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Abilract

N 1

The individual assest nt and d6cision-making procedures of

1P2 individuals were surveyed an4'described iiidelail. Four school
/ ... _

psychologists, four special educators, and fout regular educators

were selected,randamly from those who had particpaed in a computer-
..

simulated assessment and decision-making exercise. The descriptions

revealed considerable 4variability withinpnd among individuals and

highlighted'the fact that group findings do not necessarily represent

individuals within the group.
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CHAPTER I

Introduction

Despite increased attention to assessment and decieion-m;;*ing

,procedures in schools today, relatively little is known about what kes

place. Ysseldyke, Argqzine, Regan, Potter, Richey, and Thurlow (19 0)

reported on a.major investigation of th! assessment and decision-making

Pt.udess. Using a computer-simulated methodology, they addressed the

following major research objectives: ta) to identify the extent to

which. differences in naturally-roCcurring pupil characteristics cause

decision makers to select different assessment devices and strategies:,

,(b) To idelitify the extent to which differences'in naturaliY4pCcurring

pupil characteristics affect decisions reach, about children: (c) To
As.

ascertain the extent to which those who assess and makeNdecisions,select k

t
6

technically adequate *ices when_ optiOns are available; (d) To ascertain
4

the ystnt-to which knowledgrregarding assessment affect, decision
I

making. This report is'a folLi-up of the Ysseldyke et al. (1988)

Otudit It lookwat the e data from a second perspective, that of

the individual decision alakers in order to provide a coMprehenSive
.

description of the proces that different professionals follow as they

make specific kinds °fop ychoeducational decisions aboUt specific kinds
g .,/

(-
of students.

*

Rationale

..r
Many changes are occurring in education that diigctly ad sign/fi-

- S

cantly affect the roles of tedrators and the services provided to students.

In recent years, edUcational,personne/ have been confronted with a mul-

,N
titude of state and federil rules and .regulat that have necessitated

1

41.
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tr,

the development and enact:mkt of procedbres for providing allloandi-
...

capped children with an appropriate education.

Educe s strive t8 rLgnize individual0 ferences in ttleir ef-7forts-im etermine what makes up an appropria

(
educational program for

each child. When students are referred for psychoeducarionaf assessment,

considerable time :aid effort gainto the collection of data andinto the

actual deliberations that lead to decisions. Different individuals are

invo ved in thil process (Poland, Ysseldyke, Thurlow, & Mirkin, 1979;

Thuriw ysseldyke;'1979), and /they approach the assessment and dedaion-
.

making p cess from different perspectivL. Given the team approachlo

decision king used in schools today, it is important not to forget the''.

individual perspectives of, team membeis.itghile several studies of the'
. (111414

teamprocesshavebeenconducted.(Applied Management Sciences, 1.979;

Fenton: Yoshidaa Maxwell, &' Kaufman, 79 Hoff -, Fenton, ,Xoshida,'

Kaufman, 1978; Yoshida, Fenton, 11, & Kaufman, 1978Y, investigations -.

.

.

to date have not looked at the s folloJed by individdal decision

at
makers yho are given information about the same refdrted student.

r
'oKnoWl dge of individilaldifferences among decision makers is a necesidtq

( .

step p improvi out understanding of the, complex set of variables that

in fence th a(7) SQ't and decision-making process. ..

r

,

ji

I

-. 0
.

ter-Simulated investiji
..

ationM thpdology o

Sub ects-. Subjects who participated in fie computer-simdlatea
..

decision-making program were 159 educators a school psycholo gists in
4110

1

1Wmesota. All 4rticipants were professionallo'who hld preViouply parti-

cipated in- least Fwo.placement team meetangsn> Subjects represente
,

-a bro /af disciplines and experience in providing b thrdir

10
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and indirect services in educe 1 settings; included were 22 school

psychologists, 44 special education teachers, 5 ular education

teachers, 13 administFators, and .13 support personnel (counselors,

nurses, social workers, etc.). A complete delscrIption of the subjects

may be foqnd in Ysseldyke at al. (1980).
410

-\\
CProcedure. All subjects were administered a short 25-item pretest

designed to measure generarknoviledge of measurement and assessment: At

the same time, subjects were aksed to estimate their empectations foe

the percent/sips of children evidencing various handicapping conditions.

After the pretest, each of the subjects was asked to read a case

folder description of a student and then participate in a diagnostic

.
simulation pro ram. The progry!permitted the Aibject to. acceba informa-

-.

tion f archive thai included the re4ets of a variety of assessment
C.

device Specifically, scores were available for gntelligence,.achieve-

ment, perceptual- motor, personality, and language tests; performance bil

adaptive behavior scales and the results of several formsof.behaviOral
,

.., N.
-

observation or behavior checklists lso wCere incrhded in. the archive
de:.. li

1
(see Appendix A-3. for a list of ices in eachhdomain). In addition,

for each assessment device selected, the .abject hadthe option of ob-

taining technical information about Itha device and/or qualitative idlorma-

tion aboat the child's performance on the device. The technical7infOrma-

tion included a brief description of ttle device as well as the psychom tric

*paracteristics reported

ik
Joc technical inforMation).

the test manual (see Appendix A-4 for exasiples

Qualitative inftrmation included such _things

as Aildis ate n on to task, anxiety level, and performance on individual

items or subtests (see Appendix -4 for examples). The'inbjeit was

A al

/
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,

y(allow to select :pacific tests
.

(e.g.; W1SC-Rq ITPA, etc.) from the

seveedomains.until he/she indicated readiness to make a diagnostic deci-

sion; the program then presented a series of outcome questions. Following

these questions,1 the subje--teted the infltlence of several factors on

the decisions ankthetdicated how well the assessment and decision-

making simulation exercise reflected actual real-world procedures. All

scores and qualitative infeemation contained in the computer archive indi-
`.1

cated that student's teat performance was within he average range.

Referral condi4one. Prier to receiving a initial tudenI referral

a
description, each subject was randomly assigned to one o 16 treatment

conditions. -The otEild's bex, socioeconomic status, type of referral'

problem, and/or attractiveness were vafied in each condition. 4The name

was listed as Phyllis at William, and the problem vas said to be either

academic or behavioral in ncure. In eight of the 16 Fonditions, the

refeiral folder contai d information irldicatinghat the.student's father
.

p

was bank vice presiden and the mother a realtor (high us condition);

it the other eight conditions subjects weve told that the gtedent's father..

was a bank janitor and the mother a cA ck=out.clerk at a.local supermarket

-(low SES condition). Additionally, Previously-jpAged photographs /Are
/- -,

t

abtachd4 to the case folders to produce an "4iractixe ortinattractive".

child.

//

It should be-noted that the refe;ral statements of the'academic or
4

behavioral "probiema" weie designed to reflect charactefistics often found
.

0 ,
0 --'

..... in"xegular education students:
1. ,

I ./

;' Dependent variables.x After reviewing ehi referral case folder and

v , ,

accessing the desire assessment infOrmition, each-subject responded to-

'-,,/-
6_ i
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a series of gaome questions. Included were three diagnostic, questions

(e.g., to what extent do you believe the referred student, is learning

disabled?) three prognostic questions (e.g., to what extent do you be-

lieve the referred student will have difficulty acquiring math skills?),

a Auestion about appropriate placement, questions asking the subject

rate the perceived influence of different kinds of scores (e.g., to hat

extent did the upil, Cores on intelligence tests influenCe your de sion?)

and qfiestioas asking the subject to rate the perclikved influence of pupil

characteristics (e.g., to what extent did the pupil's sex influence your

decision?). All questions except that on appropriate placement were in

Likert.scale format; the placement question required the subject to rank

the appropriateness of each of six alternative placements.

Methodology of Case Study Investigation

Subjects. Three professional roles -were sltcted_lpr further study

using an individual case study. ormat: school psychologists; special

educators, and regular educators. These roles were selected for further

investigation because they are those most frequently involved in special

education decision making (Poland et al., 1979; Thurlow & Ysseldyke, 1979)

and were most frequently represented in the group of subjects participating

in'the simulated .decision-making exercise. Among the individuals in each

role, one subject was selected randomly from each of four subgroups.

The subgroups were defined by the subjects' performance on the pretest

of their knowledge of measurement and assessment (low, high) as well as

ly the nature of the referral statement on the case file they had irviewed

(see Table y.). The subjects' pretest performances and referral statement

conditions were selected as the bases for further breakdown because these

13



A

were pound most often to influence the decisions made (Ysseldyke et al.',

'11980). Thus, the data of four school psychologists were described in

detail; one of these psychplogiett. had obtained a low pralest score,-

and had reviewed a student referred for academic difficulties, another

had obtained a high pretest score and had reviewed a Student referred

for behavioral difficulties, another had obtained a low-pretest scqre

and had reviewed a student referred for behavioral difficulties, and

another had obtained a high pretest score and had reviewed a Ctudent

"referred for academic difficulties. The same procedure-was followed

for special educators and regular educators.

AO

Insert Table 1 about here

Procedure.' The( data from each selected subject were reviewed and
1

a description written to address each individual's assessment and

decision-making process. Six types of information about each case study(

were described. First, the subject's backgroUnd was reviewed, with em-

phases on experience and education. Second, iktprOfessional's estimates

for the percentages of various handicapping conditions were determined

and compared to those of others within the same professional grOup.

//'Tall 2 summarizes the group data used for comparison purposes. Third,

the assessment process of each individual was investigatedithis incldded

noting both the devices selected Ind the extent to'whichitechnical informa-
/ /
/tion and qualitative data were accessed. Fourth, outcomeutcome decisions

made by the subject were investigated; the decisions/of interest were

(a).eligibility and classification, (b) placement,/and (c) prognosis.

Fifth, the factors that the professional belieVed influenced his/her

14
ca
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declaims were summarized. Finally

pfficapy of the coluter'simulation

1,

making process was examined.
/

r

I

IN)

7

, the'subject's perception of the

of.theasSessment and decistoh-
-.

Insert Table 2 about here

r
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logist Case Ibitudies

This Chdpter presents summaries of the performances of school

psychologists during the computer-simulated assessment.and,decision-
-

making program. As indicated in Table 1, four schooll,psychologists

were selected--two with low pretest scores and two with high pretest

scores. The low scoring psychologists were selected from thoie re.ceivr
. -4'

.

. 'ping referral information for conditions 2 an4,11; the high-scorfng ..-

. i
.

..
7-- psychologists were selec'ed from those receiving rVerral inforiat/bn
.41 ,

for conditions' 8'and 10.
1

,..

o :

.
,'''

ase 1: Ms: A /
,

11 ,

. .- /

p1.4 case pidhented'to MS. A PaPkreview and evaluation was eboy,.
4

.

aged,10 years.4 months, who had been referred for academic problems

l(see'colidition 2, Appendix E). All dada presented to Ms. A during
, .

-the simulation indicated the boy was functioning within the normal range,

for a Student his age.

Background.. MS.A was a 26,yeaiold school-psychologist employed o

by a suburban school district.* She had completed both undergradhate'
.

4and graduate studies in education, and. psyChOiogy. Her htghest earned

degree was A masters of science; she had coMpleted'six graduate courses

since receiving her masters. Her academic preparation included five

courses in special education, five assessment and/or measurement courses,

t

.-Land_tWo-courses-in-statistics. .

?, - Although Ms. A had 'no .prior teaching e erienceiwith either ex-.

ceptional.or regular populations, she did have one year bof experience

in providing non-teaching support services to,educational programs.

i6
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Pretest performance and expectations. Ms. A scored. a 15 On the

..
ptetest (60%-correct). This is in the lower -range of score obtained

t-,.,

/by. school psychOlogihts participating in the investigation.,.

