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) ' ABSTRACT

/ : & -

/ T ’
.f ' Recent federé;uand state legislation” and litigation has changed the

information needs for specialy education pupil planning by implementing

multi~sourced evaluation and inter-disciplinary planning teams. These

changes have résulted in an increase in the range of information which must
» ‘ . be collected for making placement and-programming decisions as well as an
increase in the number of school personnel who must review the data. The

'

central questions of tﬁe present‘study were: what types of, information were
' judge; gelpful and té wﬁat extent was information distributed to planningu
team memberkf The reshltg indicated that: a) systematic differences
occur in tfre extent to which information types a;e rated helpful in making
e ;
prograﬁming decisions and bi appraisal pérsonnel have more information
—~ types available than instructional or administrative PT members.

: . Implications of these.results for future research into the information

needs of pupil planning teams” are discussed.
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.Availability and Hélpfulness of Appraisal Information'
for Making Special Education Programming Decisionsl

. B&kand K. Yoshida, Kathleen S. Fenton, James Maxwell and ﬁarlﬁn J. Kaufoan .

. ; fntramufgl’kesearch Pragram
Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
" V.S, Office of Education

s , R
Recent: developments ip lit;gatioﬂ and i;gislation, both at the state
and f;derai level, ‘have resulted in considerable change in the pupil planning &~
'process for determining the eligibility-and programming for handicapped learners.
The puﬁil planning progess for hand1c§pped students begins when a learner is
Perc;ived to have some academic and/or'behavioral problem in the classroom
- (ﬁercer, 1973). It includes, if ;ppropfiate, hisAreferral to appraisal person-
.l'nel for évaluation; the dete%minatioh'of handicapped status and educational
program and concludes with the student receiving-an educational p}ogram either
5: in the regular or'specgdl class, graduating;,gropping—out or beipg excluded
ftoi school. This papét focuses on the collection of appraisal information °
and itsvgvaluation by a committee og profcssionalq ;hich detgrmineé Ehé place-
ment and develops the special educatjon program.
One area of chaﬁge in determining the eligibility of children for special

education services has been the speéificatien;that multiple criteria must be

used. This change arises from litigation which has questioned the use of th&

1Paper presented at che Annual Convention of the- American Psychological
Association, Divisions 16 and 33, Washington, D. /cy, September, 1976. Thanks.

are ‘due Clay Steinberger and Robert Margolin, Connecticut State Department of
Education; Linda Morra for rgeviewing this manuscript; Susan Samson, Ann Mabry,
Steve Lansddwne, Betty Corbitt, and Joan Stoddard for their assistance in data i
"'collection and Kathy Hyland for her assistance in the preparation and typing of
this manuscript.
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intelligence test as the prime,determinant for placement into educable mentally
v d .

/

~ retarded (EMR) classes (Larry P. v. Riles; Diana v. State Board of Education).

"Standardized 1ntelligence,tests were said to be culturally biased and inappro-

- ’

¢ . -priate Becauge'of'language presentation for black and Spanish-surname sundent§.
"+ The courts cqncluded'that multiple criteria were necessary,to insure appgqﬁr;ate ’
. . ) - : \ . e Y .
Y plACementa.\\Also,'atate and federal legisiation (e.g., P.L. 94-142,; Education

for All Handicapped Act of 1975) 'einforced these changes by mandating that

/

!
_for planning and programming decis’/pé'multiple criteria must be useg such as

adaptive behayior in rhe ooumunity in addition to an intei}igence test. The

PO T

.legislation assumes that multi-sourced evaluation incregkés “the probabiiity of =t e

'

SN —— e

accurate appraisal and appropriate programming for referred students. Thus,

assessment. of children for eligibility and placement into special education

g . s v :
services requires an expanded data base. L 4

Another chéngé is the shift from a single 1nd1v1dué1 or gate kéepez;usually
the schoo)/psychologist, ;to group decision'maklng by inter-disciplinary planning
. tezms (PT) which dgcide special education eligibility and placements. The PT

is now typically composed of an administrator, the school psycnnlogist\nr other

appraisal pe;éon; support staff members such as the school nurse or social

o,

.-worker and a special and/or regular education teacher. It .is assumed that

- each PT member brings a different perspective and information base to thé meet-

. . ® {
‘ ing which may affect PT decisions (Barsch,‘1968; Gunderson, 1971). The major |
purposes of -the PT are to have its members verify- the accuracy of the informa-

. tion presented and to carefully.examine placgnmqt and programming alternativ:.s

7

proposed during the PT meeting. 1 ¢

* These changes have resulted in an 1ncrease in the range of information
\ » |
which, must be collected for making placement and programming decisions as well

as an dngrease in the number of school personnel'who must review the data. The"

9.



