. Avaliablility and Utllity of Assessment Informatlon

QUESTION 10

What types of assessment Informatlon are typlcally avallable

to you when a chlld Is placed |n your program?

Avallable

Informatlon N R (o] F

Standard achlevement X
assessment

Intel lectual assessment X

Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychologlcal
assessment

Criterlion-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vislion, X
hear ing, speech development

Health hlilstory/famlly X
Information

Behaviour ratings from X
school personnel

Statements of teachlng X
strategies already
attempted

Personality, self-concept X
data

Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectations/
requlrements

Formal behavliour observation X
data (e.g. behaviour check-
lIsts)

Soclometric data X
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Avallable
information N R (o] F
Data from teacher-made X
obJectlve tests
Pata from classroom X
asslgnments/projects
Subjectlve evaluatlions X
(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . .")
N = Never R = Rarely Occaslonally F =
Frequently
QUESTION 11
Glven the followlng cholces—--no Importance, little

Importance, some Importance,

and essentlal/very Important—--—

how would you rate the usefulness of the following types of

assessment Information for

Instructional planning?

Useful
Informatlion No Little sSome very
Standard achlevement X
assessment
intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X

neuropsychologlcal
assessment

Criterlon-referenced
assessment

Assessment data on vislon,
hearlng, speech development

Health hlistory/famlly
information
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Useful
Informatlion No Little Some Very
Behaviour ratlings from X
school personnel
Statements of teachlng X
strateglies already
attempted
Personality, self-concept X
data
Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements
Formal behaviour observation X
data (eg. behaviour check-
lists)
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJective tests
Data from classroom X
asslignments/projects
SubJective evaluatlions X
(e.g. "I thlnk that It
Is necessary to . . .")
QUESTION 12

Are there any other klnds of measurement data avallable to

you that have not been [Isted?

useful do you percelve them to be for

purposes?

A. No.

I f so,

Instructional

what are they and how
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QUESTION 13

Do you think the quality and the usefulness of the types of
assessment Information avallable at the tIime of referral has
Improved over the years? [f so, |In what ways? |f not, why

do you think that Ilttle change has occurred?

A. Yes, | think that there |Is more Informatlon avallable In
the referral package and [t Is far more descriptive and
detalled than It once was. I also thlink that 1t Is easler
to use thls data In planning programs because [t [Is more
specific In that there 1s a more comprehensive discusslon of
what the chlld can and cannot do. In additlon, It has
become far easier to contact those Involved In the referral

process, partlicularly those on the psychologlcal assessment

team.

QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you | ke to see happen In

the fleld of assessment In the upcoming years?

A. | would like to see teachers receive more time to assess
our students. I would also [lke to see the movement toward
the use of multiple assessment technlques contlnue.
However, | hope we can reach a balance between the "old
ways" (l.e. standardized testlng) and the "new" so that we
have "hard data" to accompany our anecdotal records.

E. Final Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview #3

School Mt. Newton Middle Scheool
Grade 6 — 8

Job Description LA

Years of Experlence 25

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phllosophy"

QUESTION 1
What kiInds of assessment Instruments or strategles do you

typlcally use to assess student performance?

A. | rely heavlly on the student’'s completlion of classroom
asslignments. | also depend heavlily on my own observations of
a student’'s classroom behavior as well as on how he [she]
performs on a glven task. In this veln, | look at how a
student attacks the asslghment, how long 1t takes him [her]
to compliete 1t, and so forth.

In terms of more formallzed assessment devices, which |
generally use at the start and end of the school year, |
use:

1) Woodcock Johnson test of Cognlitive Abllities

2) Schonnel Spelling Test

3) Woodcock Reading Mastery Test
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4) Parts of The Test of Wrlitten Language

5) The Shaw-Hlehle Test to measure computatlion ablllty

6) KeyMath
In short, | guess | see assessment as a multli-faceted
process. | use all] of these tools because | belleve the

more Information you have on a student the more likely you

are to get an accurate ldea of the student’s abllltles.

QUESTION 2

Glven optimal clrcumstances or ideal conditions, what types

of assessment actlvities would you |lke to conduct?

A. | would |lke to have more time to consult wlth teachers
so that we could work together In developing assessment
tools that are more useful for everyone. That Is,
assessment tools that are more curriculum-based. Thls would
glve us a more accurate picture of how the student Is

performing In any glven subject area.

QUESTION 3
Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret thls Information? (l.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organlize and/or make sense of [t7)

A. Generally, | begin by making a lot of rough notes about
the results of my assessment actlvitlies. From these, |

start to ldentify the student’'s strengths and weaknesses. |
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then speak with the student about my flndlngs and together
we determine what areas we heed to work on. More formally,

| collate my data in a written report. This report Includes
a summatlion of all my assessment activities as well as my

recommendatlions for remedlation.

QUESTION 4

How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the
assessment actlvitles of your colleagues?

A. | look for speclflc or recurring patterns In the
assessment data which may verlfy my own flndlnhgs. | also
ook for information about what types of teachlng strategies
have been attempted In the past and about the success of

these strategles.

QUESTION 5

Glven optimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of I[nformation derlved from your own measurement
practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered
In any way?

A. | would |lke to have more time to talk to another LA or a
teacher of the learning disabled about the results of my
assessment activitlies. | would also |llke to have more time
to consult with others about the Interpretatlion of
Information recelved from other teachers and/or the

assessment team.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

QUESTICN &

Which of these optlons—--no use,

little use, some use, or

frequent use--most aptly descrilbes your use of the following

measurement tools In assessing student performance?

(Interviewer wilill clrcle subjlect’'s response.)
Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1

(e.g. work hablts, attltudes)

Teacher-made obJective 1
tests
MIinistry of Educatlon (:)

Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed (:)
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslc
Skllls, Peabody Achlevement
Test, Wlde Range Achlevement
Test)

Devices measuring speciflic 1
sub Ject areas

(e.a. Test of Written

Language, KeyMath, The Durrell
Analyslis of Readlng DIfflculty)

Projects/Assignments 1

Sub)ectlve evaluatlions 1
{(l.e. how teachers think thelr
students are progressing)

Oral tests (:)

Observations of classroom 1
behavlour

2 3 @
2 3 @

2 3 4

2 @ 4

{table contlnued)
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Questlion 6 (cont.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Student’s self-reports 1 2 3 (:)
(i.e. asklng students about

thelr progress)

QUESTION 7
Are there any other measurement devices, not mentioned here,

that you use on a regular basis? |f so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you flind most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjects will
be encouraged to |ist more than one cholce IFf they feel that

a set of I[nstruments are equally useful.)

A. Student self-reports.

Consultatlon with other professlionals Involved with the

student.

Sel f-developed asslignments and tests.
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UESTION 9

Given the following six optlonal concerns, what Is your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools
descr lbed above?

Optlons - Lack of Information = a
Competence = b
TIme management = c
Adequacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

Instrument MaJor Concern
Anecdotal records c
Teacher-made obJectlve tests b
MIinlistry of Education Classroom d

Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achievement d
Tests

Sub Ject-speclflc Measuring d
Devlces

ProlJects/Assignments C
SubjJectlve Evaluatlions e
Oral Tests c
Observatlons of Classroom c

Behavlour

Student’s self-reports f Can lack
obJectlvity
because they are
based on
opinion.
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D. Avallabllility and Utllity of Assessment Informatlon

UESTION 10

What types of assessment Informatlon are typlcally avallable

to you when a chlld Is placed

In your program?

Avallable

Information N

o) F

Standard achlevement
assessment

Intel lectual assessment

Neurologlcal and/or
neuropsychological
assessment

Criterlon-referenced
assessment

Assessment data on vision
hearing, speech development

Health history/famlly
Information

Behaviour ratings from
school personnel

Statements of teachlng
strategles already
attempted

Personality, self-concept
data

Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectations/
requirements

Formal behaviour X
observations data

(e.g. behaviour check-
l1sts)
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Questlion 10 (cont.)

Avallable

Informatlon N R 0 F

Soclometric data X

Data from teacher-made X
obJectlIve tests

Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects

Sub jJective evaluations X
(e.g. "I thlnk that 1t
Is necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally
F = Frequently

QUESTION 11

Glven the followlng cholces--no Importance, Iittle
Importance, some Importance, and essential/very Important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the followling types of
assessment Iinformatlon for |nstructional plannling?

Useful
Informatlion No Little Some Very
Standard achlevement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychological
assessment
Criterlon-referenced X
assessment
Assessment data on vislon, X

hearing, speech development
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Useful
Information No Little Some Very
Health history/family X
Informatlon
Behavlour ratlings from X
schoo!l personnel
Statements of teaching X
strategles already
attempted
Personality, self-concept X
data
Description of regular X
classroom expectations/
requlrements
Formal behavliour observatlion X
data (eg. behaviour check-
lIsts)
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJective tests
Data from classroom X
assignments/projects
SubJectlve evaluatlons X

(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been |lsted? | f so, what are they and how
useful do you percelve them to be for Instructlional

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do vou think the quallty and the usefulhess of the types of

assessment Informatlion avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? If so, In what ways? If not, why

do you think that little change has occurred?

A. Yes, there has been Improvement. Teachers appear to be
more wllllng to become Involved In the problem-solving
process. Consequently, they spend more tlme flillng In the
referral form and thus, they provide more In-depth and
descriptive data on the student. Everybody Is also more
willllng to discuss the Informatlion Included In the referral
package which makes It easler to develop an appropriate

remedial program for the student.
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you |lke to see happen In

the field of assessment in the upcoming years?

