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The individual asseasn;nt and decision-making procedures of

¢§h.individuhls were eurVeyed and'descfibed fn’deﬁeil. Four échool
- /
psychologista, four special educatora, and four regular educators

were selected randomly from those who had particﬁpaféd in a computer-
The descriptions

revealed considerable ﬁariability within. and among individuals and

highlighted the fact that group findings do not necessarily represent

individuals within the group. . - 3 G
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N oo CHAPTER I

. : N }' - . Introduction - v -
. S~ a 1~ -

Despite fncreased attention to assessment and deci%ion-making

~

‘-_‘. )arocedures in schools today, re1ative1y little is known about what bskes“
place. Ysseldyke, AIgo,(zine, Regan, Potter, Richey, ‘and Thurloy (1980)
reported _on a.major investiga_t\ion of th! assessment and decision-making o

o p\'o'dess. ‘Ilsing a c‘omputer-simu‘lated methodology, they\addr‘essed the

following major re;earch objectives: la) to identify the extemt to

\ which differences in natura'lly-rotcurring pupil chai'acteri&tics cause

’ . : ,

decision makers to select different assessment devices and strategies,

~(b) To identify the extent to which differences in naturally-occurring

LT, pupil characteristics affect decisions reach'i about children, (c) To

oy i ﬁ .
o, ascertain the extent to which those who assess and make ecisions, select A
L L

teehnically adeguate dd,-.vices when. options are available, (d) To ascertain

. the }xse(nt €0 which knowledgr regarding assessment affectf decision ( s .
- ] | . )
, making. This report is a folﬁm-up of the Ysseldyke et al (1986)
¢ .
) Otud' It looks {t the Ime data from a second perspective, that of_

(23
-~

\ - the individual decision ker, in order to provide a comprehens’ive

- <

o descz‘iption of the proces tkat different prof‘es}ionals follow as they ..

¢

make specific kinds ofép ychoeducational decisions about specific kinds

of stgdents . S . J

' - Rationale : .

3 - Ve Many changes are occurring in education that directly alld sign:,(fi-

N *

. N cantly affect the roles of ‘ed)ucators and the services provided to students.

v . ] In recent years, ed‘ucational personnel have been confronted with a mul- .

. . 51\
titude of state and federal rules and -regulat‘.t_hst have necessithted ' v

.

PR . ’ ’ -~ w - o ’ ‘
. . ~ ' ) .- ' ! . ,
- S - n ’ ‘ )

o=
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- N ‘ the development an’denactu.tﬂlt of procedures for providing _a_l]_.-hg\ndi— i
! capped children with an appropriate ed\!cation. .
l\’ Educatoys strive t§ ecognize individual,d ”ferences in their ef- -
forts to-determine what s:akes up an appropria educational program for { !
each child. When st_udents are referred for psyc.ho':aducat‘ionaf assessment,

. J considerable time ?aﬁd ejff";'rt 89, into the collection of data and into the
N o .‘ . : - -
actual deliberations that lead to decisions. Different individuals are —

invoYved in this process (Poland Ysseldyke, Thurlow, & Mirkin 1979;
. / : Thurlow & Ysseldyke, 1979), and/they approach the assessmen,t and de&?ion—
making process from different perspectivés. Given the team approach’o

king used in schools today, it is important not to forget the’

decision

individual perspectives of ‘team membe'rs.,(While several studies of the”

A

. team .process have been conducted (Applied Management Sciences,\é?w . -
v 79; Hoff Fenton, Yoshida, &

Fenton, Yoshida Maxwell & Kaufman,
-
L]

- Kaufman, 1978% Yoshi-da, Fenton, M

11, & Kaufman, 1978), investigations -

\ to date have not looked at the s followed by individoal decision .

<
’ . - , : )
makers ‘ho are-'given information about the same refér?ed student.