As expectations as to the incidence of various handiCapping

.

.

Conditions is. shown in Table 3:
N
Her

,
estimates of the perceh

'

tage of.
;?.1'.. IL*46.

handicatped individuals within each category' were, for,rie

. consistent With the average estimatsr)!ctschool'psYchologists(sie Table

42.an4:laseldyke etdal., th0a). fttiwever, signifiqfnt deviations from the
. ,

means-fox fchool psychologists were noted in MA.. A's estimates.of
. .

minority. individuals exhibiting both academie difficultiegand emotional ,

e
didtuthence and low- SES individuals having learning disabilities., ,

0

_ "Insert Table 3 abo4ithere

.....--.............--...".. ......,.......,
7

w
.

,

--When.asked whether current life,circumstances, developmental
. is-

.

tory, or extra- personal factors should. be considered l.n the sespent
,

bf an individual, she indicated that life ciiCumstancea%

. 0

and developmental history should be consideredad important.

Review of assessment data Eight assessment devices were selected.

for review by Ms, A: twO intelligence tests, three achievement tests,

two perceptual-motor tests, and one personality test (see Table 4). Ms.

A accessed technical information for only one of the eight devices she
w'

r \, viewed, the Wide Range Achievement Test. She re i wed the qualitative

information' for the Wechsler IntelligenceScale f .den -- Revised,

the Stanford Achievement Test, the Peabody IndiVi '.Achievement Test,

the Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt'Test, and the Developmental Test,of

'. Visual-Motor Integration.

;is



V.

`10

44444.4444
Insert Table 4 abdut here

01400M41M4M1110 411

11./.1ANIP

OUtolme decisions. (Eligibility and classification) V. A believed

that the childwas unlikety to be eligible for special education services.

vMs. A was undecided as-6,whether the child was mentally retarded and

whether he was emotionally,disturbed.

Child as not being leafing disab4.

(Placement) When askeCto rank,

appropriate, 6 l 1east appropriates, a series of Itossible placements

within which to serve the' hild's educational,needs, MS. A's response

wss: 1 - regularcligs with consultation by1 resource teacher;.2 - pat

time resource room, S -tregularcless, 4 - full tithe {resource rodff, 5 -

full time special class, and 6 - extripSchool setting:

However, she did perceive the ? .

on a scale o>f one to -six' 1'6 most

(Prognosis) MA. A perceiyed the child
ma
as being likely to have

difficulty Alaired reedit* and math sled* She was Undecidedfas to

the extent" to which the .child 91110 demonstrate a speech problem.

Factors believed to i rice decisions. Ms. A indicatedlat the

Child's peTformance on- intellect l_metak and Measures of qademie

achievement had a very,sigoOficant effect on her decisions.. Factors..

having a significant effect in udedjscores OnA3erceptual-motor tests,'

achievementladaptive behavior, discrepancies between expe5ted and-ictual

behaVioral recorgags;.the referral et
7AL

score discrepancies:' Ms.A. felt tha

tement of problems, and subfest

the child's socioeconomic status

and'the chi appearance had an' insignificant effect on her;

-decisions. .The.infl ante,,of the child's sex was deemed very insigniTi-
, #

.cant; personality data and cores on language tests had no perceived

8



influence on..the decisipns s had made.

11

Efficacy of .the computer simulation. Ms. A stated that the computer

simulation differed fr4pKreal-life placement decision- making practices

in that it was v -objective andjald direct contact with'the student.

She felt that s fficient time to,complete the activity was allowed,

and stated that the referial informationichievement data, and intellec-

tubl scores were useful in arriving at her decisiOns. Additional infor-

mation desired inclhded'observationeof the child in the home.

Summary. Ms. A'S'edtimates of the 'incidence of various handicapping
'

conditions was, for the most part, consistent with the averig estimates

fot school psychologists. Although Ms. A did not identify the child 0101
4 .4

under review as ekhibiting.anl'ofthe handicapping conditions,proposed in

the simulation (i.e., MR, ED, LD), she did indicate that the student

have difficulty acquiring reading'and math skills.

14s. Iv reviewed eight assessment devices during her evaluation o

the child. She made.infreqUent use -of technidal inform4ion related tO

would

(S

each,':-bui-did'aCcess qualitative information for the majority of the.
.

devices. A review of her selection of assessment devices and her.lper-
_.

ception of their inf uence 6n her decision-makihg suggested that the

information selected might be a function' of her understanding 5 the

'int and purpose

avior infotmatio

, it!

f those devices'reviewed.4 Ms. A stated thatIghkptive

and behavior recordings had a significant effect

n her decision4 even though she reviewed neither adseptive behavior

nor behavior recordirig'dat/during her evaluation of the child. A plausi-

ble exPlanatiO may be that she feltshehad gleaned this information

from the qualitative ter perfermande information on those devices she

had reviewed.

in

)
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Case, 2: 11r. B

-The case - presented to Mr. B for review and, evaluation was;a boy,

aged10 years 4 months, who had been reftrrdd for behavitr problems

(see condition -8,_Appendix E). All data presented to Mr. B during the
4

simulhtion indicated the'boy was functioning within the normal range

for a student his age.

Background.' Mr. B wAs a 44 year old school psytholgist emplby

by a suburban school,district. He had completed d2ctoihl,watk

tional psycholow and was a lice d consulting psychologist, yetsh 110
/

taken no raduate crses Si receiving his degree. Mr. B's ath mic .

. e

pAlkara on include special education courses, foultassessm
.

4e a i
and/or measurement bourses, and three courses in statistics.

Mr. B haell years of teaching experience with regular-e tion

\*
ptograms, but Us teaching experience with exceptional chil

addition, Mr. "B had 11 years of experiende priding non-te

support pro-ices to Vucational programs.
h ti

Pretest performaOte and expectations. Mr. B scored a 23 on the

pretest,02% correct). This-10 in the upper range of score obtained

by chool psychologists participating,in.the investigatibn.

Mr. B's expectations ai to the incidencof various`ha dicaPping-
.

.coaditions is presented in Table 5. B's estimates of the, Percentages

of.handicapped indiViduqs'Uithimeachcategory,generaliy were consistent

With the average estimates for schoOlr'psychologists:(see Table 2 and 0 I

Ysseldyke
t
al., 1980); no significant deviatious,tromthe mean estimates

for school psydhologists were.noted.

Insert Table,5'about here

0
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p.

When asked whether current life circumsta elopmental.-

torn, or extri-persTal3tacto1s Should be consider d i he assert

of an individual, Mr. B indicated that all facto shoul be consiered.

Review of asssillent data. Four assesement deviates weNtre selected

1
fbr review by Mr4B: one intelligence measure, one achievement test,

one perceAtual -motor telk, and one personality measurOsee Table 6).
1.J

Techn information and qualitative pertimance'for al; of 'these meas-
,

r revewdby lir. B.ureS

Insert Table 6 Oput here

.
Outcome decisions. ..(Eligibiairy and classification) Mr. B believbd

the child was very likely,to be eligible for special education services.

Hefelt that the child was very likely to be lea ng disabled, likely

to*o be e*otionally disturbed,'but not m tally re ded.

')
, (Placement) When asked to rank*, on scale 'o# one to six (1'= Most

4
appropriate, 6 = least appropriate),A s riesof.p ssible placements

Within which to serve the child's educe ional needs, Mr. B's response

was: 1 '-'reguksilclass with consultation by resource teacher, 6 -

regular class /part time resource room/full time,rvOurce.room/full time-

special education/extra-school setting.

Ny4Prognoses) -kr. B perceived the child as being very likely to have

difficulty acquiring reading and.math skills, but very unlikely tolilemon-
f.,

strate speech probleis.

Factgis believed to influence decisions. Mr. B indicated that. the

performance on i tellectual measures, measures of Academic achieve-

ment, and the liscrepanci s between'expeceed and actual achievement had

r
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....

ip a very pnificArt effect on his decisions. Fact8ts having a significant
s

1 effect included sc res on perceptual -motor tests, adapt ve behavior in-
.

formati n person itST test data, behavioral reyordings, the referral

statTent of problets,. 0 subtest sere 4iscrepang5e'f The child's s X

--../

and socioeconomic statue re indicated to have ate insignificant effect
.

. . . . 9on Wl)decisions. The'chile

.

a physical appearance was perceived ara
:s.

. . s--.....,

r . .> .

very insignificant fact4L,l le adores on language t is had no pet-

ceived infXaelCeon his deciaQns. ,

.
Efficacy of.the computer eimulation.s, Mr. B stated that the.computer

'..-
,.

simulation differed frqt real -lie placement decision-making.pta4ices .

to the extent tbat test information is not as 'readily available in real
. ..

life. th addpion, he felt that he would have preferred to -spend some
A..

,

time h the teacher and parents discussing the child's behavior at
,

schaol and in the home. Mr. )3 believed that he had sufficient time to

complete the simulation adt_vity and stated that both behavioral Infor-
. S

e maim' related to testing (qualitative inOrmation) and the.specific
.-..

,
y ,

test scorde were useful in arriving at,his decisions. Additional i for-

mation deslired fordeasion making included dataorefaito the chi d's
v .

actuals acement and progress' -in the-classrt.

Summary. 'Mr. B's estimates of.the incidence of various handicapping

canditions were consistent with the mean estimates obtained from all

school psychologists participat ng in the inve \igation. Mr. ..13 perceived

the child as being veiJy likely o be eligible for special education.
.

il.:.

services. He also felt that the child was either learniig disabled
.

or emotionally disturbed, and indicated that the child was very likely..

to have diffiajlty acquiring both mathematics and reading skills.

I
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K

Mr. B. reviewed f9df assessment device, durintis valuation of
/

he child. accessed both techni.cal and qualitative information

illee

i
for all of th devices. A review of the selection oflassessmatdevices

C
by Mr., and the perception of thei influence on his deRpions sUggpsts.

0
that'the information selected might a function of hiladerstanding

of the intent and purpose of thosedevices reviewed. Mr. B state teat

. .,

behavior recordings and adaptive behavior'informatioh had a significant

, effect on hisrdecisions, even though he reviewed neither adaptive behavior
.

- '1-
r '

,

nor behavior recordings during-Ills evaluation of the child. Naausibliel:, VW
--....." -..,0 \

v. k . ,

hypothesis may be tat infornatiou "perceived" as behavioral recordings \

or adaptive behavior data was actually qualitalere test peritrmance
...,-, .

fQrmation.

0 . r
Case 3: Ms. C

fe-

The case presented to Ms. C for review and evaluation was a girl,

aged 10 years 4 months, Who had been refetred for behaitior problems

(see condition 11, AppendivE), All data presented to Ms. q auring the

simulation indicated the-girl was functionin within theknoritli range
.

for a sent her age,

'. , 'Background. Ms. d was a 30 year of school psychologist employed

by a suburban school district. Her hig est earned degree was a doctorate

of philosophy; she had not taken any graduate courses\since the ompletion,

of.the degree. Her academic preparation included 20 coursesjin special
+taw

education, throe assessment and/or measurement courses, and two courses

in statistics.

Ms. C had no prior direct teaching experience with, her exceptional
.
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le)
44,

or regitlar populations, although she did have six years of experi
4/

in prOviding non-feachilsupport services to educational programs.

Pretest Performange and ex ectat;.. C scored a 16 'on the

preteel(64% correct). This/ n the lower range of scores obtained .0
1

school psychologist* paEticipating in the.inVe ;fon.