A. | think that we are moving [n a very positive dlrection
and [ would llke to see the team approach to assessment and
the use of multiple "chlld centered" assessment technlques
contlnue. However, [ think that because of these changes,
more attentlion needs to be devoted to providing in-services
to LA teachers-on assessment. We need to learn how to move
away from conducting "textbook assessments", and |learn how

to accurately describe the student’s performance In the

classroom,

E. FInal Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

interview #4

School Mt. Newton Middle School
Grade 6 - 8

Job Descriptlon Teaches LD class

Years of Experlence 17

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phllosophy"

QUESTION 1
What klinds of assessment Instruments or strategles do you

typlcal ly use to assess student performance?

A. 1 regularly use the following strategles:

1) Observatlion of a student working on a particular
task

2) Teacher-made tests

3) Written records of how the student performs on a
daily basis

4) Dliscussion wlth other teachers to determine areas of
progress and need.
In terms of more formal assessments, which | do twice a
vear, | typlcally use:

1) Keymath
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2) Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests and/or The Durrell
Analyslis of Readlng DIffliculty

3) Schonnel Spellling
| 've chosen to do my assessments this way because It allows
me to collect data from a number of dlfferent sources. Thlis
gives me a better plcture of not only the student’s needs

but alse hils [ her] strengths.

QUESTION 2
Glven optimal clrcumstances or Ildeal condltlons, what types

of assessment activities would you like to conduct?

A. | would |Ilke to have more time to assess my students. |
would also [lke more time to consult with other Individuals
Involved with student. For example, regular classroom
teachers andlparaprofesslonals. This, | think, would allow
us to develop a more complete plicture of the student’'s

needs.

QUESTION 3
Oonce you have c¢ollected vour assessment data, how do you
Interpret thils Informatlion? (l.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organize and/or make sense of 1t?)

A. | examlne the data by looklng for trends or patterns. In
this veln, | look for areas where the student conslstentiy

excelled as well as areas where he [she] appears to be
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having some difflculty. On the basls of these findings, |
hypotheslze reasons for the difflculty (e.g., has the
curriculum been modlfled to meet the student’'s needs!).
Additlonally, | also look at the norm for a particular
assignment or test and determline how my students have fared
In comparison. From this, | can adJust the expectatlons |
have for my students. One way | do thils Is by makling
asslgnments more manageable but at the same time requiring
the same quallity of work as has been completed by thelr

peers In the regular classroom.

QUESTION 4
How do you Interpret measurement data obtained from the

assessment activitles of your colleagues?

A. In terms of the Information | receive from others, | ask
mysel f such questions as: How meaningful Is thls data? How
accurate Is 1t? Does It reflect the abllitles of thls
student? On the basls of these answers, | use the
Information to plan or modlfy my remedlal activities. [
also use the assessment data of others as a way to conflrm

my owh evaluation of the student’'s areas of need,.
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QUESTION 5
Glven optimal clrecumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of Informatlon derlved from your own measurement

practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A. | think the most valuable Improvement would be to have
more time to consult with my col leagues about my assessment
activities. A more collaborative approach would perhaps

glve us a more obJectlve and accurate Interpretation of the

assessment data.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

QUESTICN 8

Which of these optlons--no use, |lttle use, some use, or
frequent use—-most aptly describes your use of the following
measurement tools In assessling student performance?

{Ilnterviewer will clrcle sublJect’'s response.)

Instrument No Little Scme Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3 (:)
(e.g, work hablts, attltudes)

Teacher-made obJectIve 1 2 @ 4
tests

Minlstry of Education 1 @ 3 4
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed 1 2 (:) 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslc

Skllls, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wlide Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measurling speclfic 1 2 (:) 4
sub Ject areas

(e.g. Test of Written
Language, KeyMath, The Durrell
Analysls of Reading DIfflculty)

ProjJects/Assighments 1 2 3 (:)
SubJectlive evaluatlons 1 2 3 (:)
(l.e. how teachers think thelr

students are progressling)

Oral tests 1 2 (:)

Observations of classroom 1 2 3
behav!lour

Student’‘s self-reports 1 2 3
(i.e. asklng students about
thelr progress)

® ®-
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QUESTION 7
Are there any other measurement devices, not mentloned here,

that you use on a regular bas!s? 1f so, what are they?

A, No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you flind most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjects wlll
be encouraged to lIist more than one cholce If they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Classroom asslgnments and projects.

Discusslons wlth the student about where he [she] Is

having problems.

QUESTION 9
Glven the followling slx optlonal concerns, what Is your

primary concern about each of the measurement tools

descr ibed above?

Options - Lack of Informatlon = a
Competence = b
TIime management = ¢
Adequacy of Ilhstrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

{(please see next page)
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Instrument

Ma Jor Concern

Anecdotal records
Teacher-made objectlve tests

MInistry of Education Classroom
Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlevement
Tests

Sub Ject-speciflc Measuring
Devices

Projects/Assignments
SubJectlve Evaluations
Oral Tests

Observations of Classroom
Behaviour

Student’'s self-reports

c

C
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D. Avallabllity and Utlillty of Assessment Information

QUESTION 10

What types of assessment Informatlon are typically avalilable

to you when a chlld Is placed In your program?

Avallable

Informatlion N R 0 F
Standard achljevement X
assessment

Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychologltcal

assessment

Criterlon-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vislon, X

hearlng, speech development

Health hlstory/famlly X
tnformation

Behaviour ratings from X
school personnel

Statements of teachling X
strategles already
attempted

Personallty, self-concept X
data

Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectatlons/
requirements

Formal behaviour observation X
data (e.g. behavlour check-
llIsts)
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uestion 10 (cont.

Informatlon N R 0 F
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X

objective tests

Data from classroom X
assignments/prolects

Sub Jectlive evaluations X
(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . ."“)

N = Never R = Rarely O = Qccasionally F =
Frequently

QUESTION 11

Glven the followlng cholces-—-no Importance, Illttle
Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the following types of

assessment information for Instructlional plannling?

Useful
Informatlon No Little Some Very
Standard achlevement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlica! and/or X
neuropsychologlcal
assessment
Criterion-referenced X

assessment
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Useful
Information No Little Some very
Assessment data on vision, X
hearing, speech development
Health hlistory/famlily X
Informatlion
Behaviour ratings from X
school personnel
Statements of teachlng X
strateglies already
attempted
Personallty, self-concept X
data
Description of regular X
classroom expectatlions/
requlirements
Formal behaviour observatlion X
data (eg. behavlour check-
l1sts)
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJective tests
Data from classroom X
asslignments/projects
Sub Jective evaluations X

(e.g. "1 think that It
Is necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other klnds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been listed? 1¥f so, what are they and how
usefu! do vou percelve them to be for Instructlional

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTICN 13

Do you thlnk the quallty and the usefulness of the types of

assessment Information avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? |f so, In what ways? 1f not, why

do you think that I|Ilttle change has occurred?

A. Yes, | think there has been Improvement In the followlng
areas:

1) The assessment Informatlion Is more persconal. That
Is, 1t |Is more appllcable to the Indlvidual chlld. There I[s
a greater emphasls on describlng the student and hls [her]
unlgue needs. We no longer recelve a serles of test scores.

2) The assessment [nformatlon Is more "user friendly"
In that 1t’'s easlier to use in iInstructlonal planning.

3) There's greater opportunlty to discuss the data In

the referral with all of the relevant partles Involved.
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would vyou |lke to see happen In

the fleld of assessment In the upcomlng years?

A. It |Is my hope that the trend toward more comprehenslve,
"chl ld-centered" assessments contlnue. | would llke to see
the emphasis on gather!ng as much Information as posslble on
a student contlnue because thls may |Increase the probabll ity
of developing academically sound remedlal programs. | would
also llke to see us contlnue to use a team approach to
assessment. However, | think that more Involvement needs to
come from the secondary assessment team as 1t Is stlll

difflcult to access thelr services.

E. Final Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview #5

School Stelly’s Secondary
Grade 9 - 12

Job Description LA

Years of EXxperlence 13

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phl losophy"”

QUESTION 1
What kinds of assessment Instruments or strategies do you

typlically use to assess student performance?

A. In terms of Informal procedures, | use the following:

1) Self-developed tests and asslignments

2) lInterviews with the students to determine what the
student sees as the problem

3) | look at the written records (e.g. PR Cards) of the
student'’s past performance and compare them to my own
records

4) Analysls of informal writing samples
| also use a number of standardized tests, usually at the
beginning and end of the year. These lnclude:

1) The Woodcock Johnson Test of Cognlitive Ablllitles

2) The Test of Written Language
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3) Woodcock Readlng Mastery Test

4) Portlons of KeyMath
Because | use all of these strateagles, [ guess | belleve
that the purpose of assessment Is to descrlibe the student
and his[her] abllitles as fully as posslible. | think that
too often In the past we evaluated student performance on
the baslis of one or two test scores. | hope that we are now
more aware of the need to choose our assessment tools

accordling to the student’'s needs and not on the basis of

convehlence.

QUESTION 2
Glven optimal clrcumstances or ldeal conditions, what types

of assessment activitles would you [lke to conduct?

A. | would Ilke to have more time to do observations In the
reguliar classroom., For example, | would like to watch a
student wrliting an examlnatlon. | would also |lke more time

to consult with not only my colleagues but also the students
because, at thls age, the students are fully aware of thelr

strengths and needs.
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QUESTION 3

Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
interpret thls information? (1.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organlze and/or make sense of It?)

A. | summarize the data and then | meet with all those
Involived with the student to dlscuss the results. Durlng
this meeting, we ldentlfy the student’s strengths and needs
and develop an "actlon" plan regarding how to best service
the student. Thils plan Is then communicated to the student

and hls [her] parents.