S " Knowle¢dge of individual differénces among decision makers is a necessmf

» < step An improvi Qou{ understanding of the complex set of variables that

. ! in 'lt'x’ence th& s’m;\ and decision—making process. . '
' Co ‘ . ‘ N
’/ . M/thpdologg ter-Simulated lnvest d tion - : ,( "
- N J . [ » .
u{)jects'. Subjects who participated in fhe computer—similated : ’_/
. ) . *
: -\ decision-making program were 159 educators axL school psychologists in \
% | ~ -
'*: ! ] "wesota. All pf‘rticipants were professipna]y who h@ad previously parti- '
AN N ‘ _
o . "/ - ¢ipated in. least Ewo placement team meebin.gs> Subjects represent:j
L N ¢ %
7”>f disciplines and experience in providing g}tty dir N
¢ - . ~ . -
' 3
& " v A 4 -l 0 . - M g, ’ “
» N - X o | X
~
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1 settings; included were 22 school

- . . -

~ [N

psychologists, 44 special education teachers, 35 ula¢ educg}ion
X phaars

e

teachers, 13 administrators, -and ‘13 support personnel (counselors,

-

and indirect services in educa

nurses, social workers, etc.). A complete depcription:Bf the subjects
may be foynd in Ysseldyke et al. (1980). ' "

®rocedure. All subjects were administered a short 25~-item pretest

designed to measure general knowledge of measurement and assessment. At

thé same time, subjéc;s were aksed to estimate their eipeptations for

the percentages of children eQidencing various handicapping cgnditiona.

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

folder description of a student and then participate in a diagnosfic

simuiation prijfam. The progrtyfpermitted the éhbject to acc®ss informa-

tion frglﬁ

ment, percepcual-motor. personality, and language tests; performance ®n

~

adaptive}beh#vior scales and the resultswog several forms‘bf.béhavidral\

-

. 7 :
observation or behavior checklist:zzlsoSere included in. the archi:f

; ) ’ P . .

(see Appendix A-31 for a list of ices in each‘domain) In addition,

for each assessment device selected, the{gnbject had: the optIon of ob-

\
o

taining technical information about Fﬁé device and/or qualitative iﬁforma-
tion aboﬁt the ¢hild's performance on the device. T?g technical infar?a-
.tiqn included a brief descriptipa of ghe devsce as ;ell as the péychomA{ric
fharacteristics repor;ed the tést’manuql (see Appeydix A-4 for'exagplés
l‘ technical inforﬁation). Qualitati;e inf%rmatioh included'such_things S

as child's atﬁégpfén to task, anxiety. level, and perfogmance on individual

itéms or subtests (see Appendix P-4 for examples). The 'Subjaqt was

DR : A% . - \
' 4 ' %

h archive that included the ragk ts of a variety of aqsessment

e Specifically, scores were available for dntelltgence, achieve-

-’/

-\
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allodf?/to select specific tests (e.g., WISC-R, ITPA, etc.) from the

’ ﬁl aeven’domaina.until he/she indicated readiness to make a diagnostic deci-
. . . r) . . .
-sion; the program then‘prepented a series of Gutcome questions. Followifui__\\\

L]

- - these queftionaﬂ the subje}t»reeed'the inflUence of several factors on -
s " .
the decisions and\then/tndicated how well the assessment and decision-

making simulation exercise reflected actual real-world procedures. All

4

. scores and'qualitative infesmation contained in ths computer archive indi-

’~ - . -

, cated that student's test performance was within fhe average range. " .
e N _ -y 7

e initial ’tudent referral

Referral condiqiong. Pridr to receiving
X .

. . L . F]

description, each subject was rardomly assigned to one of 16 treatment .
. ¢ v

conditions. - The'@ﬁild s bex, socioeconomic status, type of referral:

N e
’

t#;/‘ ' ~problem. and/or attractiveness were vafied in each condifibn. + The name

was listed as Phyllis or William, and the problem was said toSbe eithet

-

..academic or behavioral in ng}ure. In eight of the 16 gonditions, the -

* -

referral folder contgige§ information ihdicating {hat thg student 8 father
en

< '  was a bank vice presid and the mother a realtor (high SES condition),

* in the other eight conditions subjects wepe toM that the Jtudent s father .

N 4
was a bank janitot and the mother ac ck-out . clerk at a. local eupermarket

. ’ ' -(low SES condition) Additionally, previously-judged photographs were
“ v . .
3 e
I attdchad to the case folders to produce an "attractive ?r "unattractive

. 'ch}Id ' ‘s ' . o
. - N Y ' .