Before investing resources in wide data %Pllection efforts, the value of

he diffetent'typesyof {nformatioh for pupil planning purposes should be

assessed.

|
|
Given the different types of handicapped children and the school i
K staff yho eompose the PT, the probdbil%ties are great that certain kinds , - 1
: - of 1gf6tnatiqnéwiil be valued differently. First, a student may‘gg consi- *
" . dered senspriaily, cegnitively and/or emotionally handicapped. It is likely
thst.thesevatttibutions may result in a need for different types of informa-
S IIon.’ ‘For~ exampig IQ~snd~sdape£ve behavior may. beeimportann for determining
eligibility for an EMR student wheréas adaptive behavior and emotional inven-
tories may be judged more appropriate for programming emotionally disturbed
students.b second, PT members perform different roles in the school shd thus
may have developed distinctive petspectives‘in vieeing children. Ashurst andA ~ .
Meyers (1973) found that regular educati?n taﬁphers were more concerned about

‘ A i"' Al
a student's achievement whereas the school psychologist focused on clincial -

: diagnosis. In short certain typesvsf information may be valued differently
'depending on the classification of the student and the staff position of the

PT member. ’ ' S .1

The present study sought to identify-and compare the information sources

.'uhich PT'members from Connecticut elementary and secondary schools judged -
helpful, or indicated that they would have been helpful, in making programming
decisiohsjfor.fecextly placed learning disabled socially and emotionally ma’- ;
sdjusted ;nd'educable mentally retarded students.’ The present design provided

.

cowpstisons to be made among types of PT members.__ln addition, ‘the availability

ol“these information sources was determined. . e
L . . $
] ’ . ¥ . .
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) Subjects and Sampling Desigg

" of one-third of the elementary schools (n=121) in Connecticut public schools /.

~one~half of the schpolg-(ia,ﬁ?i,seniquhiéh; 57.0%, junior high; 52.9%,

METHOD '

All senior (n-165) and junior (n=136) high schools and a random sample
were the initial pool sélegted to participate fn the study. Tt was then
determined whether each school used a building PT which had determined
initial special class eligibility and program for an educable mentally
retarded (EMR), learning disabled (LD}, or socially and emoticpally malad-

Justed (S&E) student during. September, 1975 to Januarx, 1976. More than

elementary) agreed to participate and had PTs which had placed these types
of‘students./ Frem each school's list of placed handicapped students, pne . ‘)
student was randomly selected. The members of eich student's dm were 1denti- (
£ied. A questionnaire was mailed to 1,536 scn?ol personnel from 230 PTs of //—

vhich 1,474 responded, representing a return rate of 96.2%. The staff role

or the eligibility category of the child reviewed by the PT memher was not s
Qetermined for 46 subjects; however, they are included in the analysee when

appropriate. ?he~fina1 semple consisted of 1,428 subjects; their character-

istics are given below:

School Psycholpgist (n=155) -- State‘credentieled school ps&cholo-
i

gist or pscy‘rdétrist; School Social Worker (n=128); School Counselor

(n=203); Central Administration Personnel (n=60) -- Directors, Coordinators,

’ Sépervisors o= Pupil Personnel and/or Spec.al Education who are responsible
for district-wide special education prograis; Principal (n=231) --

. \ 1 ‘ .
Principal, Assistant Principal or other school building administrator

-such as a dean; Speech and Hearing Clinician (n=48); Medical Personnel
; : =

(n=73) -- Licensed medical doctors or school nurses; heading Consultant

' N .
e . . 7

.
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(n-§9) -- Teachers or program heads of Title I projects or special ' '

.

readihg‘teachers; Special Education Teacher (n=245) -- Teach?r of the
- handicapped in a self-contained, resource or 1tin?r§ﬁt capacity;

Regular Education Teacher (n=216) . Elementary or secondary teacher _

'and‘dgphrument head from grades K~12.