QUESTION 4

How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment activities of your col leagues?

A. Generally, | use thls Informatlon to conflrm my own
assessment results. Thls data helps me "stay on track" wlth

my remedlial programs.
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QUESTION 5
Given optimal c!rcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of informatlon derlved from your own measurement

practlces or those of your colleagues change or be altered

in any way?

A. 1 would Ilke to have more time to discuss my assessment
results with teachers In order to determine If they are an
accurate reflectlon of the student's performance and If they
are useful in planning Instructional actlvities for that
student. | would also llke to become more test experlenced
so that | could become more comfortable with data
Interpretation. Addlitionally, more experlence In testling
would allow me to better Judge the relevance of a partlcular
test Item and would help me determlne whether the
Informatlion obtained from the test would be useful for

planning remedlal actlivitlies.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

QUESTION 6

Which of these options--no use, |lttle use, scme use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the following

measurement tools In assessing student performance?

(Interviewer wlll clrcle subjlect’s response.)
Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal| records 1 2 3

(e.g. work hablts, attltudes)

Teacher-made obJective 1 2 3 (:)
4

tests

Ministry of Educatlon 1 (:) 3
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardized (:) 2 3 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslc

Skills, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measurlng speclflec 1 2 (:) 4
subJect areas

(e.g. Test of Written

Language, KeyMath, The Durrel |l

Analysls of Readlng DIfficulty)

Prolects/Assignments 1 2 3 (:)

Subjectlve evaluations 1 2 3
(l.e. how teachers think thelr
students are progressing)

Oral tests 1 2

Observatlons of classroom 1 2 (:) 4
3

behavlour

Student's sel f-reports 1 2 (:)
(l.e., asking students about
thelr progress)
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QUESTION 7
Are there any other measurement devices, not mentlioned here,
that you use on a regular baslis? |[|f so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you find most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjects wlll
be encouraged to list more than one choice |f they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Teacher-made examlnatlions.

Interviews wlith the student.

QUESTION 9

Glven the followlng six optlonal concerns, what is your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools
descr lbed above?

Optlions - Lack of informatlion = a
Competence = b
TIme management = ¢
Adequacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

Instrument Ma Jor Concern
Anecdotal records e
Teacher-made obJectlve tests c
MInlstry of Educatlon Classroom d

Achlevement Tests

Other Standardized Achlevement d
Tests
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Question 9 (cont.)

Instrument Ma Jor Concern
SubJect-spec!flc Measurlng d
Devices
ProjJects/Asslgnments e
SubJectlive Evaluatlions f Can often be

misleading
because of
thelr
sublectlivity.

Oral Tests o]

Observatlions of Classroom e
Behaviour

Student‘s sel f-reports e

D. Availablllity and Utllity of Assessment Informatlion

QUESTION 10

What types of assessment Informatlon are typlcally available

to you when a chlild Is placed In your program?

Avallable

Information N R (o] F
Standard achlevement X
assessment

Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlical and/or X

neuropsychological
assessment
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Question 10 (cont.)

Avallable

Information N R o] F

Criterlon-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vislon, X
hearing, speech development

Health hilstory/family X
Information

Behavliour ratlings from X
school personnel

Statements of teachling X
strategles already
attempted

Personallty, self-concept X
data

Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectations/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observatlon X
data (e.g. behaviour check-
| Ists)

Soclometric data X

Data from teacher-made X
obJective tests

Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects

SubJectlve evaluatlons X
(e.g. "1 think that 1t
Is necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely O = Occasionally
F = Frequently
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QUESTION 11

Given the followlng cholces--no Importance, |lttle
importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important--
how would you rate the usefuiness of the following types of

assessment !nformation for Instructional planning?

Useful

Information No Little Some Very

Standard achievement X
assessment

Intel lectual assessment X

Neurological and/or X
hneuropsychologlcal
assessment

Crilterlion-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vislon, X
hearlng, speech development

Health history/family X
Informatlon

Behaviour ratings from X
school personnel

Statements of teachling X
strategles already
attempted

Personal ity, self-concept X
data

Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectatlons/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observation X
data (eg. behavliour check-
llsts)
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Useful
Information No Little Some very
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJective tests
Data from classroom X
assignments/proljects
Sub jectlve evaluatlons X
(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . .")
QUESTION 12

Are there any other klnds of measurement data avallable to

you that have not been listed?

I f so, what are they and how

useful do you percelve them to be for lInstructlional

purposes?

A. No.
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QUESTION 13

Do vou think the quallty and the usefulness of the types of
assessment Information avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? I|f so, In what ways? 1¥f not, why

do you think that Ilttle change has occurred?

A. Yes, | think that there have been a number of
Improvements. Flrst, more time I|Is belng devoted to
assessment and thls [s belng reflected In more comprehensive
referral packages. Second, more informal assessment data Is
being Included which means that a better plicture of
student’'s level of functioning s provided. Flnally,
teachers are more wllillng toc meet and discuss the student's

needs once they have made a referral.

QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you |lke to see happen In

the fleld of assessment In the upcoming years?

A. | would Illke to see the allocatlion of more time to do
assessments. Speclflcally, to develop and admlinlister
subJect specliflc or currliculum based assessment. I would
also Itke to see more In-services offered to LA teachers In
assessment because | think that many of us are weak In thls
area. Lastly, It would be nilce |f the movement toward the
use of more [Informal methods of assessment (e.g.,

observatlons, Interviews) would contlnue.
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E. FInal Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview %6

School Mt. Douglas Secondary
Grade 11 - 12

Job Descriptlion Teaches LD class
Years of EXperlence 15

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phl losophy"

QUESTION 1
What Kinds of assessment Instruments or strategles do you

typlcally use to assess student performance?

A. | put llttle stock In the use of formal assessment
Instruments and only use them when | am requlred to do so or
when | have exhausted every other possible alternative. In
general, | assess student performance by Interviewing ﬁy
students, observing them perform assigned tasks, monlitorlng
thelr performance on self-deslgned examlnatlons and keeplng
track of thelr progress on classroom asslgnments.

Baslcally, | belleve that assessment Involves the use of
multiple strategles because one test score or Interview

tells you nothlhg about the student’s actual abllilities.
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QUESTICN 2
Glven optimal clrcumstances or ldeal conditions, what types

of assessment actlivitles would you |lke to conduct?

A. | would like more people involved In assessling students.
Thils would allow for more consultatlion and observatlon of
the student thereby Increasing the accuracy of our
assessments. | would alsc llke more time to do assessments.
For example, [t would be nice to have the time to talk to
and further Involve the student In the evaluatlon process.

That Is, perhaps through student self-evaluatlons.

QUESTION 3
Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret thls Informatlon? (l.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organlze and/or make sense of [t?)

A. | loock for trends or patterns in the data that wlll help
me ldentlfy the student’'s strengths and weakhesses. | also
share my findings wlth the classroom teacaher so that we can

develop an approprliate remedial program for the student,

QUESTION 4
How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment actlvitlies of your col leagues?

A. Depending on the source, | use the data to help me

determline what subjJect areas the student Is having
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difficulty with and what types of teachlng strategies may be

most effectlve.

QUESTION 5

Glven optimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of Informatlon derlved from your owh measurement
practlces or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A. | would |lke to have more time to discuss my assessment
findings with other professionals Involved with the student.
By dolng so, | think we would have a more accurate
[nterpretation of the data and consequently a better

understandling of the student‘s ablliltles.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

QUESTION 6

Which of these optlons--no use, llttle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followlng
measurement tools In assessing student performance?

(Interviewer will clircle subject’'s response.)

Instrument No Little some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3 (:)
(e.g. work habits, attltudes)

Teacher-made obJectlve 1 2 3 (:)
tests

Ministry of Educatlon @ 2 3 4
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed (:) 2 3 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Basic

Skilils, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wlde Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measuring speclfic 1 2 @ 4
sub ject areas

(e.g. Test of Wriltten

Language, KeyMath, The Durrel |

Analysis of Readlng Difflculty)

ProJects/Asslgnments 1 2 3 (:)
Sub jectlve evaluations 1 2 3 (:)
(l.e. how teachers think thelr

students are progressing)

Oral tests 1 2 @

Observatlons of classroom 1 2 3
behavlour

Student’s sel f-reports 1 2 3
(l.e. asklng students about
thelr progress)

® OG-
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QUESTION 7
Are there any other measurement devices, not mentloned here,

that you use on a regular basls? If so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you find most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjlects wlll
be encouraged to llst more than cone cholce If they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Teacher-developed tests and asslignments.

Interviews with the student.

QUESTION 9
Glven the followlhg six optlonal concerns, what Is your
primary cohcern about each of the measurement tools

described above?

Options - Lack of Informatlon = a
Competence = b
TIme management = ¢
Adequacy of instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

(please see hnext page)
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Question 8 (cont.)

Instrument Ma Jor Concern
Anecdotal records c
Teacher-made objective tests d
Ministry of Education Classroom d

Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlevement d

Tests

Sub Ject-specli flc Measurl!ing e

Devices

Projects/Asslgnments c

SubjJective Evaluatlions f May not be
accurate
because of thelr
sub jectlve
nature.

Oral Tests e

Observatlons of Classroom c

Behaviour

Student’s self-reports f There Is a
tendency

for students to
over- or under-
estimate

thelr abllities.
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QUESTION 10

Informatlion
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What types of assessment Information are typically avallable

to you when a chlild iIs placed

In your program?