It should be ‘noted that the teferral statements of tha'academic or

)

r ) .behavioral probfems were designed to reflect characteristics often found
— in'regular edu%atlon students. 'q. _ co = o ’
. Dependent variables.‘ After reviewing the referrtl case folder and
v accessing the desireqlassEssment information,'each subject responded to- o
" ) L, , R .
I 12 R A
- .‘ , o :, ;




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

‘a series of Sufbome questions. Included were three diagnostic\questions -

. : CLu
. - . -

(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- .

a question about appropriate placement, questions asking the subject

" rate the perceived influence of different kinds of scores (e.g., tojwhat
_extent did the gupilugﬁ%cores on intelligence tests influence your de sion’)l_

-and qﬁestions asking the subject to rate the percqpved influence of pupil

characteristics (e.g., to what ‘extent did the pupil’'s sex influence your- ' -
decision?). All questions e#cept 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.

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

' Methodologyﬁof Case Study Igvestigation

Subjects. Three professional roles were s lected gpr further study

using an individual case study format: school psychologists, special

- N .

investigation because they are those'most frequently involved in special
education decision making (Poland et al., 1979; Thurlow & Ysseldvke; 1979) | ;
and were most frequently represented in the group of subjects'participating

in ‘the simulated.decision-makiné 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 6fviewed

. {see Tablewl). The subjects' pretest performances and referral statement

conditions were selected as the bases for further breakdown because these



) ' . - -
Teferred for academic difficulties. The same procedure was followed

were found most often to influence the decisions made (Ysseldyke et al.u

l980) Thus, the data of four school psycholo&ists were described

detail, one of these psychologists had obtained a low préfésé score~

. and had reviewed a student referred for academic difficulties, another

had obtained a high pretest score and had revi wed a student referred

for behavioral difficulties, another had obtained a low'pretestlscore

‘and had reviewed a student referred for behavioral difficulties, and

another had obtained a high preteget score and had reviewed a gtudent
. v . C . .

for special educators and regular educators.

R

- » — - / . ,*
. Insert Table 1 about here
. \1 ‘ ., - » - . 4‘ ‘
Procedure. The(data from each se1ected'subject werefreviewed.and '

t . .
a description written to address each individual's assessment and A

‘decision-making process. Six types of information about each case studx

3
were described. First, the subject s background was reviewed with emf

phases on experience and education. Second” khelprofessional‘s estimates
for the percentages of various handicapping conditions were determined ,
and compared to those of others within the same professional group.

Ta.le 2 summarizes the group data used for comparison purposeé. Third,

the assessment process of each individual éas investigated“/this incltéded

‘noting both the devices selected ind the extent to which/technical informa-

/ z2 )

tion and qualitative data were accessed. Fourth, "the 0utcome ‘decisions
. . : / .

made by the subject were investigated;-the decisions/of~interest were
(a) eligibility and classification, (b) placement,fand (c) prognosis.

Fifth, thevfactors that the professional believed influenceéd his/her

J

v

14
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deciéibns were summarizeﬁ Finally, the - subject s perception of the
o e

efficacy of the coQPnter simulation of the§asSE§sment and decisfon-
L -

making process was examined.
. . U . ]
I s : T

. Insert Table 2 about here
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e;cLlaiiii__Lamd_tno_courses—inwstatistics.

A Y]
ca-,;o

g ° This chépter presents summaries of the performances of school

psychologists during the computer-simulated assessment and. decision-
: N i

t making program. As indicated in Table 1, four schoo% psychologists
.o J
. Were selected--two with low pretest scores and two with high pretest ‘
..
~.scores. The low scoring psychologists were aelected from those receivy
-

. .ing referral information for conditions 2 and 11' the high-scorfng

psychologists were seleo;ed from those receiving referral information

-

for conditions 8 and 10.

. “r . .
. ! o e '
. . .. 20 * . . "
-0 . . . K o em R . .
” i . . . .
' ~- Y D ) . -
<
: - : \ .
. D
. 3 N .