-*VW. C's expectations as 4 ate incidence orvaripus handicapping
I

conditions id shown -iii Table 7. IHerdestimates of the percentages of

handicapped individuals within each category were co
. 4

lyabigh for

14
...

minority and ow SES students when camper wit he ave age estimates
A .

for school psy clists (see Table 2-and Ysseldyke e al., 1980a). In

\11,\addit 0t, everal devi4ions-from they means f
\

oi all school psycholog is

were 440.were noted in her estimates of high SES individuals andtboys exhibiting
At'

specific handicapping conditions. Ms. C's estimatestor girls we're
h

Arable to the mean estimates of all school psychologists do the inves-
4,

tigation.

*
---A

41' Insert Table 7 about here

.
-.*w.......

Whe sked whether ife circumstances, developmental history,

lelor extr -personal factors sho d be considered in the assessment) of an, 44,

# r

individ al, Ms.'C indicated that all factors should be considered impor-,

)

tant.

Review of assessment data. Six assessment S,evices Were selected
- 4 '

for review by Ms. C: one intelligence test-, two achievement measures,

two behavioral recordings, and one language test (see Table 8). 'Ms. C

Ar
,accesse th technical information for only two of the six devices sh\
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reviewed, the Peterson-Quay

gs, aud! qualitative
.

Re6ordi

tell

17

Behavior Problem Checklist and the Rept

infarmAhon for three devices, thecTiiechslerTh
Scale for Children - Revised, the leabody Individual

4
I'Achiev nt Test, and theleterson41100 BehaVior Problem Checklist.

1.

C.

r
-

Outc

. thecp

tHat/the

,W
Insert Table 8 about here

. . .

decisions. (EligiAlity and claisification) M. C belie
.

was,likely to. be eligible for special education '4/rvices but

child was very 1plikely to be either emotionally disturhod.or,

mentally retarded and unlibely to b I learning disabled.

(Placement) When asked to rank, oil a scale of one to six/'(1 r most

appropriate, (7 r least
.

appri4rate), a series'of poantial-plaesmeilts-
4 *

'within which to serve the child's educational needs,*MS. C's response

was: 1 - regular Vss/reguly:r-lass with consultation by resource/fir
teacher, 3 - time resource room, and 6 - full.time resource room/

full time special claSMONEtra-school setting.

(Prognoses) Ms. C perceived the child as being likely to have

diffiAlty acquiring reading,skills, Unlikely to have difficulty acquir-

ing math skills, and very'unlikely to demonstiate speech problems.

Factors believed to influence decisions. Ms. C indicated that

scores on intellectual measures, measures of academic achievement, per-

1.

/ceptual-motor tests, the discrepancies between expec d and-actual

achievement, the Child's physical appearance, behavioral recordings,

subtest score diseTepancies, and scores on language devices all had a

41

very significant effect on her decision making. Perso

1

ty test data

I
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I

18 4

erceived as having a significant.

significant

thy,

- . .

or nn affect included the chid'

slvsreferial statemerd'of probiemi,lknd ad ti
0-

. )

qv,

. 'Factmrs hariing an in-
,

ex, socioeconomic laptatus,
1

i4 behavior information.,
11.:1

Efficacglof4he'computer simulation. Ms.
#V
0.1Celt that the computer

simulation differed fro0 real-life placement and decision-making prac-

tices, to the extent "tha) he-had 12,opportunityto inte

others (e.i; teacher, sta She h

time etas, provided to complete'the acts ity. 'N6, specific

iew significant,

ileved -Sufficient

typg; informa-

s ..

observe-

tion was
a
thpfhght to' be more-eggful time. any other in her di

---e 4.4

Additi nal information desireeinclude0 interviews and direct

tion.
' : t

A

.. , )1t,
ummary.. Ms. C's estimates of,the:petgentages of handicapped indi-\\

"
4

viduals within each category wereeonsis ly'high for minority and low
:'- .A

}SES when compared with the mean estLma .school pSychologists.
.....- ...-i

Her most consistent estimates were for g Ma.,C believed the..child
'.

.t

was likely to be eligible for special education services; however,,,she

did not,identifyethe child being reviewedas exhibiting an of- the

handicapping conditions presented in the simulation (i.e., MR, LD; ED).

She did indicate that the child was likelyto have difficulty acquiring

reading skills.

MS. C reviewed six assessment devices during heremaluation of the

child. She made infrequent use of both tfte'technical and qualitative

information related to each device. A review of her selection of assesb-

mehtdevice4 ant,,her perception'of their influence on her declsion making

suggested that the information selected might 1e a function of her

understanding of the:intent and purpose of thosi'devices reviewed. She

76
I

(-
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indicated that_both perceptual-motor tests and personality test-data-

had a significant effect on her decisions, even though Otte reviewed no

tests from either domain. Some personality information may have been

derived from qualitative test performance data. However, specific per-

ceptual-motor information and data relevant to individual personality

characteristics could only be accessed through devices listed under

those domains.

Case 4: Ms. D

The case presented to Ms. D for review and evaluation was a girl,

aged 10 years 4 months, who had been referred for academic problems (see

condition 10, Appendix E). All data presented to Me.'D indicated the

girl was functioning within the normal range for a student her age.

Background. Ms. D was a 31 year old school psychologist employed

by .a suburban school district. 46 had completed doctoral work in edu-

cational passchology.and was a lensed consulting psychologist; she had

taken no graduate courses since receiving the degree. Her academic

preparation included four courses in special education, three courses

in assessment and/or measurement, and six courses in statistics.

Ms. D had no prior direct teaching experience with either exceptional

or regular populations, yet she did have four years of experiende provid-

ing non-teaching support services to educational programs.

Pretest performance and expectations. Ms. D scored a 23 on the

pretest (92% correct). This is in the upper range of scores obtained

by school psychologistArparticipating in the investigation.

Ms. D's expectations as to the inciderite of various handicapping
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conditions are presented in Table 9. Her es imates of the percentages

of handicapped individuals within each cate ry,were comparable to or.,

.slightly below the average estimates for school psychologists (see TaLle

2 and Ysseldyke et al., 1980A). Her estimates for sensory impairments were

uniformly below the mean estimates of all school psychologists.iwthe

investigation. Also, Ms. D's incidence estimates-for mpority, low SES,

and high SES children exhLbiting behavior problems were lower than the

400, mean estimates.

Insert Table 9.about here

=101, /1/ =IMO

When asked whether current life circumstances, developmental history,

or extra-personal factors should be considered in the assessment of, an

individual, she indicated that \all tilt factors were important.

40
Review of assessment data. Six assessment devices were selected

for review by Ms. D: one intelligence/test, two achievement measures,

one perceptual-motor device,. behavioral recording, and a personality

measure (see Table 10). Ms. D accessed the technical information for

only one of these devices, the Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem Checklist,

and reviewed the qualitative information for all devices except the

Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem Checklist and the Thematic Apperception

Test.

Insert Table 10 about here

OIMINMMOMIO

Outcome decisions. (Eligibility and classification) Ms. D believed

the child was unlikely to be eligible for special, education services,and,
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indicated that the child was very'unlikely to be mentally retarded or
.

emotionally disturbed. However, she did believe the child was likely

to ke leaking disabled.

(Placement) When asked t7 rank, on a scale of one to ix (1 ..,

most appropriate, 6 al least appropriate), a series of possi le place-

ments within which to serve the child's educational needs, her response

was: 1 - part time resource room, 2 - regular class with consultation

by resource teacher,,3 full time resource room, 4 - regular class,

6 -,full time special ass/extra-school setting.

(Prognoses) Ms. D perceived that the child was likely to demonstrate

a speech problem, yet unlikely to have difficulty acquiring eitherad-

ing or math skills.

Factors believed to influence decisions. Ms. D indicated that

sdantive behavior information had a very significant' effect on hers

Factors having a significant effect included scores onintellec-

tual measures, measures of academic achievement, discrepancies between

expected and actual achievement, behavioral recordings, and subtest

score discrepancies. She:felt that personality data and the referral

statement of problems had an insignificadt effect. Very insignificant

factors included the child's sex, socioeconomic status, physical appear-

ance, and scores on language tests. Scores on perceptual-motor measures

0 had no perceived influence on her decisions.

Efficacy of the computer simulation." Ms. D stated that the computer

simulation differed from real-life placement decision - making practices

in that she had no chance to:talk to the teacher about the child's class-

room situation or to observe. In addition, she indicated that in a
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real-life situation, the classroom teacher and special education teacher

summarize a wide range of information on academic achievement. She

believed that she had sufficient time to complete the activity and
Is

stated that a number of factors were importantand useful in arriving,

at her decisions (see previous paragraph). Additional information that

Ms. D desired included_family information, informatidOOn the childAb

social adjustment and peer relations, and data onaii previous efforts

to help the child.

Summary. Ms. Ws estimate, of the incidence Of various handicapping

conditions were comparable to and/or slightly below the average estimates

for school psychologists. She did not believe the child would be eligi-

ble for special education services, but thought that the child was likely

tobe learning disabled. However, she did not believe the child would

have'any difficulty acquiring reading or math skills. Rather, Ms. D

stated that the child was likely to demonstrate a speech

Na. D reviewed six assessment deyices during her evaluation of the

)

child, but accessed technical information only once. She reviewed quell-
*

tative information about test performance four times. A review of her

choice of assessment devices and her perception of their influence on

her decisions suggested that the information selected might be a function

of herUnderstanding of the intent and purpose of those devices. She.

stated that adaptive behavior information had a significant effect on

her decisions, even though she never reviewed information in this domain.

It is possible that Ms. D felt she had gleaned this information from

the qualitative test performance information on those devices that she

eviewed.

30
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Special Educator Case Studies

'This chapter summarizes the perforpances of four special educators

during the cOmputer-simUlated assessment and decision- making program.

Two with low pretest scores.were selected from voondiiions 2 and 11;

two with high pretest scores were selected fr6m conditions .8 and 10.

Case 5: Ms. E

-' The-eami'riViewed by Ms. E was that of a 10 year 4 month old boy

who had been refatred for academic problems (see- condition 2, Appendix

E
1
). All data presented to Ms. E during the simulation indicated the boy

was functioning within the normal range fo g. stgident his age,

Background.' Ms. E was a 46 year old reeOgg resource teacher in a

su1urban school district. She receAved heroBaChelor of Scienclp/degree

from a state college'and her Masters in Reading from a private college;

one course beyond her Masters degree had been completed. Her academic

preparation included 30 semes ;er credits in special education, one statis-

tics course, and two assessment and/or measurement courses.

Ms. E 119 years of combined(teesding eiperience with regular and

special class children. She had no ` experience in providing non-teaching

support services.

Pretest performance and expectations, On. the pretest Ms. E scored

10 (40% correct). This is in the.lower range of scores achieved by

special educators on the pretest.

Ms. E's expectations as to the incidence of various handicapping

conditions is presented in Table 11. Compared to the mean expectancies

generated by thy special educators, her estimates were consistently two
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r

to seven times higher (see Table 2 and Ysseldyke.et al., 1980a).00...........

Insert Table 11 about here

Of the three factors, /current life circumstances, developmental

history, and extra-personal factors, Ms. E felt that Current life dircum-

stances and developmental history were important to consider in.itheo-

assessment of an individual.

Review of assessment data. Five assessment devices were selected

for review by Ms. E: 4wo intelligence tests, one achievement test, one

perceptual-motor device, and one measure of adaptive behavior (see Table

12). Ms. E accessed the technical information for all of those devices

0

except the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised. The only

AliciCe for which she did not request qualitative information alas the

Stanford Binet Intelligence Scales.