Avallable

Informatlon N

o)

Standard achlevement
assessment

Intel lectual assessment

Neurologlical and/or
neuropsychological
assessment

Crilterlion-referenced
assessment

Assessment data on vision,
hearling, speech development

Health hlstory/famlly
Information

Behaviour ratings from
school personnel

Statements of teachling
strategles already
attempted

Personallty, self-concept
data

Descriptlon of regular
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements

Formal behavliour X
observatlon data

(e.g. behaviour check-
lists)
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Questlion 10 (cont.)

Avallable

Informatlon N R o] F
Soclometrlic data X
Data from teacher-made X

oblective tests

Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects

Subjectlive evaluatlons X

(e.g. "I think that It

Is necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely 0O = Occasionally F =

Frequently

QUESTION 11

Glven the followlng cholces--no Importance, Illttle
importance, some Importance, and essential/very Important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the followlng types of

assessment Informatlion for Instructional planning?

Useful
Informatlon No Little Some Very
Standard achlievement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurological and/or X
neuropsychologlical
assessment
Crlterlon-referenced X

assessment
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Question 11 {(cont.)

Useful
Information No Little sSome very
Assessment data on vislon, X
hearing, speech development
Health hlstory/famlly X
Information
Behaviour ratlngs from X
school personnel
Statements of teaching X
strategles already
attempted
Personallty, self-concept X
data
Description of regular X
classroom expectations/
requlirements
Formal behavliour observation X
data (eg. behav!iour check-
lIsts)
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJectlve tests
Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects
Sub jectlve evaluatlons X

(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other klnds of measurement data avallable to
vou that have not been |isted? |f so, what are they and how
useful do you percelve them to be for Instructlional

purpeoses?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do you thlink the quallty and the usefulness of the types of
assessment Informatlion avallable at the tIime of referral has
Improved over the years? I f so, In what ways? If not, why

do you think that |l1ttle change has occurred?

A, Yes, | think its Improved gulte a blt In the last three
or four years. The Information [nh the referral package Is
more detalled and descriptive. That Is, we are no longer
recelving some meanlngless test scores with llttle In the
way of anecdotal data. There Is also more opportunity to
consult with those Indlividuals who were Involved In the
referral process. That is, follow-up |nterviews with the

relevant partles are more llkely to occur,
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you I|lke to see happen in

the fleld of assessment I1n the upcoming years?

A. | would |Ike to see the trend toward more "personallzed"
assessment practlices contlnue. In facat, | stlil think that
there Is too much emphasis on results from standardlzed
tests. | belleve that there should be a heavler push away
from this mode of assessment and we should focus oh usling

technliques that help us to better understand the "whcocle

chlld" (e.g., Interviews wlth students). As a consequence of
this bellef, | also think that more time needs to be
provided for our assessment activitles. It Is almost

Impossible to obtain an accurate and [n-depth assessment

wlthin the parameters of our present timetable.

E. FIlnal Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview &7

School Falrburn Elementary
Grade 1-7
Job Description LA
Years of Experlence 10

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phl losophy"

QUESTION 1
What kinds of assessment instruments or strateglies do you

typlically use to assess student performance?

A. The types of assessment Instruments | use vary as a
functlon of the student’'s needs. However, | tend to rely on
the followling technlques:

1) Observatlon of classroom behavior.

2) Observation of the ways in which the chlld attacks a
particular problem.

3) Teacher-made tests and assignments.

4) Tape recording of the student for the purposes of
milscue analyslis.
| also do some formal testing, usually when | flrst start
working with the student and then at the end of the year.

This glves me baselline Information and helps me to measure
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the student’'s progress after the Interventlon Is completed.
The Instruments | use are: 1) The Monroe Sherman; 2)
KeyMath; 3) The Woodcock Readling Mastery; 4) The Dulch Sight
Words for Younger Chlldren; and 5) The Barnell-Loft
Spelllng. For me, assessment Involves more than the
gathering of a couple of test numbers. | really try to get
as much Informatlion about the student as possible because |
feel that a complete plicture of hils [her] abllltles

translates Into a sound remedlal program.

QUESTION 2

Glven optimal circumstances or ldeal conditlons, what types

of assessment activitles would you |lke to conduct?

A. | would Ilke to have more time to observe my students In
the regular classroom. Thls would give me a better

understanding of their present level of functloning.

QUESTION 3
Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret this Informatlion? (l.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organlze and/or make sense of 1t?)

A. | record the Informatlon, or, In the case of work
samples, | place these In the student’'s personal flle. I
then look at this data In an effort to ldentlfy the

student’s strengths and needs. From this, | develop
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programs deslgned to asslist the student In those areas where
he [she]l |s experlenclng difflculty. Addlitlionally, | share
the results of my assessment activitles with my colleagues

so that we are all working toward the same goals.

QUESTION 4

How do you lnterpret measurement data obtalned from the
assessment actlivities of your colleagues?

A. | usualiy use Informatlion obtalned from my ccolleagues to
verlfy my own assessment findings. | also use this data to
ldentlfy areas where assessment may be needed. For example,
If a chlld scores low In a particular area, | may do further
assessments In thils area. Baslcally, | use my own
experlences to determine the valldlty of assessment data

from outslide sources.

QUESTION 5

Glven optimal circumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of Informatlon derlved from your own measurement
practlices or those of your colleagues change or be altered
In any way?

A. | would |Ike to have more time to dliscuss my assessment
findings with my c¢olleagues. This would provide everyone
wlith a more comprehenslve Interpretation of the results and
would ultlmately lead to the development of remedial

programs which are better sulted to the student’'s needs.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

QUESTION 6

Which of these options--no use, llittle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followlng

measurement tools In assessing student performance?

(Interviewer will clrclie subject’s response.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3 (:)
(e.g. work hablits, attltudes)

Teacher-made objectlve 1 2 <:) 4
tests

Ministry of Education (:) 2 3 4
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlized (:) 2 3 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslc

Skllls, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measuring specliflic 1 2 (:) 4
subJect areas

(e.g. Test of Written
Language, KeyMath, The Durrell
Analysls of Reading DIffliculty)

ProJects/Asslgnments 1 2 3 <:>

Subjectlve evaluatlons 1 2 3
(l.e. how teachers thlnk thelr
students are progressing)

Oral tests (:) 2 3 4

Observatlions of classroom 1 2 <:) 4
behaviour

Student ‘s self-reports 1 2 3 (:)
(l.e. asking students about
thelr progress)
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UESTION 7

Are there any other measurement devices, not mentloned here,

that you use on a regular basis? 1¥f so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you find most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjects will
be encouraged to |lst more than one cholce If they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Observation of the student's performance In the regular
classroom.
A wrltten account of the students’ dalily progress.

Consultation with col leagues.

QUESTION 9
Glven the followlng six optlonal concerns, what [s your
primary concern about each of the measurement tcols
descr ibed above?
Options - Lack of Informatlion = a
Competence = b
TIme management = ¢
Adequacy of instrument = d

No concern = e
Other, please specify = f

(please see next page)
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Instrument

Ma Jor Concern

Anecdotal records
Teacher-made obJective tests

Minlistry of Educatlon Classroom
Achievement Tests

Other Standardized Achlevement
Tests

Sub ject-speclflc Measuring
Devices

ProJects/Asslgnments
SubJectlive Evaluations
Oral Tests

Observations of Classroom
Behaviour

Student’'s self-reports
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D. Avallabllity and Utllity of Assessment Information

QUESTION 10

What types of assessment [nformatlon are typlcally avallable

to you when a child Is placed

In your program?

Avallable

Informatlon N

o F

Standard achlevement
assessment

Intel lectual assessment

Neurologlical and/or
neuropsychological
assessment

Criterion-referenced
assessment

Assessment data on vislion,
hearing, speech development

Health hlstory/famlly
Information

Behavliour ratings from
schoo!l personnel

Statements of teachlng
strategies already
attempted

Personal lty, self-concept
data

Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectatlions/
requirements

Formal behav!iour observation
data (e.g. behaviour check-
| Ists)

Soclometrlc data

X
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Question 10 (cont.)

Aval lable

Information N R o] F

Data from teacher-made X
obJectlve tests

Data from classroom X
asslignments/projects

Sub Jectlive evaluatlions X
(e.g. "l think that [t
Is necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally F
Frequently

QUESTION 11

Given the followlng cholces--no Importance, Ilttlie
Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the followling types of

assessment Information for Instructlional planning?

Useful
Informatlon No Little Some Very
Standard achlievement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlical and/or X
heuropsychologlcal
assessment
Criterlon-referenced X

assessment
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Useful
Informatlon No Little Some very
Assessment data on vislon, X
hear ing, speech development
Health hlilstory/famlly X
Information
Behaviour ratings from X
schoo! personnel
Statements of teachling X
strategles already
attempted
Personallity, self-concept X
data
Description of regular X
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements
Formal behaviour observatlion X
data (eg. behavliour check-
[ Ists)
Soclometrlc data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJectlve tests
Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects
Sub Jective evaluatlions X

(e.g. "I think that it
Is necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data avaliable to
you that have not been |Isted? |f so, what are they and how
useful do you percelve them to be for Instructional

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

bo you think the quallty and the usefulness of the types of
assessment Informatlion avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? |If so, In what ways? |f not, why

do yvou thlink that !ittle change has occurred?

A. No, | do not think there has been an Improvement In the
Informatlon Included In the referral package. The
Informatlon Included [s often not reflectlve of the
student’'s abllltlies primarlly because teachers and
psychologlsts contlinue to rely too heavily on standardlzed
test scores to evaluate a student’s progress. The data
contlinues to amount to a few test scores and some

general lzed comments which are defliclent of a thoughtful

analysis of what a chlld can and cannot do.
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you |Ike to see happen In

the fleld of assessment In the upcomlng vears?