' ‘Gase 1: Ms., . A ;- Lo

-

Ve Ihe case prdsented to Ms. A fa!lreview and evaluation was ajboy,

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

‘ : .. . . . N
R (see condition,Z» Appendix E ) All dsea presented to Ms. A during g
' - .” the simulation indicated the boy was functioning within the normal range

M‘ N ”» oo
-7 for a student his age. . . .

k) . t
. L] - .
o~ R [
. 8 . % ¥ e /
) . . 2 . -~
s . B T
) . < . , l
LIPS 7 -G
S X
'.}' B,

. Background ‘Ms. A was a 26 yearuold school~psychologist employed P

by a suburban school district. she had completed both undergradpate

’ v,

and graduate studies in education and psychology. Her highest earned

e

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_assessmsht and/or measurement courses,

. -
? Although Mg A had no prior teaching expériince/with either ex-.
ceptional or regular populations, she did have one year »f experience

."

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

16 . ‘ o

¢



‘Pretest performance and.expectatians. Ms. A scored a 15 Qn the

- ptetést (602¢correct) This is in the lower range of scorEa obtained .

A J
Yby school psychologists participating in the investigation..,, ;/

K ’(_J \Ms A’ s expectations as to the incidence of various handicapping'; -
v - conditions is. shown in Table 3. Her estimates of the percehtage of ' o
N ‘ ».ﬁ‘n‘t

handicagyed individuals within each category were, for, the moaﬁ*

consistent with the avergge estimatspQ?or school psychologists (see Table ‘Nyt
o t LY and“!sseldyke et al., 1b80a) ’ﬂdhever, signifiqgnt deviations from the ™~

J .
maans for fchool psychologists were noted in Ms. A's estimates of ;, .

minority individuals exhibiting both academic difficultieé(and‘emotional
N .
-di%furbance and low SES individuals having 1earning disabilities., . : ?;,-
¢ . - - » . - '
. ' . . .
. . ' . ° - . ‘ S v

Insert Table 3 abodt here ’

-

- \ ‘,
s ’ - : . - ~4
N When asked whether current 1ife . circumstances, developmentalJLis-

“ Faa

tory, or extra-personal faotors should be considered in the ﬁsses ent

Rl

of an individual, she indicated that only current life c&icumspances ;\"~

a
\

and developmental history should be considered as important. : '

- Review of assessment data. Eight assessment devices were se1ected

\

for review by Ms. A' twtf intele.igence tes three achievement tests, ‘

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

A accessed technical iniormation for only one of the eight devices she

’ \{iewed, the Wide Range Achievement Test. She reyi wed the qua1itative o
: ]
. o

1 © information-for the Wechsler Inte11igence Scale fox )t up;en--Revised,

-

‘.
‘lf

the Stanford Achievement Test, the Peabody Indivi:‘ .iAchievement Test,

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

. Visual-Motor Integration.
L Y '
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Insert Table 4 about here .- - # L : o
. M : 1!“" . - . . : - -r W . 'J . ' ) c “-
. ". .  oOutcdme decisions. (Eligibility and classification) ME. A believed

that the chilf was ‘unlike’ly to be eligible for apecial education servicesi

- — vMs. A was undecided as to whether the child was‘ mentally retarded and ;
' i whether he was emotionally disturbed. However, she did perceive the 2

;v &_xild as not being learning disabl/ o ) . . LR

T ’ . (Placement) When asked 'to rank, on a scile tgvone to’six ‘f1 ™= most,
appropriate, 6 = Ieast appropriate), a series of }ossible placements g
, T . . ’ ’ ‘ . ¢ ) . . ’
within which to serve the child's educational needs, Ms. A's response

[ R ..

N was- 1- regular cl‘s with consultation by‘ resource teacher, 2 - part ( :
time resourc‘e room, 3 - \regular class, 4 - full time fesource rodt, 5 -

full time 8Pe°131 31888, and 6 - extra-rschool aetting o : .