.........
Insert Table 12 about here

Outcome decisions. (Eligibillky and clas fication)' Ms. E indicated

that the referred student was likely to be eligible for special education

services. She also felt that it was likely that this child was learning

disabled or emotionally disturbed, but very unlikely. that.he was "rally

retarded.

(Placement) When asked to rank, on a scale of one to six (1 , most

appropriate, 6 . least appropriate), possible placements within which to

serve the child's educational needs, Ms. E responded as follows:, 1 -
it

regular class, with consultation by resource teacher, 2 - regular class,.

32
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3 -,part-time resource r9OM, 6 full time resource room/full time

special classtextra=school setting.

(Prognoses) Ms. E, indicated\thathe student was unlikely to have

a sech problem, likely to have difficulty acquiring reading skills and

very gkely to have difficulty acquiring mathematics skills.

Factors believed to influence decisions. Ms. E indicated that the

child's performance on the intellectual measures, perceptual-motor tests,

and behavioral recordings had a very significant effect on her decisions.

Also having a very significant effect were the referral statement of the''

problem and the discrepancies between expected and actual achievement.

Information felt to have a significant effect included achievement test

scores, adaptive behaddor information, personality data, language test

scores, and subtext score discrepancies. The.child's sex was said to have ,

an insignificant effect and his physical appearance to have a very insig -

nificant effect. Ms. E was unsure about the influence of the child'

socioeconomic status on her decisions.

Efficacy of the computer simulation. Ms. E felt that the computer

simulation differed from real-life placeMent decision making in that it

was done more,rapidly and there was more information available, yet she

felt thAl6enough time was pro d d to complete the whole process: Be-

havior observations were the t the of information felt to be most useful.

Additional information that Ms. E indicated would be helpful included ob-

servation of the student in the Classroom and a conference with the par-

ents,.

Summary. lAs.§E's estimations of the ncidence of various handicapping

conditions was considerably higher than t e average incidence estimated0by
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ilk

special educators. On the basis of her review of the rdferral inform-

k:
s tic= and aesessment data, she indicated that it wasda y that the

.

student wduld be eligible for special education services, She also stated
Iv

that it was likely that the student was learning disablectiand/or esio-
q

tionally disturbed.anTvery likely that the student wo

acquiring mathematics skills. .

have difficulties

MA. E reviewed five assessmel devices. She requested technlcal and

a
qualitative data on four "if the fife devices. Her responses to the deci-

sion questions indicated hat herAigh incidence estimations of various

'441
handicapping conditions miit have contributed to her feeling that the

student was learning disab ark/t1,, emotionally disturhd. :Ms. stated

that several types of inforMation te.g.f, behavioral recordings, personality.

assessment data, language test

she had not requested any dices1

ether misunderstoo4 the dilactions a4 showered these questiOns on the

basis of general experienC* or :t1iq4k1e felt that thil informatioUlad

been gleaned from the qualitative information that she had accessed.

e very helpful to her. Since

domains, it may be that .she

Case 6: Mr.o.F

.-

-4 J

. vl

. O'

The case revieweds6Y10,0 was that of a 10 year 4 month old boy

who had been referred for behavior problems (see condition 8, Appendix

E). All data presented,to'Mr: F during the simulation indicated that
4

the boy was functioning within the normalange,,for a student his age.

Background. Mr. F was a 38 year old resource teacher in n-a suburban

school wholheld certificates in English, reading, and special education.

He had taken 15 courses beyond his Masters degree. His academic
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.

preparation included 12 special education,' two statistics, and two

measurement- and/or 88 course8

Mr. E had taught Igular class children for eight years and excep-

tional children for four years.

Pretest performance and expectations. Mr. F: scored a 15 on the

pretest (60% correct). Compared to the scores of other special education

personnel who participated in tbm study, this is in the high range.
4

F's expectations as to the ind4ence of various handicApping

conditions-is presented in Table 13. His estimations were consistently

comparable to, or somewhat lower than, the average for special educators

in this investigation (see Table 2 and.Ysseldyke et al., 1980a)..41.0
Insert Table 13 about here00

When asked whieh factors should be considered in the assessment of

an indiVidual, Mr F indicated thdt current life circumstances, developmental

histry, and extra-personal factors were all important'.

Review of assessment data. Mr. F selected seVen.assessment devices

for review: one intelligence test, two achievement tests, one behavioral

recording device, one measure of persilea0ity, one adaptive.behavidr scale,

and one language teat(see Table 14). When given the opportunity to access

qualitative information for each assessment device, Mr. F did so only for

the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests. The Audltory- Discrimination Test was

theonly device for which he requested technical information. After

looking at the technical information on the Auditory Discrimination Test,

Mr. F apparently acdessed this device again, but did lot request either

technical or qualitative information.
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VON1141.10.....4110.,
Insert Table 14 about here

Outcome decisions. (Eligibility and classificaiatO Mr. F felt

thIAit was very likely that the student would be eligible for special

education services He indicated that it was very unlikely that the

student was rentally retarded and unlikely that he was emotionally dis-

turbed, but he was uncertain as to whether the child as learning

disabled.

(Prognoses) In terms of making predictions about the child, Mr. F
11,

expressed the opinion that this student:was very unlikely to have'a speech

problem, but likely to have difficulty in acquiring reading skills. He

was undecided about whether the student would have difficulty acquiring

mathematics skillet.

(Placement) When asked to rank, on a *sale of one to six (1 mspost

appropriate, 6 least appropriate), possible placements within which

to serve this student's educational needai Mr. .F responded as follows:

1 - part time resource room, 2 - regular class with consultation by

resource teacher, 3 regular class, 4 - full time resource room, 5 - full

time special class, and 6 - extra-school setting.

. Factors belieired--te influence decisions... Mr.- F :stated-that -the,

child's performance on the adaptive behavior scale the discrepaiiies

between expected and actual. achievement, and subtes$ score discrepancies

all had a very significant effect on the decisions he made. Having

a significant effect on his decisions were scores on intellectual measures,

scores on of academic achievement, personality test data, behav-
. .

ioral recording data, and the child's physical appearance. Having

36
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insignificant influence were the language test data, and having a very

insignificant affect were the perceptual-motor data, the studenee

sex, and his socioeconomic statue.

Efficacy of the computer simulation. Mr. 1' said that `the computer
a

simulation differed from real-life placement decision piactices in that

theieas no chance for discussiiineor exchange of views such as occurs at

a staffing. He did not feel there was enough time to carlete the process,

and would have liked information about-the child'sAchool age (months in

school, e.g., 5-6) and the child's comments on his behavior.

Summary. Mr. F's expectations for the incidence of various handi-

capping conditions were comparable to or somewhat lower than the average

for special eduCators in the investigation. He indicated that the child

was very likely to be eligible for special educatiOn services, but was

unable to classify the child as a member of any of the diagnostic cate-

gories/used in this study. He perceived the child as being very unlikely

to demonatraWspeech problems. However, he did indicate the child wad

likely to'have difficulty acqu ring reading skills; he was u sure about

the extent to which the d might demonstrate difficulties acquiring

math skills.

Mr. F selected seven assessment devices for review. He accessed

technical information only once and qualitative information only once.

A reviet0 of Mr. F's assessment device selections and his perceptions

of their influence on his decisions suggested that test-base information

was more influential than subject characteristics and subje ive reports.

.37
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Case 7: Ma. G

The case rev owed by Ms, G was that of a 10 year 4 month old girl

who was referred for behaor problema (see condition 11, Appendix E).
. ."..

All data,present to Me: G during the simulation indicated th4t the irl

t..4017
was functioning within the normal range for k student her age.

.

Background. MI. G was a 59 year old special education teacher in
(... 1-

a suburban school district. She held a Bachelor of Arts degree plus

e
thirty credits for 15 courses taken since receiving her degree. Her

adademic preparation included. 15 special education, five statistics,

and five assessment and/or measurement courses.

Ms. .G had taught regular class children for 10 years and'worked

11/

with exC ''f' pynnal children for five years.. She also spent three years

praiding nonteiching support services to edudational programs.

Pretest performance and expectations. Ma: G scored a'6 on the

pretest (242 correct), which is low compared to the scores achieved by

other spsetilal education personnel in the investigation.

M. G's expectancies is to the incidence °Carious handicapping

conditions are shown in Table 15. Compared to the mean expectancies of

.special education teachers in the study., her estimates were consistently

two to four times higher (see Table 2 andYsseldyke et al., 198001

11
Insert Table 15 about here

When asked to c r the three factors, current life circumstances,

developmental history, and extrapersonal factors, Mk..2 felt that current

"ti

life circumstances and developmental history were important to consider

in the assessment of an individual.
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Revise of assessment data. Five assessment devices were selected
......

\,,

by Ms. G for revi one intelligence test, one measure ,of academic
l 4

achievement, a behavioral recordinammithod, one personality test, and

7

,one measure of language skills (see Tabie 16). When given the opportunity

to access technical information, Ma. G did so for --tikbehavioral recording

and for the I11 nois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities. She also acceised
41P

the qualitatle information for these two devices, as well as for the

1.10/vidual''Achievement Test.

Insert Tabie 16 about here

Outcome decisions. (Eligibility and classification) Ms. G believed

the student would very likely be eligible for special education services

and that it was very likely that the child was learning disabled, likely that

she was emotionally disturbed, and very unlikely that she was mentally

o)tretarded.

(P3 cement) When asked to rank, on a scale of one to six (1 'most

apprOpriate, 6 least appropriate), possible educational placements

within which to serve this child, MI. G gave the following responses:

1 - regular class with consultation by resourceAteacher/part time resource

room, 3 regular class, 4 - full time resource room, and 6 - full time

special class/extra-school setting.

(Prognoses) In terms of making predictions about t e child, Ms. ?'

expressed the opinion that the'student was very likely to have difficulty

acquiring reading skills. She was not sure about whether the student would

be likely to have a speech problem or,would have difficulty in acquiring

mathematics skills.
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Factors believed to infkience decisions.,-Ms. G indicated that

the referral statmment had the most significant effect on the decisions

she had made. Saving a significant effect were scores on achievement,

personality, and lang age tests, data from behavioral recordings and

t)

q .

adaptive behavior me sures, discrepancies between expected and actual

achievement, and subtest score discrepancies. The student's physical

appearance and socioeconomic status also were said to have a significant

effect on her decisions, while the student's sex and scores on perceptual-

motor tests were said to have an insignificant effect.

Efficacy of computer simulation. While Ms. G indicated that enough

time had been provided to complete this activity, she stated that she

fel; more rushed than in a real-life situation. She also noted. that she

had to keep in mind which buttons to press. When asked which information

was the most helpful, she replied that the school testing result were

lemost useful in making her decision.

Summary. Ms. G's expectations as to the incidence of veriousq

handicapping conditions were consistently two to four times higher than

the mean estimates of special educators who participated in the study.

She indicated that the child was very likely to be eligible for special

educaeionservices. She believed the child was possibly either learning

disabled or emotionally disturbed, but not mentally retarded. She did

perceive he child as being very likely to have difficulty acquiiriag

,
* reading skills but was unable to determine the extent to which the child

might demonstrate speech difficulties or problems acquiring mathematics

skills.r

40
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Ms. G reviewed five assessment devices during her evaluation of

the child. She accessed technical information twice and qualitative data

f-
three times. A review of the choice of assessment devices and perceptions

of their influence suggested that some information extracted from the

measures might be a function of her understanding of the intent and purpose

of the devices reviewed. Ms: G indicated that both data-based (i.e., tests)

information and student characteristics were influential in her decisions.

She stated that adaptive behavior data were influentidleventhough she

lgnever ac ied_data from this domain. A Plausible hypothesis 'is that Ms.
, 44

G perceive ualitative test performance information and personality data

as measures of adaptive behavior.