A. | think that the only way there are golng to be
Improvements Is |If LA teachers become more skllled In
assessment and thereby less dependent on others for
evaluatlon data. Thus, | would Ilke to see more workshops
and semlnars on assessment so that the LA teacher |s able to
fine tune hils [her] skllls and consequently, become more

capable In the areas of data collectlion and Interpretation.

E. Filnal Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview #8

Schooll QOaklands_ Elementary
Grade 1-7

Job Description Teaches a LD class
Years of Experlence 21

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phllosophy"

QUESTION 1
What kinds of assessment Instruments or strategles do you

typlcally use to assess student performance?

A. |1 assess readlng, spelllng, and math. To assess reading |
use the Jerry Johns Baslc Readlng Inventory and the Woodcock
Reading Mastery Test. To evaluate math, | glve the KeyMath
two to three times a year. This helps me to zero In on the
student’s basic understanding of math facts. To measure
spellling, | use the Schonnel Spelling Test. | use these
tests not so much for dlagnostic purposes but rather as a
way to monltor student progress. Durlng the year, | use
less formal tools. | rely heavlly on classroom assignments
and tests. | also use observation In that | will sIt down
with the student and watch him [her] complete a task. In

addition to these, | keep dally records of the student's
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per formance as this allows me to track changes In the
student’'s level of functloning. Using all of these
technlques Is In keeping with my bellef that assessment Is
nct a "cne shot" thing. It Is necessary to gather lots of
Informatlion on a student on a number of dlfferent occas lons
because our remedlal prorams are only as sound as our

proflles of assessment data.

QUESTION 2
Given optimal clrcumstances or lIdeal condltlions, what types

of assessment actlivitlies would you [lke to conduct?

A. | would llke more time to do assessments, particularly
currlculum-based assessment. For example, | would llke to
expand the way | do reading assessments [nto the areés of

handwriting, creatlve writing, and even math.

QUESTION 3
Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret thls Information? (l.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organlze and/or make sense of [t?7)

A. | look at the data and try to develcop a plcture of the
student’'s strengths and weaknesses. More speclfically, |
use the data to ldentlfy what the student can do so as to
ensure that he [shel Is nsot having to handle assfgnments

that are elther too easy or too difficult.
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QUESTION 4
How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment actlvitles of your colleagues?

A. 1 use the data | recelve from secondary sources to verlfy
my own assessments. That Is, | use It as a way In which to
conflrm my own Judgements of the student after he[she] has
been In the class for a perlod of time and has completed my

evaluatlve procedures.

QUESTION 5
Given optimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of informatlion derlved from your owh measurement

practlices or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A. No, | am pretty comfortable with the way | Interpret
assessment data. However, | guess |f we had more time to
gather and examine our assessment data our remedlal programs

may be more Indlvidual speclflic and perhaps more reflective

of the student’'s needs.
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C. Assessment Teools Used In the Classroom

QUESTION 6

Which of these optlions--no use, |llttle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followling

measurement tools In assessling student performance?

(Interviewer will clrcle sublect’'s response.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3 (:)
(e.g. work hablts, attltudes)

Teacher-made ob ject|ve 1 2 3
tests

Ministry of Education 1 @ 3 4
Classroom Achlevement Tests .

Other Standardized 1 @ 3 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslic
Skills, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achlevement
Test)

Devices measurlng speclflc 1 2 3
sublJect areas

(e.g. Test of Wrltten

Language, KeyMath, The Durrel |

Analysls of Readlng DIfficulty)

Sublectlve evaluatlions 1 2 3
(l.e. how teachers thlnk thelr
students are progressling)

Oral tests 1 2 (:) 4

Observatlons of classroom 1 2 (:) 4
behaviour

ProjJects/Assignments 1 2 3 (:)
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Questlion 6 (cont.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Student’s self-reports 1 2 3 (:)
(l.e. asking students about

thelr progress)

QUESTION 7
Are there any other measurement devices, not mentlioned here,

that you use on a regular basis? |If so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8 s

Which one assessment tool do you flnd most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Subjects will
be encouraged to list more than one cholce If they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Observatlon of the student completling an assligned task.

Teacher-~developed qulzzes.

interviews with the student (student sel f-evaluatlions).
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QUESTION_ 9

Glven the following sIx optlonal concerns, what |Is your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools
descr lbed above?

Optlons - Lack of Information = a
Competence = b
TIme management = ¢
Adequacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

Instrument Ma Jor Concern
Anecdotal records c
Teacher-made obJectlve tests e
Minlstry of Education Classroom d

Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlevement d
Tests

Sub Ject-specl| flc Measuring e
Devices

ProJects/Asslgnments c
Subjectlve Evaluatlons e
Oral Tests e
Observatlions of Classroom c

Behavlour

Student’s self-reports f What students
say they do Is
not necessarlly
what they do.
Too subjectlivel
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D. Avallabllity and Utility of Assessment Information

QUESTION 10

wWhat types of assessment [nformation are typlcally avallable

to you when a chllid Is placed in your program?

Avallable

Informatlion N R (o} F
Standard achlevement X
assessment

Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychological

assessment

Criterion-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vislon, X

hearing, speech development

Health history/famlily X
Iinformation

Behaviour ratings from X
school personnel

Statements of teaching X

strategles already

attempted

Personallty, self-concept X
data

Descriptlon of regular X

classroom expectations/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observation X
data (e.g. behaviour check-
l1sts)

Sociometrlic data X
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Question 10 (cont.)

Avallable

Informatlion N R o F

Data from teacher-made X
obJective tests

Data from classroom X
assignments/projects

SubJectlve evaluatlions X

(e.g. "I think that It

s necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally F =

Frequently

QUESTION 11

Glven the followling cholces--no importance, Ilttle
Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the following types of
assessment Informatlon for instructional planning?

Useful
Informatlon No Little Some Very
Standard achlevement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurological and/or X
neuropsychologlcal
assessment
Crilterlon-referenced X
assessment
Assessment data on vislon, X
hearing, speech development
Health history/famlly X

Information
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Useful

Information No

Little Some

Very

Behaviour ratlings from
schoo! personnel

Statements of teachling
strategies already
attempted

Personality, self-concept
data

Description of regular
classroom expectatlons/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observation
data (eg. behaviour check-
l11sts)

Soclometric data

Data from teacher-made
obJectlve tests

Data from classroom
assignments/projects

SubjJectlve evaluatlons
(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been |lIsted? |f so, what are they and how
useful do you percelve them to be for Instructional

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do you think the quallty and the usefulness of the types of
assessment informatlon avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? |f so, in what ways? 1f not, why

do you think that ltittle change has occurred?

A. No, | think that the referral package has essentlally
remalned the same. In the time 1‘ve been at this school (5
yrs.), the dlagnostlc system has not changed. Thus, the
informatlion | receive from the psychometrliclan and scheol-
based personnel has remained constant. | belleve that
l1lttle change has occurred because the flnai package Is

guite comprehensive and does provide an adeguate starting

point. '
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you |lke to see happen In

the fleld of assessment In the upcomling years?

A. | would llke to see the LD teacher, the LA, and the
paraprofesslionals work together to develop some more
appropriate types of currlculum-based assessment tools.
However, [ guess for thils to happen we need more time in

our schedules for the pursuit of "assessment drlven"

actlivities.

E. Final Remarks
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INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview %9

School Cedar Hill Junior Hligh
Grade 8-10

Job Descriptlion LA

Years of Experlence 5

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phl losophy"”

QUEST ION 1

What kinds of assessment Iinstruments or strategles do you

typlcally use to assess student performance?

A. To determline a student’'s skill level, | use:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

7)

Monroe Sherman

Slosson Oral Readlng Test to examlne decoding skllls
The Brigance Dlaghostic inventorles

The Test of Wriltten Language

The Wide Range Achlevement Test

The Schonnel Spelllng Test

Steenbergen’s Qulick Math Screen to obtaln a qulick

check of the student’s present sklll level

| do these tests about twlice a year. During the year, |

rely on

Interviews with my students, observations of thelr

behavalor In the classroom, self-constructed examlnatlons,
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and written records of the student’'s dally performance. I
think the Important thing to remember about assessment is
that you can’t just depend on one tool. You have to adjust
your assessment technlques in accordance wlith the chlld and

the situatlion.

UESTION 2

Glven optimal clrcumstances or Ideal condltlons, what types
of assessment actlivitles would you |lke to conduct?

A. | would |lke to have the opportunlty to spend more time
In the regular classroom observing my students. This would
allow me to develop a plcture of the "whoie student" as
opposed to the isolated one | often have now. Simllarly, |
would Ilke more time to consult with my col leagues because |
feel that valuable Informatlion Is frequently "lost" because

we don’t have the time to communicate with one another.

QUESTION 3

Once you have collected yvour assessment data, how do you
Interpret thls Information? (l.e., What types of strategles
do you use to organize and/or make sense of it?)

A. | mark each test or assignment Individually and then |
record the results on a master sheet. Thls allows me to
look for speclflc patterns of performance. It helps me to
Ildentlfy the student’'s strengths and weakhnesses. I also

share the assessment data with teachers and parents,



220

communicating to them the areas In which the student Is
having d!fficultles and suggesting posslible remedlatlion

tactlcs.

QUESTION 4

How do you Interpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment actlivitles of your colleagues?

A. | study the Informatlon glven to me and try to form a
plcture of the student’'s ablllitles. If | recelive the
Informatlion at the beglinning of the year, 1 use It to assist
me In developling Interventlion strategles. If the
informatlon comes later In the year, ! use It to help in the

development of more Immediate solutlions [ntended to assist

the student In compensating for the area of difflculty.