L4

(Prognosis) Ms A perceived the child‘as being likely to have o ~
. - /\
difficuity aﬁguired readin‘g and math slgilﬁ. She was. undecided' as to . -

Ce— " i the gxtent to whioh the child ww demonstrate a speech problem

Factors believed to i nce decisions. Ms. A indicatedut?at the - "/

L - - . )

i :Lmeastés and uieasures'of a¢ademic
%

: achievement had\a ver.y signbficant effect on her decisions. 'Factors

e

child s performance ofi- intellect
7., d . ‘l
‘ having a significant effect in uded scores on. perceptual-motor tests,
N ‘ L. adapt’ive behavior, discrepancies between expegted and actual achievement,a
behavioral recordEngs, the referral st temePt of problems, and subfest A

‘ . score dis_crepancies.- Ms A felt tha the child's socioeconomic status

and the child

_, cal appearance had an’ insignificant effect on her :

_ -décisions. The infl qnce of the child S sex was deemed very insigni‘fi- ’

.. E ’ a’

cant, personality data and cores on language tests had no perceived

]

-,

: "-v N .\ | . . - B . r.l /- "_". . . . , '; )
; ‘ ." - B - ‘- . L ¢ ‘l -1-8 . | 4 | - " .
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. , ’ . ) : . .
. . o , p L 11
influence on.the decisfgns shé had made. - o _ -
. . .. - F] ' R
.Efficacz,of .the computer simulation. Ms. A stated that the computer

aimuIation differed frbm\real-life placement decision-making practices . _

N4 o

in that it was gery objective and 1acﬁed direct contact with the student.

She felt that sufficient time torcomplete the activity was allowed, .

‘

and stated that the referral information, achievement data, and intellec-

A
tual scorea were useful in arriving at her decisions. Additional infor- .

'mation desired included observations. of the child in the home.

' Sumnary. Ms. A'S'esﬁimates of the incidence of various handicapping

conditions was, for the most part, conaistent with the average estimates Q
ﬁ

for school psychologists. Although Ms A did not identify ghe child &»

\ [ 3 b - - e ”
under review as exhibiting‘anf'of the handicapping condftions proposed in
/

the simulation (i.e., MR, ED, LD), she did indicate that the studert would
/ . . R ] . . . /S L]

have difficulty acquiring reading’and math skills. o

Ms. A!reviewed eight assessment devices during her evaluation of .

I3 & I )
the child. She made infrequent use. of technidai information related to <i/
~each “but did access qualitative information for the majarity of thg '

-devices. A review of her selection of assessment devices and hergper— o 3

information selecte might be a function of hexr understanding of the .

integ¥ and purpose r”
behavior informatio ,and behavior recordings had a’significant effect ' N
n her decisionq even though_she reviewed neither adaptive behavior .

nor hehavior recording'datdﬂduring her evaluation of the chi1d. A plausi- | | ;d

ble explanatién may be that she felt. she had gleaned this information
"~ from the qualitative te: performance information on those devices she j"

had reviewed.



W =Y . -
:2 - . ) e d * J"
4 \ \ . C - ~
. i ) A} - W - ° ‘ -r .
_Case 2: Mr. B . ’ " IS {' A )
The case-ppesented to Mr. B for review and evaluation was; a boy, §§
N .
aged- 10 years 4 months who had been refhrred for behavior problems
. ¢ . (see condition 8,~Appendix E) All data presented to Mr. B during the
) ' simulation indicated the’ boy was functioning within the normal range N -
- for. a student his age. N ¢ '

~ N i

taken no aduate receiving his degree. Mr. B's aca e -

L . o

pélpara on include “special education courses, fourkassessm t'

4 . ©- -

and/or. measurement 6ourses and three courses in statistics.

°

addition, Mr. B had ll‘years of experience E?nviding “non-te

.
-~

/
support ger@ices to' iducational programs

o~ ) 3 ' ‘v . g
L ‘ Pretest performagf@e and expectations. Mr. B scored a 23 on the ' 1

P - pretest. (927 correct) This 1s in the upper range of score obtained '\'
N ‘ .
by 'school psychologists participating in. the investigatibn.