Case 8: Ms. H

Me. H was asked'to review the case of a 10 year 4 month old girl

who had been referred for academic difficulties (see condition 10, Appendix

E). All data presented to Ms. H during the simulation indicated that

the girl was functioning within normal limits for a: {studea therr age.

Background. Ms. H was A 44 yearmold special education teacher in a

suburban school district. She held teaching certificates in general

elementary educatigh and in special education. Ms. H had a Masars degree

44
in special education and had taken 15 special education and three assess-

ment and/or measurement courses.

Ms. H had experience.in teaching regular class children for seven

)(7,

years, and exceptione4Aildren foreix years part time and one year

full time.
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Pretest performance and expectations. Compared to the scores of

the special education personnel participating in this investigatiOn,

Ms. H's score of 16 (64Z correct) on the pretest is in the high range.e/

Ms. H's expectancies as to the incidence rates of various handicapping

conditions are presented in Table 17. Compared to the expectancies indi-

cated by the special education personnel in this study, her estimations

were consistently at or below their means (see Table 2 and Ysseldyke et al.,

1980a).

Insert Table 17 about here

Ms. H indicated that current life circumstances, developmental

history, and extwpersonal factors should all be considered in the assess-

ment of an individual:

Reviewpf assessment data. Ms. H selected eight assessment devices

for review: one intelligence test, one measure of academic achievement,

two perceptual-motor devices, one behavioral recording device- an adaptive

behavior scale, and two measures of language skills (see Table 18). Ms.

H requested technical information on the Memory for Designs Test, the

Developmental Test of Visual-Motor Integration, the Peterson-Quay Behavior

Problem Checklist, the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale (school version), and

the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities:, She looked at the avail-;.

able qualitative information on all devices except the Petersbn-Quay Behavior

Problem Checklist and the Auditory Discrimination Test. Ms. H ackssed

the Iowa Test of Basic Skills twice; the first time she did not look at

either the technical or the qualitative information, but the second time

she requested the qualitative information.

42
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Ineett Table 18 about here
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5

Outcome decisions" (Eligibility and classification) Ms. H indicated

that it was libily that this student was eligible-for special education

services. -She felt that it was likely that the student was learning dis-

abled, but very unlikely that the child was mentally retarded or emotionally
co/

disturbed.

(Placement) When asked to rank, on a scale of one to six (1 in most

appropriate, 6 Ieast appropriate)', possible placements within which to

serve this student's educational needs, her response was: 1 - regular

class with consultation by resource teacher, 2 - part time resource room,-

. 3 regular class, 4 full time resource room, 5 - full time special class,.

and 6 - extra-school setting.

(Prognoses) Ms.' H indicated that the student was likely to have dif-

ficulty acquiring both 'reading and mathematics skillei She was undecided

about whether the student might demonstrate a speech problttn.

Factors believed to influence decisions. Ms. H statecUthat the child's

performance on the perceptual-motor devices and, the discrepancies between

expected and actual achievement had a very, aignificant effect on the deci-

sions made. Having a significant effect on her decisions were scores on .

intellectual, language, and achievement tests, performance on the adaptive

behavior scale, and the referral statement of the problem. Personality

test data and the behavioral recording information were said to have an

insignificant influence, while the child's sex, socioeconomic statUb\i, and
t

physical appearance were felt to have a very insignificant effect.

Efficicy of computer simulation. When asked how the computer

43
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lation differed from the real-life decision-making process, MS. H felt

the simulation was much more objective than the usual process and that

it avoided some of the problems of staff interactirs. Ms. H reported

that she had enough time to complete the simulation activity and that

she had found the qualitative interpretations of the student's perform-

ance especially helpful.

Summary. Ms. H's expectancies as to the incidence rates of various

handicapping conditions were consistently at of below the mean expectancies

for special educators who participated in this investigation. She indicated

the child was likely to be eligible for special education services.

In addition, she perceived the child as being likely to be learning dis-

abled but very unlikely to be mentally retarded (r'emotionally disturbed.

When asked to address some issues related to academic performance, Ms. H

indicated the child was likely to have difficulty acquiring both reading

and mathematics skills but unlikely to demonstrate speech difficulties.

Ms. H selected eight assessment devices for review during her evalua-

tion of the child. She made extensive use of both technical and qualita-

tive information. A review of Ms. H's assessment device selections and

her perception of their influence on her decisions sugge ted that the deci-
'

sions were to a great extent data based (i.e., based q6 test score informa-

tion).

4



CHAPTER IV

Regular Educator Case Studies

The performances of four regular educators during the computer-

.simulated assessment and decision-making program are summarized in

this chapter. Four regular educators were selected: two with low

scores on the pretest from conditions 2 and 11, and two with high pre-

test scores from conditions 8 and 10 (see Table 1).
:110

Case 9: Mr. I

The case presented to Mr. I for evaluation was a boy, aged 10 years

4 months, who had been referred for academic difficulties (see condition

2, Appendix E1). Al,a data presoaked to Mr. ,I indicated that the boy was

functioning wit wnormal range for a student his

Background.' Mt. rwas-aPizsar old teacher ip a suburban. school a
ci; 00

district who held the position of unit lead teacher. He, was certified

to teach regular students in grades 1-6 in Minnesota and regular students

f

in grades K-8 in Wisconsin. Mr. I had taken 12 graduate courses since

earning his B.A.

Mr. I had taught regular classroom children for seven years; he had

no experience in teaching special education or in providing non-teaching

support.services'.

Prete performance and expectations. Mr. I obtained a pretest

score of 7 (28% correct), which is below average (low) when compared to

scores obtained by other regular classroom teachers.

Mr. I's expectations for the incidence of various handicapping

conditions are presented in Table 19. His estimates of.the percentages

of handicapped individuals within each category were considerably lower

45
4
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than average estimates for regular classroom teachers (sea Table 2 and

Ysseldyke et al., 1980a). Exceptions were his estimate ofliOys having,

emotional disturbances, which was slightly higher thait the group estimate,

and his estimates of high SES individuals having emotional diSturbance

or learning disabilities, which were not significantly different from

group estinclies.

Insert Table 19 about here

When asked whether current life circumstances, developmental history,

or extra-personal factors should be considered in the assessment Ofan

)
individual, Mr. I indicated that all three are important factors..

Review of assessment data. Seven assessment devices were selected

for review by Mr. I: two intelligence tests, two achievement tests,

two perceptual -motor tests, and one behavioral recording device (see

Table 20). Mr. I accessed technical information for three of the devices

he selectdh: the Sanford -Binet Intelligence Scald, the Developmental

Test of Visual-Motor Integration, and the frequency countingievent re-

cording device. Qualitative information concerning the chiles perform-,

ance during testing was accessed for all devices selected, with the
°

excep-14
tion of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test and the

/
Developmental Test

of Visual-Motor Integration. The Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test,was

accessed on two occasions.

Wafted. ,Mol

Insert Table 20 about here

Outcome decisions. (Eligibility and classification) Mr-. i believed,'

9

4 6



N\

the child was likely to be igibie for special education services. The

1.7child was judged as like_ to be learning disabled, but very unlikely to(

be mentally retarded or emotionally disturbed.

(P*41cement) When asked to rank, on a scale of one tg six (1 =

.4h

.
most appropr4re, 6 = least appropriate), a series of possible placements

39

_-
withi which to serve the child's educational needs, Mr. I responded:

1 - regular class/part time resource room, 3 - regular class with con-/

sultation by resource teacher, and 6 - full time resource room/full time
/

Specialolass/extra school setting.

/ (Prognoses) Mr.. I,percei ed the child as being likely to have
%44A

difficulty acquiring reading s lls but unlikely to demonstrate a speech

problem. Mk. I was unable to predict the child's acquisition of math6-

matics skills.

C7, ).

oFaCtrs believed to influence decisions. Inrating factors as to

their perceived influence on his decisions, the most significant factor

was academic achievement. Scores on intellectual measures, discrepancies

'between expected and actual achievement, and the referral statement of

problems were also considered .to be influential. The factors considered

to- have a very insignificant effect were the child's sex, socioeconomic

status, and physical appearance. Perceptual-motor tests, adaptive behavior,

f
perisdnality

)
test data, subtest score discrepancies, and'scores on language

tests also were considered to have an insignificant effect. Mr. I did

not indicate whether behavior recordings had effect on his decisions.

Efficacy of co MO Z It ulation. Mr. I felt 44e simulation was

,

ferent from real-life placement, decision practices in that, as a regu-

lar classroom teacher, he was not responsible for interpreting test re-
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cults or making placement decisions in actual practice. Mr. I stated that

he did not find any specific type of information more useful than another

in arriving at decisions concerning the child. However, he did feel that

a more thorough.understanding,of the various tests and interpretations
fr)

of their scores might be helpful in the decision -making process. Mr. I /

indicated that.enough time had been provided for him to complete the

computer simulation activity.

Vmmary. Mr. I's expectations for the incidence of various Nandi

,

capping yonditions were considerably lower than the mean estimites for'
40.

regular classroom teachers participating in the investigation.

i

b -

lieved the child was likely to be eligible for special educati

vices and indicated that it was very unlikely that the child was mentally

retarded or emotionally disturbed. However, Mr. I did suggest the child

was likely to be learningdisabled. He perceived the child as likely

to have difficulty acquiring reading skills but could not detereine the

extent to whiCh the child might have difficulty acquiring

A
Mr. I.indicated the child was unlikely to demonstrate a spe 4 problem.

Mr. I reviewed seven assessment devices during his ev uation of

the child. He seiected one device (Header Visual-Motor Ges al!Test)

twice, accessing qualitative information on the'first occasion and tech

nical data the second time. A review of his selections indicated that

lip accessed either technical and/or qualitativeinformatiotLfor;a11
fi

devices except the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test. Mr. I's choice Of

assessment devices and his perception of their influence on his decisions

appeared to be consistent; he had reviewed infoimation from those domains

he felt to be spit influential in his decision making.
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Case 10: Ms. J

41

Thecase presented to Ms. J was that of a 10 year 4 month old

fifth-grade boy who had referred for behavior problems (see condi-

tion 8, Appendix E). All data presented to Ms. J during the simulation

indicated that the boy was functioning within the normal range for a

student his age.

Back*round. Ma. J was a 30 year oil first grade teacher who taught

in a suburban school district. She held an elementary (Oradea 1-6)

teaching certificate, and had taken six graduate courses since completing

her B.A.

Ms. J had taught regular class children for nine years; although

she had never taught a special class,iihe had taught exceptional children

within the regular classroom.

Pretest *performance and expectations. Ms. J scored a'15 on the

pretest (60% correct). This is above average (high) when compared to

scores of other regular classroom teachers participating in the simula-

tion.

ti

Ms. J's expectations for the incidence of various handicapping con-

ditiOns are pretented in Table 21. Her predictions were higher than

average for regular classroom teachers for (a) minority children with

behavior problems and speech/language difficulties, (b) low SES children

with academic difficulty, behavior problems, emotional disturbance,

learning disabilities, and speech/language difficulties, tc) high SES

children with behavior problems, and (d) boys with emotional disturbance

or speech/language difficulties. Ms. J's expectations were lower than.

average scores for (a) minority children with emotional 'disturbance,

rn
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(b) low SES children with sensory impairments, (c).high SES.children with

emotional disturbance or learning disabilities, (d) boys with learning

disc ities,'and (e) girls with academic difficulties or learning disa-

bilities.

ME,

Insert Table-21 about here

When asked whether current life circumstances, developmental history,

or extra-personal factors should be considered in the assessment of-an

individual, Ms. J indicated that all three are important factork.