Ipstrument "t oo ¢
The respondents were told that they were participating in a statewide

needs assessment survey. None of the subjects were aware of how the data

would be analyzed. They were assured that their reéponses would remain con- N\

fidgntial.z - p : . .
‘ The”sdrvey~ihst:ument«eoneisted.bfﬁtwo“segcions;nual.questiQn§M§59PE”f“”._“0”“‘
: specific events occurring in the pupil planning process of the handicappéd

students who were used to identify éach PT for the study,’aﬁd b) iéems\

about.the rgsponden;'s ge;eral_expegience and evaludtion of the pupil plan- .

ning process. This study used only items from the first part which.focused
. oq'the'judéed helpfulness and availablility of various information sources

wbicﬁ a ?T may use in determiningﬂthp educatioﬁal programming for a special

educétion stutlent. For each information source, the committee member marked
y / kY ;i
whether the information was available to him and whether that information was

]

. 6: would have been helpful: .

Data Analysis o

’ The data were analyzed by two basic proéedures.' First, thé percentage

of helpfulness was ranked within each eligibili:y category (LD, S&E and EMR).

;/ A rank of 1 was -assigned to the sourﬁe having the highest number of mentions -

]

2Detailed descriptlon of the sample and mailing procedures for the questionnaire
will be sent on request.

F . f .
- . . . 8 ’
¥ {




'_';:.e .,&\n’thg(t- gro;ip, a rank of 2 wqeffgiven to the‘source' with the next'highes?
‘.f*"frequ'ency_ and so fol'tl}. Speetman_raak—order correlations for tied ranks were
cn]:culated between pairs of’ eligibility categories (Siegel, 1956).

‘ » V,The helpfulnese and availability variables were analyzed senaratyely

‘with a 3 X 10 'nlult.iole analysis of variance involving three levels of the . |

eligibility category of the students (LD, S&E vs. EMR), ten levels of staff . ]1
nember roles (School Psychologisu, ‘School Social WOrker, School Counselor,
Central Administration Personnel Principal, Speech and Hearing Clinician,
Medical Personnel Reading Consultant:, Special Education Teacher vs. Regular
Bducation Teache¥) with-the twenty information sources as variables in the

T model T The data were-proeessed by the MANOVA computer program developed by -,

the SAS Institute (Barr, Goodnight, Sall, 4 Helwig, 1976). An alpha level s,
. i Y

.p<.05) was adopted to test the significance of each st”atis_t:.[:cal hypothesis.
The MANOVA\ detects whether syst,emeticv differences occur for the twenty infor-
- mation variables by eligibility catego'r‘y., role and the interaction of the

5 ... .. two. independent factors. In order t;‘o. determine which 1nforma’tion sources

*7 % - -contributed to the rejection of the multivariate hypothesis, univariate 3 X
10 analyses of 'variance were computed on each informhtion source. Scheffe = ;7

t

post-héc comparisons were calculated on significant univariate F ratios with
L3

an alpha level (p<05). < ' . )
1 . A RESULTS

Y Judged Helpfulness

Table 1 presents the percentage of each information source judged heli:ful
. ' ! E
by PT members for the three eligibility categories as well as their subsequent | f:
' ranking:within categories. The rankings of the information sodrces for the ;

e .
LD and EMR categories were ?gnificantly correlated (rg=.80, p<.01). However,

‘

the correlations between the S&E category and LD (rg=.26) and'EMR (rf.élj were

. -9 . : }




not cign#ficant. Examination of discrepancies in rank order of four or more
‘ragif among‘the three groups was conducted. In toe:S&E category, affective and
’
‘ bchavioral measures such’ as emotional inventories, behavior in different social
environments, classroom observation and attitude scales were "ranked higher
than for either the EMR or LD groups. The LD group was assigned higher rank-
ings_than the'S&E and EMR groups. for educational diagnoéis and perceptual tests
and pigher than S&E only for referring teacher's evaluation of previous instruc~
tional methods and speech and language screening. The S&E group rankeo lower
.- than either thedD or EMR categories on refeyring teacher's evaiuation of
previous instructional methods. Thus, large discrepancies were found in, the
judged helpfulness of information sources among the three categories; the
' Spearman correlations 1ndicated that the rank order of perceired'ﬁelpfulness e
- ¢ s0f information sources was similar for LD and| EMR but different. for S&E.
. The main effect of Eligibility Category for tﬂe multivariate analysis of ’
variance was significant for helpfulness (o<;0001) and are consistent with
. the above reauits. Inspection of the univariate F-tests indicated that. ;

' -
' -eligibility category was significant for percenf helpful on ten sources at

p<.001 for educational diagnosis, academic diagnostic tests, emotional invea-

tori;a, referring teacher s evaluation of previous instructional methods,

P4

‘' perceptual tests, behavior in different social environments, speech and
" language screening, attitude scales, hoBbies and interest and Vocatiopal
R interest, ar p<. Oi for achievement tests and p< 05 for autobiographical data.
Given almost 1dent1ca1 mean square error estimates for the above twelve
sources, pairwise differences between LD-S&E, LD—EHR and S&E-EMR greater|\ than
6.5, 12.0 and 12.4 respectively were significant (p<.05). 'In general, 't
lignifieano.pair-wise differences were similar to those identified by deter-

-

mining the discrepancy in ranks among the eligibility categories.