/ Y - Mr. B's expectations as to the incidence of various ‘hahdicapping’ ';"

’ codditions is présented in Table 5. Mr' B's estimatés of the percentages o

.,r{:'_ of handicapped individuq}s within each category,generally were consistent

with the average estimat‘s for school”psychqiogists (see Table 2 and :p

Ysseldyke B; al., 1980); no significant deviations from the mean estimates

» * Py

» for school psyChologists were .noted. ' o ~ N
. \‘ ) . N L V . . . . . .
R | . L - q . ‘

r

- 3

\\ ) ".,20.,‘

Insert Tahle;S“about.here ' /
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ERIC .

[AFult provided by enic N8

tor&, or extra-persQnalbﬁactors should be consideréd in\jye asse t !

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

- . - . . " T‘/ .
was: 1 -'regular class with consultation By resource tsacher, 6 -

.

of an indivfdual Mr. B indicated that all factgré should be considered.,

Review of asséssmgnt data. Four assessment devides were selected
| B :
for review by Mr.fB: one intelligence measure,‘one achievement test,

one percep@ual-motor teqﬁ and one personaliE& measure (see Table 6)
L

iTechnica} information and qualitative perffrmance for all of t@poe meas-v

/

. ures "w&re reviewerl( by Mr. B. o,
- . Insert Table 6'abput here -
PR , ) A
. \ Wﬂ. Bl

-

Qutcome decisions. (ELiglbfity and classification) Mr. B believed

He felt that the child was very likely to be lea ng disabled, likely
oo\be enotionally disturbed 'but not m tally\ret ded.

| kPlacement) When asked ;o rank, on scale o )one to six (I = most
appropriate, 6 = least appr;priate),,a 5 riesloffp ssible‘pl;cements

Z:ithin which to serve tbe child's educa ional needs, Mr: B's response

regular class/part time resource room/full time,reppurce'room/full time-
. . . o
special education/extra-school setting.

‘\q(Prognoses) ”ﬁ% B perceived the child as being very likely to have

difficulty acquiring reading ahd math skills, but very unlikely to gemon-

strate speech problems. ’ —_ o

P

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

child's performance on ihtellectual measures, measures of academic achieve-

ment, and the giscrepanci 8 between expected and actual achievement had

T -

; }_

e

N~

!}:.
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B ] ‘ -~ . 1 3

9 a very iignifica\xt effect on his decisions. Fact&s having a significant .

- . ":-/’ .- _1\ -\' / e ' . ‘ ) ?‘\

. \ effect included scores on perceptual-motbr tests, adapt ve behavior in—
( \ formation personalit& test data, behavioral re?prdings, the refel’ral

; g . t 'staegnent of problems, d subtest chre discrepanci,js. The child 8 séx

\, _and so;ioeconomic staius re indicated to have am insignificanf effect

Tion his decisions. The childs physical appearance was perceiv)ed ab a

A\

- . . ~
-y very insignificant fach,_ahi(le s‘ores on language tésgts had no peq:-
AN - :
‘\SA ceived influegce on his decid&ons. R
A3 Efficacy of the cog;puter qimulation.\ Mr. B stated that the computer
- . (‘
/ P J simulation differed froA real-life placement decision-making pral:tices )

T

‘ i o to the extent that test information is not as readily ava‘\l{able :Ln real
, life. . In_ addition, he fekt that he would have preferred to-spend some
timé Pg the teacher and parents discussing the chil}i’s ‘behavior at
sch};ol and in the home. Mr. B believed that he had sufficient time o
] ‘-complete the’ sinmlat_q‘._'on acdtivity and stated that both _‘behavioral\ .!nfork
. | "+  mation ‘related to testing (Iquali'tative infxf»rmation) -and the specific

R M . »

test scores were useful in arriving at, his decisions. Additional infor- -

)

-

mation de red for decision making included data refa(‘ to the child's

E

acement and progress- in the’ classro\sg._
S‘uma‘l_.'z. "-"Mr. B's est{nates of .the incidence of various handicapping :

conditions were consistent with the mean estimates obtained from all

\

. school psychologists participat ng in the inve\igation. Mr B perceived
o be elig_ible for special education

the child‘as being veryy likely

[
services. He also felt that the child was eithe‘r learniig disabled
or emotionallv disturbed, and indicated that the child was very likely"'h.

to have diffiaylty acquiring both mathematics and reading skills.
S _ _ /
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) \the child. Bzaccessed both technjical and qualitative informtion
h