Review of assessment data. Six assessment devices were selected

for review by MA. J: four intelligence tests, one achievement test, and

one test. of personality (see Table 22). Ms. J accessed technical infor-

mation for two of -the devices, the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale and

4
Qualitative information concerningthe Peabody PictureYocabulary Test.

the child's performanCe diking testing was requested for every device

selected.

Insert Table 22 about here

Po,

dt(itcome decisions. (Eligibility and classification) Ms. J belived

the child unlikely to be eligible for special education services. She

considered the child as very uhlikely to be mentally retarded, unlikely

to,Ie learning disabled, and was unabloe to decide whether the child wa

emotionally disturbed.

(Placement) asked to rank, on a scale of one to six (1 = most

appropriate, 6 = least appropriate), a series of possible placements

within/which'to serve the child's educational needs her redtoonse was:

1 - part time resource room, 2 - full time resource room, 3 - regular

50
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sr

class, 4 - regular class with cons ul tation by resource teacher, 5 -r
full time special class, and 6 - extra-school setting.

, !
(Prognoses) Ms. J believed the child very likely #4 difficulty .

.;,

acquiring reading skills but unlikely to demonstrate ech problemc;

she was unable to predict the child's ability t h skills.

Factors believed tojafluence decisions. CtOrs p* ved as being

Very significant included scores on measurelrof academic achievement,

personality data, and the referral statement of proiblems. Score* on

intellectual measures, the child's sex, socioeconomic status, discrep

ancies ketween'expected-and actual ac vement, and subtest score dis-

crepancies were deemed significant.` Mi. J indicated that scores on per-

ceptual-motor tests, adaptive behavior, behavibral recordings, and scores

on language tests had an insignificant effect on her decisions. Sge

did not indicate whether physicalliappearance had an Alfect.

Efficacyof the computer a Ms. J indicated that the sim -

uletion,was different from real-life placement decision practices since

she had to choose tests rather than specialists (e.g., school psycholo-

gist, SttP) doing so. She stated that enoughptime to complete the simu-
../

lation activity was provided and that she did not find, any specific type

of information more
41
useful than another. M. J made no recommendations

for additional types of information to supplement existing data.

Summary. Ms. J's expectations for the incidence of variodirh di-

capping conditions were varied - both above and below the mean ecpectancies

for regular educators who participated in the investigation. She indi-

.

catednhat, in her opinion, the child was unlikely to be eligible for

special education services. In addition, she felt that the chilfwas very

\ re'

4unlikely to be mentally re rded and unlikely to be leirning disaped; she \..J

51
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was unable to determine whether the child might be emotionally dis-

\,, )
turbed. Ms. J perceived the child as unlikely to demonstrate a speech

problem, very likely to have difficulty acquiring reading skills.

She was uncertain whether the child would have difficulty acquiring

mathematics skills.

Mb.,J reviewed six assessment devices during her evaluation of the

child. She accessed the qualitative data for all measures and the

technical information for only two devices. A review'of Ms. J's choice

of assessment devices and her perception of their influence on her de-

cisions suggested that the information extracted might be a function of

her understanding of the intent and purpose of those devices reviewed.

Ma. J indicated that child characteristics (i.e., sex and socioeconomic

status) were as inguential as scores on intellectual measures, subtest

score discrepancies, and discrepancies between expected and actual

achievement. In addition, she indicated that scores on measuias of

academic achievement and personality test data had a very significant

effect on the decisions she made.

a

Case 11: Ms. K

case presented to Ms. K was that of a girl, aged 10 years 4

monthb, who had been referred for academic difficulties (see condition

11,'Appendix E). All data presented to Ma. -k indicated the girl was

functioning Within the normal range.for a student her ile.

k round. Ms. K was a 32 year old classroom teacher in a subur-

ban = ementary school. She held a teaching certificate in elementary

education and had taken approximately 26 courses since receiving her
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a-

degree. Her academic preparation included six special education

courses and one assessment/measurement course.

Ms. K had taught regular class children for 11 years. She had

no special education teaching experience.

Pretest performance and expectations. Ms. K scored a 12 on the

pretest (48% correct). This is one of the higher scores achieved by

regular education teachers.

Ms. K's expectations as to the incidence rates of various handi-

capping conditions are presented in Table 23. For the most pert, Ms.

K's expectations were comparable to the mean expectancies of regular

education teachers in the study (see Table 2 and Yeseldyke et al., 1980a).

In a few cases (e.g., bcys - Speech and Language Difficulties, minority -

)

academic problems), Ms. K's estimations were con erably higher that

the means for all regular educators.

IIIINIMIDA.10 MORI

Insert Table 23 .ebout here

When asked to consider the three factors, current life circum-

stances, developmental history, and extra-personal factors, Ms. K indi-

cated that all were important to consider in the assessment of students.

Review of assessment data. Seven assessment devices were chosen

for review: two intelligence tests, one measure of academic achievement,

a perceptual- tor test, a behavioral recording device, one personality

test, and an adaptive behavior scale (see Table 24). When given the
1:

opportunit) to access the echnical information fOr these devices, Ms. K

did so for the Bender Vis al-Motor Gestalt Test, the Piers-Harris Self-1?
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Concept Scale, and the VinelandSocial Maturity Scale. Ht.K requested

the available qualitative data for these three devices as well, as for

the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale. r.

Inert Table 24 about here

go
*.,"

Outcome decisions. (Eligibility and classification) Ma;-:vK felt

that it was unlikely that this student would be eligible foApeCial

education services. She indicated that it was unlikely that the atudett

was emotionally disturbed and very unlikely that she was eitteer mentally
V

retarded or learning disabled.

(Placement) When asked to rate, on a scale of one'to six (1 most

appropriate, 6 least appropriate), possible placements within which to

serve this child's educational needs, Me. K responded as follows: 1 -

regular class with consultation by resource teacher, 2 - regtilar class,

6 - part time resource room/full time resource room/full time special

class/extra-school setting.

(Prognoses) Ms. K expressed the opinion that this student was very

unlikely -to demonstrate either a speech problem or diffi6ulties in acquir7

mathehatics skills. Ms. K was unsure about how likely *thipatudent

was to have difficulties in acquiring reading skills.

Factors believed td, influence decisions. Ms. K indicated that the

referral statement of problems, the discrepancies between elected and

actual achievement, and the intellectual and achievement tescdata had

a very significant effect on her decisions; personality te'it data were

perceived as having a significant effect. Having a very indipificant

effect were: the student's performances on the perceptual- *or test,
A

5 4
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the behavioral recording, the ive behavior scale, the child's ex
4

and socioeconomic status, and the subtest score discrepancies:

scores on the language test and the student's physical appearance were

felt to have an indeterminate effect on her decisions.

V
Efficacy of the computer simulation. In comparing the simulation

exercise to the real-life placement decision process, Na. K stated that

communication with the child is very important. When asked whether any

specific type of information was especially helpful, she replied that

she could only use information with which she was familiar, such as IQ

scores and standardized tests. Ms. K indicated that enough time had

been provided to complete this activity, and she could think of no addi-

tional information that would have been helpful to her.

Summary. MS. K's estimates of the incidence of various h dicapping

conditions were, for the most part, comparable to the mean expe tancies

of regular educators in this investigation. She indicated t t the child

was unlikely to be eligible for special education services, and perceived

the child as neither being a member of any cAthe handicapping conditions

presented in the investigation nor likely to demonstrate any difficulties
4

mith academic skill acquisition.

Ms. K reviewed seven assessment devices. She accessed both techni-

cal and qualitative'information for three measures and'only the quali-

tative information for a fourth device. A review of her selection of

assessment devices and her perception of their influence on her decisions

suggested that significant portions of her decisions were data based.
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Case 12: Mr. L

The case presented to Mr. L for review and evaluation was a girl,

aged 10 yeats 4 months, who.hed been referred for behavior problems

(see condition.10, Appendix E). All data presented during the simulation

indicated the girl was performing within the normal range for a student

her age.

Backs:row* Mr. L was a 33 year old elementary education teacher

employed by a suburban school district. He had a bachelor's degree in

elementary education and had completed 32 graduate courses since receiv-

ing his degree. His academic preparation included three courses in

special education, one course in statistics, and one course, in assessment

and/or measurement.

Mk. L had 11 years of direct teaching experience with regular educa-
. A F

tion students. Mk. L i ca d that he had no direct teaching experience

with special students nor he provided non-teaching support services

to educational programs.

Pretest performance and expectations. Mr. L scored a 7 on the

pretest (28% correct). This is in the lower range of scores obtained by

regular education teachers participating in the investigation.

Mr. L's expectations of incidence figures for various handicapping

conditions are in Table 25. His estimates of the perceitages of handi-.

capped individuals within each category were consistently lower than the

mean estimates for 'regular education teachers in the study (see Table 2

and Ysseldyke et al., 1980a). .

Insert Table 25 about here
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When asked whetter current life circumstances, developmental

history, or extra-personal factors should be considered in the assessment

of an individual, he indicated that only current life circumstances and

the child's developmental history were important.

Review'of assessment data. Mr. L selected four assessment devices

for review: one behavioral recording, two personality tests, and one

measure of adaptive behavior (see Table 26). Mr. L accessed-both the

technical and qualitative information for all devices he reviewed.

Insert Table 26 about here

........1smmift

Outcome decisions. (Eligibility and classification) Mr. L believed

the child was likely to be eligible for special education services, but

very unlikely to be mentally retarded and unlikely to be learning disabled.

He felt the child was likely to be emotionally disturbed.

(Placement) When stoke rank, on a scale of one to six (1 most

appropriate, 6 in least appropriate); a series of possible placements

within which to serve the child's educational needs, his response was:

1 - part time resource, 2 - regular class with consultation by resource

teacher, 3 - full tine resource room, 4 - regmilar class, and 6 - full

time special class/extra-school setting.

(Prognoses) Mr. L believed the child was unlikely to demonstr= e

a speech problem or have difficulty acquiring math skills; he was unde-

cided as to the child's ability to acquire reading skills.

Factors believed to influence decisions. Personality data, behav-

ioral recordings, and the refetral,statement of problems were felt to
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have very significant effects. Factors having a significant effect

included the child's socioeconomic status, adaptive behavior, and sub-

,
test score discrepancies. Scores on measures of intellectual and aca-

demic achievement were deemed very insignificant. Mr. L indicated that

discrepancies between expected and actual achievement, the child's

physical appearance, and scores on language tests had no perceived in-

fluence on his decisions. The child's sex and scores on perceptual-
t:.,

le
motor tests were Vie d as being insignificant.

Efficacy of e computer simula6. Mr. L indicated that the

simulation differed from real-life placement decision-making pract4es

in that regular classroom teachers would not choose the tests nor be

the only individuals drawing conclusions. He felt that a specialis

must be involved - an individual who is more knowledgable about assess-

ment.' He believed that sufficient time was provided to complete the

activity, and stated that he had found specific types of information

more useful than-others in arriving at decisions (seeFactors believed

to influence decisions). Additional information that Mr. L desired in-

cluded a more extensive description of the characteristics of each test

available for review.
.

Summary. Mr. L's expectations on the incidence of various handi-

t.

capping conditions were. consistently lower than the mean esti

\c

tes ob-

tained for regular education teachers. During.the simulation, e indi

cated that the child was likely. to be eligible for Special education

under the diagnostic classification of emotional disturbance. He per-

ceived the child as. being unlikely to have difficulty acquiring specific

academic skills and unlikely to demonstrate a speech problem.