QUESTION 5
Given optimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of Information derlved from your own measurement

practlces or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A. | would llke to have more time to discuss my assessment
data with my colleagues. This would ensure that | was
accurately Interpreting thls information and would probably

ald In the development of appropriate Indlvidual educatlon

programs.
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QUESTION &

Which of these optlons--no use,

litt!le use,
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some use, or

frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followlng

measurement tools In assessing student performance?

{l.e. how teachers think thelr
students are progressling)

Oral tests 1

Observations of classroom 1

(Interviewer wil] circle subj)ect's response.)

Instrument No Some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 3 (:)
(e.g. work hablts, attltudes)

Teacher-made ob jective 1 3 (:)

tests

Ministry of Education @ 3 4

Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed 1 (:) 4

Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslc

Skllls, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wilde Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measuring speclfic 1 (:) 4

subject areas

(e.g. Test of Written

Language, KeyMath, The Durrell

Analysls of Readling DIfflculty)

ProjJects/Asslgnments 1 (:) 4

SubJectlive evaluatlons 1 (:) 4
3

behaviour

Student's self-reports 1
(1.e. asking students about
their progress)

W

® G-
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UESTION 7
Are there any other measurement devices, not mentlioned here,

that you use on a regular basis? |f so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you flnd most helpful for
evaluatlng the performance of your students? {Sublects will
be encouraged to Ilst more than one cholce |f they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Teacher-made examlnatlons.
Written notes detallling the student’s dally progress.

QUESTICN 9
Glven the followlng slix optlonal concerns, what 1s your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools

descr ibed above?

Optlons - Lack of information = a
Competence = b
Time management = ¢
Adequacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

-

(please see next page)
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Question 9 (cont.)

Instrument Ma Jor Concern
Anecdotal records c
Teacher-made obJective tests c
Minlistry of Education Classroom d

Achievement Tests

Other Standardized Achlevement d

Tests

Sub Ject-specl flc Measurling d

Devices

ProjJects/Asslgnments c

SubjJective Evaluatlons f Are sometimes
based on opinion
rather than a
student’'s actual
behavior.

Oral Tests e

Observations of Classroom c

Behavlour

Student’'s self-reports f Can be too

subJectlve
as students
somet imes

do not Judge
thelr
abliitles
fairly.
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D. Availabllity and Utility of Assessment Information

QUESTION 10

What types of assessment informatlion are typlcally avallable

to you when a chlid [s placed In your program?

Avallable
Information N R (0] F
Standard achlevement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychologlcal
assessment
Crilterlon-referenced X
assessment
Assessment data on vislon, X
hear ing, speech development
Health history/famlly X
Information
Behaviour ratlngs from X
school personnel
Statements of teaching X
strategles already
attempted
Personallty, self-concept X
data
Description of regular X

classroom expectations/
requirements

Formal behaviour X
observation data

(e.g. behaviour check-

|l {sts)
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Questlion 10 (cont.)

Avallable

Informatlion N R O F
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X

objective tests

Data from classroom X
ass!ignments/projects

SubJectlive evaluatlions X
(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally F
Frequently

QUESTION 11

Glven the following cholces--no Importance, llttle
Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important—-—
how would you rate the usefulness of the followlng types of

assessment Informatlon for Instructlonal planning?

Useful
informatlion No Little Some Very
Standard achlevement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychological
assessment
Crliterlon-referenced X

assessment
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Useful
information No Little Some Very
Assessment data on vislon, X
hear ing, speech development
Health history/famlly X
Information
Behavliour ratings from X
school personnel
Statements of teachling X
strateglies already
attempted
Personallty, self-concept X
data
Description of regular X
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements
Formal behaviour observation X
data (eg. behavliour check-
lists)

Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJective tests

Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects

Sub jectlve evaluatlions X

(e.g. "1 think that It
Is necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been |Isted? I f so, what are they and how
useful do you percelive them to be for Instructlional

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do you think the quality and the usefulness of the types of
assessment Information available at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? If so, In what ways? I ¥ not, why

do you think that lIttle change has occurred?

A. No, In the flve years | 've been teaching | have seen
l1ttle change In the assessment Informatlon Included in the
referral package. However, | don‘'t view this as a bad thing
because | am presently satlsfied with the data | recelve.

In general, | flnd that the Informatlon Included adequately
describes the student and glves me a solld foundatlon to

base my remedlal programs on.
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you like to see happen In
the fleld of assessment In the upcoming years?

A. It would be nice |If more time were allotted In the school
day to conduct assessment actlivitles. | would also |lke to
see the number of Inservices on assessment for LA teachers
increase because | think that many LA teachers are not aware
of the many assessment optlons available to them, 1 belleve
that some LA teachers may not be as skilled |n assessment as

they perhaps should be.

E. FInal Remarks



228

INTERVIEW FORMAT

interview #10

Schooll Cedar HII1l Junlor Hlgh
Grade 8 - 10

Job Descriptlion Teaches LD class

Years of Experleﬁce 13

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phl losophy"

QUESTION 1

What kinds of assessment Instruments or strategies do you

typically use to assess student performance?

A. Generally, | use the following strategles:

1) Teacher-made tests & assessments

2) Running reCO(ds of a student’s dally performance

3) Observatlon of classroom behavior
1f | have the time, | also llke to do some standardl|zed
testing once or twice a year. At that time | typlcally use
1) The Wide Range Achievement Test; 2) The Brlgance
Dlagnostic Inventorles; 3) portlons of The Woodcock Johnson
Test of Cognltive Ablllities and 4) The Monroe Sherman. By
doing both standardlzed testing and "chlld-centered"
evaluatlions, | think | get a more representatalve profile of

the child’s skill level.
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QUESTICON 2

Given optimal clrcumstances or ldeal condltlons, what types

of assessment actlvitlies would you |lke to conduct?

A. | would like to have more tlme to conduct my assessments.
| often feel that, because of time constraints, | don't
devote enough time to evaluation. As a result, ] think that

sometimes | don't obtalin a truly accurate plcture of my
student’'s abllitles. | would also |lke to see more time
al lotted for consultation with my colleagues. Thils would

allow for a more collaborative approach to educatlon.

QUESTION _3
Once vou have collected your assessment data, how do you
interpret this Informatlon? (1.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organlze and/or make sense of 1t?7)

A. | examlne it In order to Identlfy the student’s areas of
strength and need. That Is, | look for patterns or trends
that will tell me where the student Is having problems. 1

then transliate this Informatlon [nto a remedlal program.
Addlitlonally, my dalily assessment data Is organized Into an
elght day report which is sent home to the student’'s

parents.
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QUESTION 4

How do you lnterpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment activities of your colleagues?

A. | use the informatlion | recelve from my colleagues as a
means by whlch to valldate my own assessment results. Thlis
data asslsts me In determining whether my plans and goals
for a student are best servicing hls [her] needs.

Generally, | rely on my own experlence to tell me how or If
this assessment data should be Incorpqrated Into a student’s

remedial program.

QUESTION 5

Glven optimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of informatlon derlved from your own measurement
practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A, 1 would Ilke more time to consult with my col leagues
about my assessment results so that there would be a better

match between the student's abllilties and |.E.P. goals.
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QUESTION 6
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Which of these optlons--no use, little use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followling

measurement tools In assessing student performance?

(Interviewer will clrcle subjJect’'s response.)
Instrument No Little Some Freguent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3

(e.g. work habits, attltudes)

Teacher-made objective 1 2 3
tests

Minlstry of Educatlon @ 2 3
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed @ 2 3
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslic

Skllls, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measurling speclflc 1 (:) 3
sub ject areas

(e.g. Test of Written

Language, KeyMath, The Durrell

Analysls of Reading DIifflculty)
Projects/Asslgnments 1 2 3
Subjectlve evaluatlions 1 2 (:)
(l.e. how teachers think thelr

students are progressing)

Oral tests 1 2 3
Observations of classroom 1 2

behavlour

Student’'s self-reports 1 2
(l.e. asklng students about
thelr progress)

©
®

> (®

> 00
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QUESTION 7
Are there any other measurement devices, not mentlioned here,

that you use on a regular basis? If so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you find most helpful for
evaluatling the performance of your students? (SublJects wlll
be encouraged to |Ist more than one cholce If they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Students’ written asslignments.
Sel f-constructed quizzes.

Dally notatlons about student performance.

QUESTICN 9

Glven the followlng sIx optlonal concerns, what is your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools

descr |bed above?

Optlons - Lack of Informatlion = a
Competence = b
TIme management = ¢
Adequacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclify = f

(please see next page)
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Instrument

Ma Jor Concern

Anecdotal records
Teacher-made objective tests

Minlistry of Educatlon Classroom
Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlievement
Tests

Sub ject-speciflc Measuring
Devices

ProJects/Asslignments
Sub jective Evaluations
Oral Tests

Observations of Classroom
Behavlour

Student’s self-reports

F Students can
somet imes
provide blas
sel f-
evaluatlons.
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UESTION 10
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What types of assessment Informatlion are typlcally avallable

to you when a child Is placed

In your program?

Avallable

Informatlion N

o

Standard achlevement
assessment

Intellectual assessment

Neurologlcal and/or
neuropsychologlical
assessment

Criterion-referenced
assessment

Assessment data on vision,
hear ing, speech development

Health history/famlly
Information

Behavlour ratings from
school personnel

Statements of teaching
strategles already
attempted

Personal lty, self-concept
data

Description of regular
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements
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Question 10 (cont.)