The main effect of Rolé for the multivariate analysis of variance ;as

.
0

iignificanf (p<.0001). Univariate analyses indicated tha§ role was-statisti-
cglly significant for seven sources: intelligenceatest, achievement test,
péréeptual fest. speech and languggé test, medic;l factors, claésroom.obser-
ghtion and parental programming'p}eferenbes. For significant pair-wise com-
périsogs; the school psychologist in gene;al quged the intelligence, achieve-
nént and perceptual.tests and the medical factors as moée helpfdl than other
ééaff meﬁbers as;presented in Table 2. The school counselor more.often rated
the ach}evement test as helpful; the speech and hearing clinic;ans rated the
speeéh and language test results as helpful more'often than seven other staff
‘nembers; .The multivariate EligiBility Categqry X Role effect was not signifi-

“Teant, S

Reported Availability’ R

The multivariate analysis performed on the frequency with which the
1nf;rqation sources wegé availab;e to PT'méﬁbers revealed two significant
effects: elig}bility cateénry (p<.001) and Role (p<.001). %pe Eligiﬁility

-+X Role effect was not signifizant. Examination of the univargate'analyses
‘indicated that fourteen sources\ﬂéfi:red according to eligibility category.

The sources were the same as those i edtified for helpfulness with the addi-

—tion-of the intelligence_test, student's learniﬁg styie and par al program-

' ming preferences and with tﬁe éxceptioﬁ of the achievement test. | The rank

order of the percentages within each 1nformation source for avail bility as

shown in Table 3 corresponded very closely witt those fot helpful ess..
Twelve uniyariate'F Fatios for Role were statistically signiflcant.

Inspection of the pair-wise comparisons in Table 4 revealed that a praisal

ﬁeraoqnel-auch as the 'school psychologist, social worker, and coungelor had

11
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more information sources available than either the admtnistrators or instruc’J’
\

.

tional peraonnel Higher percentages of availability were found: for the f .

speech and hearing clinicians and medical personnel for the speech and language

tests and medical factor source respectively. '

\

Discussion : ‘ ® ' i

Tﬁe results of this investigation indicate that systematic differences .

"occur in the extent to which information sourcee are rated helpful in making * v

programming decisions for certain types of special education learners. Affec-

tive and observational measures were found more helpful for S&E learner§

. whereag the LD student was associated more with diagnostic-prescriptive and

petceptual tests. These judgments were made after the student's case was '

- regults from the present study point out"general types of information most

resolved. Nevertheless, before the PT meeﬂing and formal classification of
the student has been made, appraisal personnel begin to selectively collect

and assemble information based upon their judgments about the student which

... necessarily affects the scope and specificity'of the #nformation base. The

.

often found useful according to eligibility category. These data suggest what

information at a minimum should be collected for certain tynes of children
which.may help guide appraisal personnel in develoning.the student's case

history.
5 =

How well school personnel are collecting and disseminating information
for PT ‘use may be 7iewed from three perspectiver. 'First, schools have avail-: ~ °

able a wide range of information from which to make placement and programming

. decisions. - These sources include both the cognitive, and affective dimensions

as well as medical and parental inputs.
- A . N
|
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v

. Secon&. tifo"tank or;ler of availability for each n;fomtion source /

o

: eorrupondt very closely with those for helpfulnesa. "For example, educa’-

.' ' timl dugnoatic tests were available nore often for LD cases than the §&E

. .

and M; the same order was ‘found; for helpfulness. ‘I'hua, data collection
ctfort: ’lwelt to corrupond vith' the. information sources 1dent1f1)ed as
being helpfuln However, deficits were found between the perceata‘e helpful

: nd available vh:lch ‘were ;greatet than 20 percenc for enotional inventories,
attitude mk- and vocatiqnal 1ntérests and greater than 10 percent for