53
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Mr. L. reviewed four assessment devices during his evaluation of

the child, accessing both the technical and qualitative information for

all devices. A review of his selection of assessment devices and his

perception of their influence on his decisions suggested that the Opes of

information extracted fat decision making were those seen to influence

his decisions.

t

,,,

;
P' ,

I
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CHAPTER Ir

This report was compiled to provide a deicription of the process
1

.followed by different individuels,as they makespecific kinds of deci-

sions;about specific kinds oft atudeas. Analyses of the process by

Yaseldyke et al.(1980), using:group data, revealed certain consistencies.

in the process. For example, a majority of the decision makers declared

the normal child eligibleor special education services; regular educators

were most likely to declare the child eligible. Further, the child was

'mestlikely to be charActerized as learning disabled, and to be expected

to have affictilty in reading:' The most frequently recommended place-

',1tmen.ts were regular 'ClasEgiyith -resource teacher consultation and part-time

Tesouipe- room.

4

TheAedirfriPtion of the process and decisions from the perspective

of the.individuel decision maker reveals that, despite the average process

--that can be described, a great deal of variability exists. This vari*-.
Y

'4,bility cannot be explained by the
..

role of the decision maker, the know-

''aidgS,of,the decision maker, or die type of student about- whom decisions

meWmade. iareiapOle, the group data suggested that school psychologists

tended to.use fie0edy counts,event recordings, and projective tests
--,,.

, . I

4, ..,Ootegkoften thtn otheiprofeSsiotials (Ysseldyke et al., 1980). Tat,' in

the sampl.e. of prOfeseionals:studied here, all used these devices', regard-

°yips: orrole.: :Likewise, those individuals with high pretest knowledge in

this sample did not assess the student in a manner different from those

i% .

yC wi b lowvrAttWknowledge. Those individuals assessing a student referred

r behilhoral difficulties did not assess the student in a manner different

,*/
"' '" * .

e
1111.:4, so
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tM

from those who assessed a student referred for academic difficulties.

The group data further, suggested that regular educators were most likely

to declare the child eligible for special education services. Yet, in

tea present sample, all four of the special educators declared the child

eligible, but only two of the four school psychologists and two of the

four regular educators did so. Of course, the individual data presented

here reflect the process of a limited number of individuals, but they do

highlight the fact that group findings do not necessarily represent indi-

viduals within the group.

Perhaps even more striking in the individual data is the variability

that occurs within individuals. One individual declared the child ineli-

gible for services and'indicated the most appropriate placement would be

theregular class with consultation froi a resource teacher. Another

declared the child ineligible, but concluded the student was probably LD

and should be placed'part time in a resource room. One individual declared

the student eligible but was unable to classify the student as LD, ED,

or MR. Some individuals assessed the student on a variety of assessment

devices and then declared that the factor, having the most influence on

their decision was something about which. collected no data.

The multidisciplinary team approach' to psychoeducvional decision

making has been lauded as a way to ensure that different perspectives are

brought to bear on the decisions to be made. The data from the individuals

included here suggest that variability in the process, if not also
*

different perspectives, is produced simply because more than one indivi-

dual is involved. However, the assessment and decision-making processes



represented here are those that occur in isolation - without the influence

of other team miMbers. The degree to which individual perspectives in-

fluence the team process is an area for further study.

h. 62
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Table 1

14Case Study Subjects

Role Case Number Pretest Score Referral Co ition
a

chool Psychologist

ecial Educator

Regular Educator

1 Low Academic (02)'.

2 Kish Behavioral (08)

3 Low Behavioral (11)

4 High Academic (10)

S c Low Academic (02)

6 High Behavioral (08)

7 Low Behavioral (

8 High Academic (10)

9 Low Academic (02)

10 High Behavioral (08)

11 Low Behavioral (11)

12 HIgh Academic (10)

aNumbers in parentheses indicate the referral conditions employed by
Ysseldyke et al. (198



Table 2

Maas Ispostociaa for bronco's of Individuals

with Isndiespping Conditions by Iola

Acadeslic

Difficulties

Behavior

Problems

Fatima

Disturbance

4

Loaning'

Disabilities

Mental

Retardation

Physical

Handicaps

Sensory

Impairments

Speech end

Laws'.

Difficultiss

so

SD

SD

x

SD

x

SD

I
SD

x
SD

SD

MINIM

28.3 2.48

15.9 18.8

16.9 20.3

12.1 11.7

9.0 13.2

10.8 184

13.0 16.1

9.4 16.1

6.3 6.7

7.4 10.4

3.0 6.1

2.7 9,3

4.5 7.2

5.7 11.4

12.6 17.6

15.0 19.7

67

LOV III NMI III

N

I si II 11

32.7

25.3

25.9

22.3

16.4

17.2

21.6

19.1

7.4

11.3

6.5

8.3

7.7

8,1

18.9

18,4

21.2 23,6 32.5

9.9 15.3, 24.1

19.3 19.3 11.0
10,2 16.2 24.3

9.4 11.3 19.0
10.0 11,2 19.2

14,7 12.2 10.4

10.3 11.9 19.8

6.1 9.0. 7.0

5.8 14'.8 7.9

3,9 5.7' 6.0

5.2 8.5 7,9

4.7 6.1 9.1

5.6 8.9 11.4

10.6 15.5 19.9

.8 17.8 21.9

11.6 10.8 1911

6.3 10.0 9.6

11,7 10.1 15.3
3.6 12.2 10.9

8.0 8.2 10.4

6.6 10.4 8,6

7.7 8.3 10.6

5.2 8.2 8.9

3.0 4.1 5.3

2.3 4.5 6.5

3,6 4.1 5.6

3.3 5.0 6.0

3.6 4.7 6.1

3.2 5.9 6.2

6.0 7.0 8.2

4.1 7.9 7.5

10Y GIRL

17.3 19.0 19.3

5.2 17.1 14.4

15.4 13.4 21.3
6.6 14.2 11.9

5.6 1.9 9.6

3.2 12.7 9.0

10.2 12.8 14.0

5.8 13.2 13.8

4.8 7,3 4.0

5.9 13.3 4.0

2.8 4.4 5.0
2,2 6.0 7.7

3.6 5.4 5.4

3.5 6.1 5.5

6,9 9,5 10.5

4.4 10.8 11.8

11.8 9.5 13.1

4,7 7.7 0.9

8.7 7.3 10.9

5.3 7.9 9.0

5,8 6.5 7.1
4,7 7.5 7,3

6.0 6.1 9.2

3.3 8.9i 8.3

3.0 4.6 5.0

2.1 5.9 7.2

2.4 4.3 3,2

2.2 6.2 6.6

3.5 4.6 5.9
4.2 3.9 6.4

5.2 6,4 6.7
3,2 6.9 5.5
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Table 3

Case 1 (School Psychologist): Expectations for Percentages of

Individuals With Handicapping Conditions

Handicap Minority Lbw SES Hi SES Boys Girls-

Agbdemic
Difficulties 65.0 30.0' 3.0 10.0 5.0

Behavior
Problems 3.0 20.0 15.0 25.0 3.0

Emotional
Xisturbance :4" 50.0 20.0 CCO.0 8.0 10.0

Learning
.Disabilities 30.0 50.0 10.0 15.0 8.0

Mental
Retardation 10.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0

Physical,
Handicaps 10.0 10.0 10.17 5.0 5.0

Sensory
Impairments 10.0 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0

Speech and Language
Difficulties 30.0 15.0 5.0 10.0 8.0
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Table 4

Case 1 (School Psychologist):- Devices Selected, Order of SeledtiOn

and Additional Information Accessed
.

Domains and Devices Selected Order of
Selection

Information Accesseda

Technical Qualitative.

IlltelXigince Tests ,

7Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale
.

.

'Scale70 Wechsler Intelligencec
----,..,,, for Children - Revised

ehievement.Tests

1

Stanford Achievement Test 2 - +

4:abody Individual Achievement Test 8 - + '
1

Wide Range Achievement Test '3 + -

Perceptual-Motor Tests

Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test 4

Developmental Test of Visual-Motor
Integration 5

Personality Tests

Thematic Apperception Test 6

'aA + indicates that thelhformation was requested; a - indicates/that
it, was not requested.

4.4:-

I
,

7
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Table 5

Case 2,School PsyChologist): Expectations for Percentages of

IndiViduals with Handicapping Conditions

Handicap Minority Low SES . Hi SES

Academic
Difficulties 35.0 30.0,?. 15.0

Behavior
Problems 20.0 15.0 10.0

Emotional
_Disturbance 15.0 15.0 5.0

Learning
Disabilities 25.0 15.0 5.0

Mental
Retaidation 5.0 5.0 2.0

Physical
Handicap's 3.0 3.0 2.0

Sensory'
Impairments 2.0 5.0 3.0

Speech and Language
Difficulties 10.0s 10.0, 5.0

Boys Girls

20.0 10.0

10.0 3.0

.

5.0 (---1;;

8.0 3.0

2.0 2.0

1.0 2.0

3.0 3.0

5;0 5.0



Table 6

Case 2 (School Psychologist): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

and Additional Information Accessed

63

Domains and Devices e cted Information AICAseda
Order of
Selection Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Tests

Wechsler Intelligence Scale
for Children - Revised

Achievement Tests

"Peabody Individual Achievement
Test 2

Perceptual-Motor Tests

Bender Visual-Motor Geetilt Test 3

Personality Teats

Thematic Apperception Test 4

aA + indicates that the information was requested.

4

72

%sr

ti
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Table 7 .,
-

j) .
-f .

, r,..* ._r
. ....14, 7.

Case 3 (SchoolPsychologist): ExpectatiOns.fbr Percentages )5.Percentages
.11

Individuals with *Handicapping 'Conditions. ''.'

't

,,(

it .,
,

-:.

Handicap Minority Low SES ''Si SES Boys

Academic
Difficulties 75.0 50.0 lb.0 20.0

Behavior
Problems 60.0 50.0 25.0 25.0

'Emotional
Disturbance 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Learning
Disabilities 25.0 15.0 5.0 15.0

AO
Mental
Retardation 25.0 15.0 10.0 5.0

Physical
Handicaps 15.0 lik 25.0 '10.0 5.0

Sensory
Impairments 25.0 15.0 10.0 15.0

Speech an anguage
Difficulties 60.0 40.0 10.0 10.0

'r'.. .1 ,

, i aY. 7( ..- 7

9ir1y -

$

20.0
1

10.0

5.0.

5.0

10.0

4-7
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Table 8

4110

. -age 3 (school Psychologist): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

65

and Additional Information Accessed

Dnmains and Devices Selected Order of Information Accesseda

Selection Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Tests

WechslerIntelligence Scale
for Children - Revised

Achievement Tests

Peabody Individual Achievement Test

'Durrell Analysis of Reading
Difficulty

4.1

Behavioral Recordings

Frequency Counting or Event
Recordings

Peterson-Quay Behavior
Problem Checklist

Language Tests

Auditory Discrimination Test
f'. 4

4

6

1

2

a
A + indicates that `information was requested; a - indicates that
it was riot requested
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Table 9

`Case 4 (School Psychologist): Expectations for Percentages of

Individuals with Handicapping Conditions

'^

Handicap, Minority

Academic
Difficulties 30.0

Behavior
Problem'. 5.0

Emotional
Disturbance

Learhing

5.0

Disabilities .15.Q

Mental
Retardation 5.0.

Physical
Handicaps 1.0

Sensory
Impairments 1.0

Speech and Language
Difficulties 10.0

Low SES Hi SES Boys Girls

25.0 10.0 15.0 10.0

5.0 5.0 15.0 10.0

5.0 10.0 _10.0 10.0.