Avallable
Information N R O F
Formal behavliour observatlion X
data (e.g. behavliour check-
lists)
Sociometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJectlve tests
Data from classroom X
assignments/projects
Subjective evaluatlions X
(e.g. "I think that it
is necessary to . . .")
N = Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally F =
Frequently
QUESTION 11
Glven the followlng cholces--no Importance, little

Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important—-
how would you rate the usefulness of the followling types of

assessment informatlon for instructional planning?

Useful
Informatlon No Little Some Very
Standard achievement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X

neuropsychologlical
assessment
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Question 11 (cont.)

Useful

Informatlon No Littie Some Very

Criterlon-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vision, X
hearing, speech development

Health hlstory/famlily X
Informatlion

Behaviour ratlngs from X
school personnel

Statements of teaching X
strateglies already
attempted

Personallty, self-concept X
data

Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectatlons/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observatlon X
data (eg. behaviour check-
| Ists)

Sociometric data X

Data from teacher-made X
oblective tests

Data from classroom X
assignments/projects

SubJectlive evaluatlions X
(e.g. "1 think that 1t
Is necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been |listed? | f so, what are they and how
useful do you percelve them to be for Instructlional

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do you think the quallty and the usefulness of the types of

assessment information avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? I[f so, In what ways? |f not, why

do you think that llttle change has occurred?

A. Yes, | think there has been an Improvement. The
Information In the referral [s more precise and Indlividual
speclific. I usually recelve a descriptive account of the
student’'s abllltles which [s a vast change from a list of
meaningless test scores. | have also found my col leagues
more wll!ling to meet wilth me to answer any of my questlions,
even the secondary assessment team 1s more accesslble. All
of thls makes It a lot easler to produce a relevant

educational program for the student.



238

QUESTION 14
What changes or Improvements would vou |lke to see happen In

the field of assessment In the upcoming years?

A. | would like to see more time allotted for assessment
actlivities. More speclflcally, [ would [Ilke more time to
Incorporate the student In the assessment process. That |Is,
I would |Ike to see the student help us identlfy his [her]
strengths and weaknesses as well as be Involved in the
generatlon of solutions to his [her] academlic dIifflcultles.
Besldes this, | would like to see the movement toward a

col laboratlve approach to assessment contlnue. I think that
everyone benefits when a student recelves the expertlise of a

group of tralned Indlividuals as opposed to a slngle LD

teacher.

E. FIlnal Remarks



240

INTERVIEW FORMAT

Interview #11

School Mt. Douglas Secondary
Grade 11 - 12

Job Description LA

Years of Experience 18

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phllosophy”

QUESTION 1
What kinds of assessment Instruments or strateglies do you
typlcally use to assess student performance?
A. | use a number of standardized tests such as:

1) The Stanford Reading Comprehension Test

2) The Wlde Range Achlevement Test

3) The Monroe Sherman - timed & untimed

4) |f appropriate, | also use the Schonnel Spelllng and

5) The Woodcock Johnson Test of Cognitlive Ablllties
Once | ‘ve gathered this Informatlon, | plan a program and
use less formal measures to evaluate student progress In
that program. These Include teacher-made tests, |nterviews
with students and self-developed asslgnments or projects.
The reason | use all these devices I|s because | cannot make

declslons about a student’'s academic standing solely on the
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basis of his [her] score on a single assignment or
examlnatlon. What | try to do Is gather Information from
several dlfferent sources such as Interviews with the
student and other teachers, classroom observation, tests,

and asslignments.

QUESTION 2
Glven optimal clrcumstances or ldeal condltions, what types
of assessment actlvities would you |lke to conduct?
A. | would |Ilke more time for two types of activities:

1) To observe my students In thelr reguiar classroom,
and

2) To do more curriculum based assessment, Presently,
| feel that | don’t have enough tlme to pursue elther of

these activitlies.

QUESTION 3
Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret this Information? (l.e., What types of strategles

do you use to organize and/or make sense of 1t?)

A. | look at the results from all the Iinstruments | have
administered and attempt to Identlfy trends or commonalltlies
in the data. That Is, | try to develop a plcture of the
student’'s strengths and weaknesses. | also look at how the

standardlzed test results correlate with Informatlon from
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Interviews with students, PR cards, and so forth. [ f there
are large dlscrepancles between these two, | look for
explanatlons as to why. Additlonally, | speak wlith

classroom teachers about my assessment flndings so they have

the opportunlty to concur or elaborate on them.

QUESTION 4
How do you !nterpret measurement data obtalned from the

assessment actlivitles of your colleagues?

A. | use this data malnly to verify my own assessment
findings. Basically, this Informatlion gives me a rough idea
about how the student Is doing and from It | can use my own
assessment strategles to zero In on the speciflc areas of

dlifficulty.

QUESTION 5

Gliven optimal circumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of Information derlved from your own measurement
practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered
in any way?

A. | would llke to have more time to consult with teachers
about the results of my assessment actlivities. [ find that
because | do not have the opportunlty to regularly meet wlth
all the teachers Iinvolved with my students, [ am not certaln
that we are always working toward the same academlc goals

suggested by the results of the assessment process.
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C. Assessment Tools Used Iin the Classroom

QUESTION 6

Which of these optlons--no use, lIittle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the followlng
measurement tools In assessing student performance?

(Interviewer will clircle subjJect’'s response.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3 (:)
(e.g. work hablts, attltudes)

Teacher-made objectl|ve 1 2 3 (:)
tests

Ministry of Education @ 2 3 4
Classroom Achievement Tests

Other Standardlzed 1 2 (:) 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslc

Skills, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measuring specliflic 1 2 3
sub Ject areas

(e.g. Test of Written

Language, KeyMath, The Durrell

Analysls of Readlng DIfflculity)

G

Projects/Asslgnments 1 2 3

Sub Jective evaluations 1 2 (:) 4
(l.e. how teachers think their

students are progressling)
Oral tests 1 2 3

Observatlons of classroom 1 2 3
behaviour

Student’s self-reports 1 2 3
(l.e. asklng students about
thelr progress)

® G
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UESTION 7

Are there any other measurement devices, not mentloned here,

that you use on a regular basis? |1f so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you flnd most helpful for
evaluatling the performance of your students? (SubjJects wlll
be encouraged to list more than one cholce If they feel that

a set of Instruments are equally useful.)

A. Self-reports from my students.
In-class asslgnments.
Sel f-developed tests.

Observatlons of classroom behavior.

QUESTION 9
Glven the following six optlonal concerns, what Is your
primary concern about each of the measurement tools

descr ibed above?

Optlons - Lack of Informatlion = a
Competence = b
Time management = ¢
Adequacy of instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f

(please see next page)
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Question 9 (cont.)

Instrument Ma Jor Concern
Anecdotal records c
Teacher-made obJectlive tests e
Minlstry of Educatlon Classroom d

Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlevement d

Tests

Sub Ject-speclflc Measuring d

Devices

Projects/Asslgnments c

Sub jective Evaluatlons f May be too
subjectlive
and thus lacklng
In vallidity.

Oral Tests e

Observatlions of Classroom (o]

Behavliour

Student’'s self-reports f Students can
somet Imes
misrepresent
thelr ablllities.
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D. Availabllity and Utlllty of Assessment Information

QUESTION 10

What types of assessment Informatlon are typlcally avallable

to you when a child Is placed

in your program?

Aval lable

Information N

0 F

Standard achievement
assessment

Intel lectual assessment

Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychologlcal
assessment

Criterlion-referenced X
assessment

Assessment data on vislon,
hear ing, speech development

Health history/family X
information

Behaviour ratings from
schoo!l personnel

Statements of teachlng
strategles already
attempted

Personal lty, self-concept
data

Descriptlion of regular
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements

Formal behaviour observatlion
data (e.g. behaviour check-
l1sts)
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Questlion 10 (cont.)

Avallable

Informatlon N R o] F
Sociometric data X
Data from teacher-made X

obJectlve tests

Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects

Subjective evaluatlons X
(e.g. "I think that It
Is necessary to . . .")

N
3

Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally
Frequently

QUESTION 11

Given the followling cholces--no Importance, little
Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important-—-
how would you rate the usefulness of the followlng types of

assessment Information for Instructional planning?

Useful
Informatlon No Little Some Very
Standard achlevement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychologlcal
assessment
Criterion-referenced X

assessment
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Useful
Information No Little Some vVery
Behavlour ratlings from X
school personnel
Statements of teaching X
strategles already
attempted
Assessment data on vislon, X
hearlng, speech development
Health history/famlly X
Informatlion
Personallity, self-concept X
data
Description of regular X
classroom expectatlions/
requlirements
Formal behavliour observatlion X
data (eg. behavliour check-
[Ists)
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
objectlive tests
Data from classroom X
asslignments/projects
Subjectlve evaluatlions X

(e.g. "l thlnk that It
Is necessary to . . .")
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UESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data avallable to
you that have not been listed? I f so, what are they and how
useful do you percelive them to be for instructlonal

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do you think the quality and the usefulness of the types of
assessment Informatlion avallable at the tIme of referral has
Improved over the years? If so, In what ways? If not, why
do you thlink that I|Ittle change has occurred?

A. Yes, | think there has been some Improvement. Teachers
seem to be spending more time on thelr referrals thus the
informatlion |‘'m recelving |Is more descriptive and the
speclflc probiem area Is better detalled. My col leagues are
also more willing to meet with me to discuss the referral as
well as asslist In the development of a remedlal program.
Finally, | have found that, because the data in the referral
Is so concrete and thorough, It Is far easier to use It as a

basls or beginning polnt for my own assessment activities.
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QUESTION 14

What changes or Improvements would you |lke to see happen In
the fleid of assessment In the upcomling years?