" hobbies and mtereata., auch discrepancies ny be the result of school
permnel Bung unfamiliay with instruments or syatemttc methods for gather~

' /
ing this infomtion or the problem may be that the staff responsible for

‘assembling information for .the PT are v;maqare that such inforntion has poten-

thl value ip determining a .tudent‘s program. In either case, congideration °

should be given to nking notio;ul inventoriu and other such hfomtion
sources more available. On tho other hand, cone sources vere ‘'valued less
. often than thgy' '?rc_{nunble_auch as cquroon behavior, ,fnteni_ge'nce tests
and achievement ;testa. .Perhaps these ;outpu age not presented in a usable -
*".format or evaluated in an opii.nl -way which impacts on pfoérmhig for the
student. School ‘pe:somél should review their evaluation proccd:n:u ‘to deter-
llnt m;htr_ they can fnlmicc the t:ufnl?eci of these sources or alter the'
manner of their colléction 1f the measures currently used are found wanting.
- Minally, differential rates of information availabil ‘ti was associated
. vith staff member ~oles ori fourteen cource.. 17 we assume that PTs f}m}:tion
" as the dcchiou-kinc uait for -yecm eduutiou programming, then more
equitable dis:ribndon of this infor-tion ic necessary to increase the ptoba-

N.ltty that htetdiuiplimry decicion- are informed ‘omes. 'ghe appraisal

" .

13 ' o
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personnel have the greater résponsibil_ity in this effort given that they

.

- uull}_ pouess. more of the information than the instructional and adminis- -

trative PT members. Inhshért. the da:fta indicate that ,altemaii_ve methods A

for céngctins and, dﬁseminatiag mf‘mtion should -be ,considered.
. The present investigation is an ‘1n£t'i‘al step in a sequence of efforts

for develofging a body of research on the, informational mneeds of school person-
\——

nel for deciding special education placement and programming, Several issues
- bl ¢ »

require further examinption. First, within the global categories of informa-

tion sources used in the bresent study, school staff ehbulci assess the helpful-

" ness of opec:lfic instruments and methods. Research is needed to discover

:ctq of data for different types of students which will generally work well
-olt of the t:lne in describing their educational needs. 'ﬂ.xe.se sets would

" assist appra:lsal peraonnel in developins case histories. Second, procedures )
for diasenina;in;g these data to P‘gmbers should be detemined. More specific-

aJ.ly. is it better to provide 1nfor|gapion before the PT convenes or is it suf-

_ ficient to have the various Aprofesai{mils present the h‘fomtiop duriné

) s . e . ¥ o
-, % .- deliberations? In either ‘case, PT members should be as well informed as

®
R
.

possible if we assume that PTs function as groupa: Finally, the criterion ’ g
issue of what is helpful must be address;a. “Information soprces judged helpful :
are nog necessarily equated yith correct or ‘better decisions a.l:oixt a st‘udent's. . /
program. We ‘must als:» ;lemnst’rlte that the information aids 'in improving the
learner's educationa'l‘intfom_nce. The answers to he?e questions ;111 not ‘ .
be immediately for‘thcolning'.v However, given the presgures ‘to develop more
mte;ntic nnd'fair ev”aluation procedyres, efforts s oulfl bg{gin to resgond to: .

these .questions. D . g ® L o T

. .
- .
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prcentage and Ranking of Information Sources Rated As Helpful By Eligibility Category*

‘. o 3 Eligibility Category
‘ ' Socially Educable
) v Learning " Emotionally  Mentagly
i@ Total Disabilities Maladjusted . Retarded
Information Source ' (N=1428) (N=791) (N=525) _(N=112)
pd % Rank %Z  Rank %  Rank
Intelligence Test ' . 66 67 1 63 3 71 1,
Classroom Behavior " 66 66 2.5 66 2 66 2.5
Parental Information 60 61 5 8 4 6 2.5
Student's Work Habits 59 61 5 55 6.5 62 4
Student's Ledrhing Style 59 61 5 S5 - 6.5 57 7
Educational Diagnostic Tests 57 66 2.5 44 12 46 9.5
.Achfevement Tests ' B 60 7.5 * 51 8.5 595
Academic Diagnostif Tests ' 54 59 9, 49 105 45 1.5
Medical Factors . 53 55 ~ 1 49 10.5 52 8.
Classroom Observation 52 53 A2 51 8.5 44 13
Emotional Inventories - S - 52 43 , 14.5 . 67 1 42 14
vlafefting Teacher by Evaluation of ) '.’ _ . Y C
previous instructional methods 50 56 10 - 39 15 . 58 6
Perceptual Tests . 50 60 7.5 36 12,5 45 11.5
‘Behavior in Different Social ‘ : .
Environments : . 49 44 13 57 5 46 9.5
Autobiographical Data - 36 34 17 40 ° 13.5 36 18/
Parental Programmihg Preferences 36 35 16 36 17.5 /42 16.5
Speech & Language Screening 34 43 1%.5 © 20 20 38 17
Attitude Scales A 30 24 19 40 135 25 20
Hobbies arid Interests " 30 26 18- 36 175 31 1
Vocational Interests ' 27 19 20 .. 3  17.5 . 40 16