15.0 5.0 10.0 8,0--

;
5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0

1.0 1.0 1.0

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

3.0 5.0 3..0
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Case 4 (School Psychologist): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

and Additional Information Accessed

Domains and Devices Selected Order of
Information Accessed

a

Selection Technical QualAative

Intelligence Tests

Wechsler Intelligence Scale for
Children - Revised

Achievement.Tests

Peabody Individual Achievement
Test

s,44

n

Wide,Range Mhievement Test 2

ptualor Tests

6

Bender Visual -Motor Gestalt Test 3

Behavioral Recordings

Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem
, Checklist

Personality Tests

Thematic Apperception. Test 4

5

1-

+

a
A + indicates that the information was requested; a - indicates that IN
it was not requested.
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Table 11

Case 5 (Special Educator): "Expectations for Per.centages

of Individuals with Handicapang Copditions

Minority Low SES High SES Boys Girls

Academic . 60.0 65.0 30.0 60.0 20.0
Difficulties

Behavior 60.0 60.0 40.0 60.0 20.0
Problems

Emotional 60.0 70.0 30.0 60.0 25.0
Disturbance 4

Learning 60.0 60:0 30.0 50.0 80.040
Disabilities

Mental 50.0 50.0 20.0 30.0 20.0
Retardation

Physical 50.0 50.0 20.0 30.0 25.0
Handicaps

Sensory 50.0 50.0 25.0 20.0 20.0
Impairments

Speech and Language 70.0 70.0 30.0 .0 20.0
Difficulties
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Case 5 '(Special Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

Additional Information Accessed

Domains and Devices Selected
Order of Information Accesseda

ction Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Tests

Stanford-Binet Intelligence 2

Scales

Wechsler Int lige ce Scale
for Children - Revised

Achievement Tests

Metropolitan Achievement Test 3

dr,

Perceptual-Motor Tests

Purdue Perceptual
Motor Survey,

Adaptive Behavior Sca es

4

AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale 5 +

a
A + indicates that the information was requested; a - indicates that it
was not requested.
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Table 13

Case 6 (Special Educator): Expectations of Percentages of

Individuals with Hand capping Conditions

High SEW- Boys Girls

9

Handicap Minority Low SES

Academic 10.0 10.0
Difficulties

Behavior 15.0 15.0
Problems

Emotional 10.0 8.0
Disturbance

Learning 12:0 10.0
Disabilities

Mental 4.0 8.0
Retardation

Physical 5.0 5.0
Handicaps

Sensory 2.0 5.0
Impairments

Speech and Language 15.0 10.0
Difficulties

Oa.

70 \

4.0

6.0

6.0

5.0

4.0 sA

4.0

5.0

12.0 4.0

8.0 5.0

8.0 6.0

7.0 3.0

6.0 2.0
\+

5.0 5.0

5.0 4.0

6.0 2.0
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Table 14

Case 6 (Spec" Educator):( Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

and Additional Information Accessed

Domains and Devices Selected
Order of
Selection

Information Accessed
a

Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Test

WechslerInielligence Scale
for Children - Revised

1

Achievement Tests

California Achievement Test 2

Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests 3 .+ .

Behavioral Recordings

Peterson-Quay Behavior 6

Problem Checklist

Personality Tests
0

Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale 7

Adaptive Behavior Scales

AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale '8

(School Version)

Language Tests

Auditory Discrimination Tea 4/5 +/- -/-

a
A + indicates that the information as requested; a - indicatillpat it
was not "quested,
b
Device was selected twice.
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Table 15

Case 7 (Special EdUcator): Expectations for Percentages of

Individuals with Handicapping Conditions

Handicap Minority Low SES High SES Boys Girls

Academic 60.0 30.0 20.0 30.0 20.0
Difficulties

Behavior 60.0 40.0 30.0 30.0 20.0
Problems

Emotional 60.0 30.0 20.0 20.0 20.0
Disturbance

Learning 60.0 40.0 20.0 30.0 30.0
Disabilities

Mental 40.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Retardation.

Physical 20.0 10.0 10.0, 10.0
Handicaps

79.
Sensory 30.0 20.0 10.0 10.0 10.0
Impairments d(

Speech and Langulge 50.0 40.0 10.0 10.0 20.0
Difficulties
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Table 16

Case 7 (Special Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

and Additional Information Accessed

Ordej of Information Accesseda
Domains and Devices SelectO Sele tion ; Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Tests

Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Scale

Achievement Tests

Peabody Individual
Achievement Teat

Behavioral Recordings

2

1

otor"

Interval or Time Samplings 3

Personality Tests

Piers-Harris Self-Concept 4

Scatote.

Language:4sta

Illinois Test of Psycho- 5

linguistic Abilities

a
A + indicates that the information was requested; a -'indicates that it
was not requested.

8,0

/
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Table 17

.1',:. .'
.,- ';'

Case 8 (Special Educator) : Expectancies'; q; PerCOta84of? 4'.
,:.

- 7,sir.4

Individuals with Handicapping_ConditiOna
. ,

sp

".."4

N.

Handicap Minorit Lowo'SES

Academic 25.0 25.0'

Difficulties

for 5.0 5.0
&lams

Ethotional ,

:Disturbance

0

Learning
Disabilities

Mental
Retariation ;1,4"

' Physical-
.

HandiCaps

Sensory
/---

.Impairments

Speech and Language
'Difficulties

High SES.
s.

Girls

.'15.'0 5.0 5.0

4
4

83

G.

4



r

sr

Table 18

75

Case 8 (Special Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection, ip,

and Additional Information Accessed

Domains and Devices Selected
Order of Information AcCesseda
Selection Technical Qualitative

I elligence Tests

WechsleriIntelligence Scale 1
for Children - Revised

Achievement Tests

Iowa Test of.Basic Skills
b

Perceptual Motor Tests

Memory for Designs Test

Developmental Test of Visual-
Motor Integration

Behavioral Recordings

Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem. 8

.6/7

Checklist

Adaptive Behavior. Scales
, I

4 AAMD Adaptive Behavior 9

Scale (School Version)

4
Language Testa

Auditoryipisctimination Test'

-Illinole'Test of Psycho
linguistic Abilities

k.

.+

8A
IF

indidatewthat the information was requested:. a - indicates that it
was not requested.

b
Device was selected,twice., 40

! 84
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Table 19

Case 9 (Regular Educator): txpedtations fox Percentageb'of

Individuals with Handicapping Conditions

Handicap Minority Low SES High SES Boys Girls

Academic
Difficulties

Behavior
Problems

Emotional *.

Disturbance

Learning .

Disabilities

Mental
Retardation

Physical
Handicap*:

ry
rments

Speech and Language
Difficulties

'fr10.0 6 10.0 .10.0 10.0 5.0

10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 -0.5

10.0 0.0 10.0 10.0 0.5

1400 1.0 10.0 10.0 0.5

t

0.1 0.1 1.0 1.0 1409

44

0.5 0.5 1.0 0.1 0.1

1.0 0141 0.1

0.5 -% 0.1 1.0 0.1 0.1

4
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Table 20
e

se 9 (Regular Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection7

Additional Information Accessed

-77

Domains. and Devifes Stied:11d Alpf,
-° Information 7ccesseda

Oeder of
Selection Technical alitative

Intelligence Tests

Stanford-Eindt Iatgll e Scale 1

Otia-Lefinon Meg Tes01:

-Achieviant Test
'1Pc.

10

'13eha Retordi

a
. A
was

This deviee

it
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Table 21

Case 10 (Regu$ar Educator). Expeo for
../ :.-

,"Individuals with H icapping Conditions

7
4

1,

ti

Percentages of

0

Minority ioW SES High SES Boys Girls

Agadem
Diffi lties

Behavior 4.

Pr 1ams

Em
Di turbance

'Le riling
Di abilities

Ment
Retard tion

Physical
Handicaps

ensor5,

mpeirment,

5

Speech andqangdeApO

30.0

J 20.0

4

5.0

5.0

0,

50.0 10.0 20.0 5.0

75.0 1 20.0 20.0 * 10.0

60.0 5.Q

50.0 5.0

5.0 5:a

4

o

20.0 5.0

5.

5.0 .-)4. 5.0

5.0

5.0 . 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
:46

...4

lor

75.0 5.0 20f
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Title 22

(Regular Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection, and

Additional Informatiau Accessed

Domains and Devices Selected Information ceased
a

0 e cif

'Selection Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Tests

StanftrBinet Atelligence
Seal b

Wechsler elligecce Scale
for Children - RiViaad

Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test 3

Goodenough - Harris Drawing Teat

Achievement Tests.

Iowa Test of Basic Skills

.Personality Tests

Thematic, Appereeption Test

4

6

0

a
A + indicates that the lh
was not requested.

.4

Ced; .7 indicates:th.

AV

, 88
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Table 23

Case 11 (Regular Educator): Expectations for Percentages of

Individuals with Handicappfg Conditions

Handicap

Academic
Difficulties

Behavior
Problems

Emotional

4i Disturbance

Learning
Disabilities

Mental
Ritardation

Physical:
Handicap

Sensory
Impairments

-.40Speech and IanguSge
Difficulties

Minority Low SES High SES

50.0, 75.0 5.0

50.0 75.0

10.0 50.0 10.0

50.0 50.0 5.0

5.0 25.0 5*,;()

I

5.0 25.0 5 . 0

7, 10.0 5:. '

Boys Girls

30.0 20.0

5.0 10.0

.0 20..0

20.0

5. 11r

20.0

!' AM , ito

25.0 50.0 5.03

4 6
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Table 24

81

Case 11 (Regular Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection, and

Additional Information Accessed

Domains and Devices Selected Order of
Inform-alb Accesseda

Selection, Technkel Quali

Intelligence Tests

Stanford-Binet Intelligence
Scale

, A

Wechsler Intelligence Scale
for Children - Revised 7 -7,.°

.Achievement Teats

Stanford Achievemani_.Test

Ailiptual-Motor Tests

Etnar VialialMotot Gestalt Test 6

Behavioral Recordings. .

EfequencyCounting vent
Recordin. ,

eraonality

3

,Piers- Harris Self-Concept Scale 4

AdaptivelBehavior S Ci4e$

Vinel4M-V 'm ,101$.prity Spale

4
a
A + indicates that theAnformation was requested; a - indicates that it
was no t requested.

/;
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Table 25

Case' kRegular Edutator: Expectations for Percentages of

Individuals with Handicapping Conditions

Handicap Minority LJIIES High SES Boys Girls

AcatemiF
DifAcuties

Behavior
Problems

Elyptional

Disturbance

Learning
Disabilities

MentaJA
Retardation

Impairments

- A

Speech and'Lenguage
Difgiculties

10.0 10.0

I.

5.0

5.0 5.0 10.0

5.6 Svo' 10.0 3.0

5.0

5.0 5.0

1.0

1.0 '

4.0

5.Q

3.0 3.0

5.0 5.0 5.0

1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0

1.6

6.0
a

5.0

`i.0

6.0 6.0 1,6.0

5.0 5.0 5.0
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Njable 26

Case 12 (Regular Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection, and.

CAdditional Information Accessed

t
Domains and Devices Selected Order of Infarmilton Accesse a

Selection Technical Qualitative

Behavioral Recordings

,Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem
Checklist

Personality Tests

2

Piers-Rariis_Self-,Concept Scale 1 +
.-"'.v:.:2,';:::..7.1,fl-- ;,1; 4:,;-

lwantiat'ApperCepiion I&thod 4 + +
.

111Adiptivi Behavior Sca s

,AALID Adaptive Behavior Scale
(Schoollirsion)

a
A + indicates that the information was requested.

1..

aw .
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