A. | would [lke to see LA teachers have the opportunlty to
develop a stronger foundation In assessment; one whlich
Includes a solld working knowledge of fundamenta! assessment
technlques. Namely, how to develop a test, how to
administer and Interpret a standardized test, how to analyze
work samples, how to collect accurate observatlonal data,
and so on. This, | think, can only be accompllished |If more
tralning in this area |s made avallable. | would also |ike
to see us contlhue to view assessment as a contlnuous
process and remember that we should not Judge a student's

academic ablllitles on the basls of a few test scores.

E. Flnal Remarks
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INTERVIEW_FORMAT

Interview #12

Schooll Claremont Secondary
Grade 9 - 12

Job Descripttion Teaches LD class
Years of Experlence 6.5

A. Introductory Remarks

B. "Assessment Phllosophy"

QUESTION 1

What klnds of assessment Instruments or strategles do you

typlcally use to assess student performance?

A. Twice a year | conduct standardl!zed testing. At that time
| assess spelllng, reading, and math by uslng:

1) Portlions of the KeyMath & the Wide Range Achlevement
Test to assess mathematical abllity.

2) Woodcock Reading Mastery Test and segments of The
Durrell Analysis of Readlng Difflculty.

3) Test of Written Language

4) Schonnel Spelllng

8) Learnlng Style |nventory

6) The Plcture Peabody Test which | use wlth severely

disabled students.
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On a day to day basls, | use teacher-made quizzes,
observatlons of a student’s behavior and hls [her] ablllty
to complete a task, tape recordings of readlng samples,
dally records of the student’'s progress, and informal
questlionnalres which require the student to assess his [her)
own progress. My phllcsophy regarding assessment Is that |t
Is far better to do "too much® than It Is to do "too
llttle." I think that It Is Imposslible to understand a
student’s needs wlthout a dally evaluation of thelr
per formance, It Is alsc Important to recognize that Just as
students respond dlfferently to dlfferent teaching styles
they also respond dlfferently to different assessment.
Therefore, It Is Imperative that assessment be both

contlinuous and multlidimenslional.

QUESTION 2

Glven optimal clrcumstances or ldeal condltions, what types
of assessment actlivities would you |ike to conduct?

A. | would |lke more time to devote to my assessment
actlvities. What | do now Is conduct my formal assessments
at the beginning and end of the schoo! vear and then | use
Informal strategles for the remalnder of the year. It would
be nice If | had more time to comblne my formal and Informal
strateglies so that | could administer a more comprehensive

battery of evaluative technlques throughout the school year.
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QUESTION 3
Once you have collected your assessment data, how do you
Interpret this [nformation? (1.e., What types of strategles

do vou use to organize and/or make sense of [£7)

A. | gather all of my assessment data together and try to
organize It so that | can develop a picture of not only the
student’s strengths and weaknesses but also of hils [her]
learnlng style. From thls process, | graph my findlngs as
well as wrlte notes about the student’s performance. This
allows me to ldentlfy the student’'s most Immedlate needs
(those areas where he{she] Is performing below the norm). [
then put thls data Into an |.E.P. and | further translate
thls Into concrete Informatlon which | can share with the

classroom teachers.

QUESTION 4

How do you Interpret measurement data cbtalned from the
assessment actlivities of your colleagues?

A. | look at the data 1 recelve to determine what sorts of
activitles have been trled before and how successful these
were In helpling the student. |1 also use thls data to
confirm my own evaluatlons of the student as well as my
subsequent plans for remediatlion. Depending on the source,

| may use this Information to modlfy the student’s current

l.E.P.
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QUESTION 5§
Glven optimal clrcumstances, would the methods you use to
make sense of Informatlion derlved from your own measurement

practices or those of your colleagues change or be altered

In any way?

A. | would 11ke more time to discuss my assessment findings
wlith my colleagues. 1 think thls would allow for a more
thorough examinatlion of the data and would possibly Improve

"the fit" between assessment findings and subsequent

treatment plans.
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C. Assessment Tools Used In the Classroom

UESTION &

Which of these optlons--no use, |lttle use, some use, or
frequent use--most aptly describes your use of the following
measurement tools |In assessling student performance?

(Interviewer wlll| ¢clrcle sublect’s response.)

Instrument No Little Some Frequent
Anecdotal records 1 2 3 (:)
(e.g. work hablts, attitudes)

Teacher-made objectlive 1 2 3 (:)
tests

Ministry of Education @ 2 3 4
Classroom Achlevement Tests

Other Standardlzed 1 (:) 3 4
Achlevement Tests

(e.g. Canadlan Test of Baslic

Skllls, Peabody Achlevement

Test, Wide Range Achlevement

Test)

Devices measuring speclflc 1 2 3
sub Ject areas

(e.g. Test of Written

Language, KeyMath, The Durrell

Analysis of Reading DIfflculty)

ProjJects/Asslgnments 1 2 3

SublJectlive evaluations 1 2 3
(l.e. how teachers think thelr
students are progressing)

Oral tests 1 (:) 3 4
2

Observatlions of classroom 1

©) s
behaviour

Student's sel f-reports 1 2 3
(l.e. asking students about
thelr progress)

CIONC]

®
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QUESTION 7

Are there any other measurement devices, not mentlioned here,

that you use on a regular basis? |If so, what are they?

A. No.

QUESTION 8

Which one assessment tool do you find most helpful for
evaluating the performance of your students? (Sublects wllil
be encouraged to l1st more than one cholce If they feel thaf

a set of instruments are equally useful.)

A. Students’ self-reports where they have evaluated thelr

own performance.

Teacher-made tests deslgned to evaluate the materlal

belng taught.

Anecdotal records notling the student’s performance on a

regular basls.

QUESTION 9
Glven the followlng six optlonal concerns, what |s your

primary conhcern about each of the measurement tools

descrlbed above?

Optlons - Lack of Informatlon = a
Competence = b
TIme management = ¢
Adequacy of Instrument = d
No concern = e
Other, please speclfy = f
(please see next page)



2567

Questlon 9 (cont.)

Instrument Ma Jor Concern
Anecdotal records e
Teacher-made objJectlve tests e
MInistry of Educatlon Classroom d

Achlievement Tests

Other Standardlzed Achlevement d

Tests

SubJect-speclflc Measuring c

Devices

Projects/Asslighments e

SubjectlIve Evaluatlons f Too subjective.
Oral Tests e

Observatlons of Classroom e

Behavliour

Student’'s self-reports f Often they are

not an accurate
reflection of a
student’s
abllitles.
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UESTION 10

Informatlon
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What types of assessment [nformatlon are typlcally available

to you when a chlld s placed

in your program?

Avallable

Informatlion N o)
Standard achlevement

assessment

Intel lectual assessment

Neurologlical and/or X
neuropsychologlical

assessment

Crilterlon-referenced X

assessment

Assessment data on vislon,
hearing, speech development

Health hlilstory/famlly X
Information

Behavliour ratlngs from
school personnel
Statements of teaching
strateglies already
attempted

Personallty, self-concept
data

Descriptlon of regular
classroom expectations/
requirements

Formal behaviour observatlon
data (e.g. behaviour check-
lIsts)
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Questlion 10 (cont.)

Aval lable

Information N R 0 F
Sociometric data X
Data from teacher-made X

obJectlve tests

Data from classroom X
assignments/projects

Subjectlve evaluations X
(e.g. "l think that It

ls necessary to . . .")

N = Never R = Rarely O = Occaslonally
F = Frequently

QUESTION 11

Given the followlng cholces--no Importance, llttle
Importance, some Importance, and essentlal/very Important--
how would you rate the usefulness of the followlng types of

assessment Informatlon for Iinstructional planning?

Useful
Information No Little Some Very
Standard achlievement X
assessment
Intel lectual assessment X
Neurologlcal and/or X
neuropsychologlcal
assessment
Criterlon-referenced X

assessment
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Useful
Information No Little Some Very
Assessment data on vislon, X
hearlng, speech development
Health history/famlly X
Information
Behavliour ratings from X
school personnel
Statements of teaching X
strategles already
attempted
Personallty, self-concept X
data
Descriptlion of regular X
classroom expectatlions/
requlrements
Formal behavlour observatlon X
data (eg. behaviour check-
llsts)
Soclometric data X
Data from teacher-made X
obJectlive tests
Data from classroom X
asslgnments/projects
SubJectlive evaluations X

(e.g. "1 think that It
[s necessary to . . .")
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QUESTION 12

Are there any other kinds of measurement data available to
you that have not been listed? | f so, what are they and how
useful do vou percelve them to be for I[nstructlonal

purposes?

A. No.

QUESTION 13

Do you think the quallty and the usefulness of the types of
assessment information avallable at the time of referral has
Improved over the years? |If so, In what ways? [f not, why

do you think that [ittle change has occurred?

A. Yes, there have definlitely been some posltlive changes in
the referral package. | think the primary one Is that more
valld Informal assessment data (e.g., work samples,
observatlonal Informatlion) Is belng Included In the
referral. There Is also an Increased awareness of the need
to Include assessment [Information that Is dlirectly
appllcable to secondary students. Thus, the data Is more
relevant to thelr unique needs and as a result Is easler to

use for instructlonal planning.
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QUESTION 14
What changes or Iimprovements would you |lke to see happen In

the field of assessment In the upcomlng years?

A. | think the changes In the referral package have been
very poslitive and | would |llke to see them contlnue. |
would also |Ike to contlnue to work as a team when we are
assessing students because | think we are now obtalning more
complete plctures of our students’ needs. Lastly, | would

| ke to see a continuance of the workshops that are now

belng conducted on assessment techniques and strategies.

E. Final Remarks
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