m: Learning Diubﬁitieo vs. Socially & Emotionally Maladjusted rg=.268; t=1.18 NS
Learning Disabilities vs. Educable Mentally Retarded rg=.809; t=5.84, p<L.01 :
Socially & Emotionally Maladjusted vs. Educable Mentally Retarded r =.408; t=1.89 NS
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Sipifiéant Pairwise Comparisons for Helpfulness of Information Sources by Roles
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Intenig’bce Test - SP x % x & %
Achieveneﬁt Test c * % * * % *
‘ SsP * *
Pcfce{tual Tests . sP > * *!
Language and Speech Test SH * x x & X % ° %\,
© : RC *
Medical Pactors sP,H .k * g
Classroom Observation Sp ' *
Parental Programming Preferences SP,SW * ‘ * .

< -
"NOTE: For significant Scheffe pairwise comparison (p< .05), role(s)? indicates role(s) ‘
. which were greater than those asterisked in the columns to the right.
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\crccnn;. of Infomtion Sources Available to Staff Members by Eligibility Category-

g ¥ t

B ¥, ' ; ‘ . BEligibility Category '

’ Soéially & "Educable
: . @ Learning Emotionally Mentally

e, ; N Total Disabilities Maladjusted Retarded
.Juformation Source (N=1428)" - (N=791)  (N=525) © (N=112)
“Classroon Behaviog . 87 85 89 88
htmiseme Test - T 7" 78 1 95
scudmt'- Vork Habits ' - 73 PP [ . 7 | B < T
khhvedent Tests 7 7 . j 00 . . 01
“hmm Information o 60 S 59 .60 61
Medical Factors . 59 6 - . 58 6L
Academic Diagnostic Tests ‘ 58 7 62 .83 57
Ildtvtc-tim}' Diagnostic Tests 57 Crn : 39 37
Student's Learning Style T s 56, ' 51 2 8
| Clagsroom Observation 55 NS4 58 51
lcferring Teacher's Bvaluation of ) L | o '

Previous Instructional Methods /51 ‘ 55 7 , 45 " 50
Porccptual Tests . 45 56 .29 ‘ © 50
Behavior in Diffetent Social ' e el s

.h:vi.rqments ) . .. A5 R -1 ST . N
Parental mgr...ms Preferences 31 . 28 32 : 50
Autobiographical Data - 31 = - 8 33 35
bt:londhlnv.en_.tories‘ BEREE ) .2 W 28
Speech & Language Bavkpitng 31 I SST) 32
Bobbies and Interests - 23 22 o 27 18
Vocational Interests ", 10 8’ SEEETR 1
Aem-a. Scales - .7 s . 1 2
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| Signif:lmt Paitvisa Comparisons for Availability of Information Sources by Roles
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5 Intcliigence Test P,SP . » L % * *
. N . . . C ! » O
_ Achievement Tests : Sp : * * *
.. .. $ s W E . R P’c @ ) . 4 . ,.‘.. - "N\
Academic Diagnostic Tests " - RC : *
Perceptual Tests SP * k. x & & *
' SW . *
‘Speech and Language Screening - SH \ X & 0k & x X * % *
' RC & *
Bducational Diagnostic Tests RC , *
Zmotional Inventories . SP . * * kX & *
Medical Factors . ‘ M . * * Kk k&
Llassroom Observation ' . SP . = % * .
farental Programming Preferences W = § * #
: : S . SP . T S
Parental Information sW . , ~ £
.- . % . SP . ¢ ' - *
0TB: For significant Scheffe pairwise comparison (p<. 05), role(s)? :lndica:ea role(s) which
were greater tha‘n those asterisked in the colunnn to- t.he right. * .