>

\

™
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Case 3: Ms. C - E R . ‘ l\
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Mr. B re’viewed fg& assessment device,s durin%is Aaluation of -

- nor behavior recordings duringf‘ﬂis evaluation of the child. I\plausibl,e’

%

for a .s%ﬁdent her age, A

3

_for all of the devices. A review of the selection of lassessmelit ‘devices
«by Mr.uB and the perception of their influence on his deg"i_.sions sug'gfsts
that ‘the information selected might&e a gunctipn of his [nderstanding
of the intent and purpose of those} devices review)ed. Mr. B state ﬁﬁhat
. behavior recordings and adaptive behavior" informatioh had a significant
\

effect on his~decisions, even though he reviewed neither adaptive behavior
). o . ,

hypQthesis may be that information 'perceived" as behavioral recordings

or adaptive behavior data was actua11y qdalit@e test peri’ormance ’x;-_\

o ‘ . - ,
formation. - - , , . /> .

4 . . - ¢ ’ »

r—

The case presented to Ms. C- for review and evalua;ion was a girl

A
@ .
aged 10 years 4 months, who had been refefred for behavior problems \

(see condition 11, Appendix E), All data presented to Ms C during the
simulation indicated the 'girl was functio‘ninf within the\norm range -
‘gackg‘roun . Ms. C was a 30 year ol{'school psychologist employed

by .a suburban school district.\ Her highest earmed degree was a doctorate

o? Philosoph}', she had not taken any graduate courses ‘since t‘hfsompletion_

' \
of. the degree. Her academic preparation included 20 courses [fin special
o

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

in statistics.

o Ms. C had no prior direct teaching experience with Aher exceptional

o I ‘
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‘ oy 16.) ‘. “~>’, ‘ \ B . { ) .
"\ l.. » ' . . - . i ~ L7 \/'

or reg§lar populations, although she did have spx years of experizégi
Py v N

in providing non-teaching support services to .edqcatim_xai programs.

Pretestgpgrfor.manfe and expectations:” Ms. C scored a 16 on the

.

——

pretee// (64Z correct). This jslin the lowér' range of sco;es o_btained. b}:.__‘l

* ‘school psychologist8 participating in the .inve atdon.
N “ s M. ‘C.'s expectations as b& the incidence‘of'varipus h;ndicapping.
' conditi;ms id"showé,in' Table 7. '\Be,r"eséimates of thel percentage,s of
£ _' handicapped indivi.;d‘ualé withi.t: each categt;ry were co ly"hilgh for

a o . o
minority andE;ES/st\udents when cdmpar& wit he avey/age egtimates :
1 » . . L

. for éc.hool psychologists (see Table 2~and'Y§se1dyl£e e \al., 19803)5}211
] add" &,\(«iveral 'devi?tiona- from ther means f_of all school psycholog ts ,

J N v;tere noted in her estimates of high SES individuals and \boys exfibiting’
A Vi - '

* . ' o~
ing conditions. Ms. C's estim_ates/éor girls weke com-

specific handicapp‘

. ) ;B‘érable to the mean estimates of all school psychologists An the inves-
N A S . ' oo ..

~  tigation. - o . ) o

L] . \ . . )

. - B L4 » ' '3\ .

. #  TIngert Table 7 about here

. ) . - ; i o ..
* : . o N . /1{\ . . . ™ \J

/asked whether ;urrerife circumstances, developmental historiz,

-personal ‘f"actors,sho d be considered in the assessment of an, S

individGal, Ms." C indicated that all factors should be conéidéred impor- :
e | ._ R N
) /

Y v

Review of assessment data. Six assessment \Qvices were selected
for review by Ms. C: one intelligence test, two achievement measures,

' ﬁwb~behaviora_1 recordings, and one language t:est (see Table 8). ‘Ms. C

1 ‘ L : ,
s RN " eod
.actebse@. technical information for only two of the six dev:(ces sh\
. : v . ) 2
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reviewed, the Petérson-Quay Behavior Problem Checklist and the E;Ept

Recordi £8, aad qualitative informaeion for_t?ree devices, thetbechsler
‘ Scale for Children - Revised, the ?eabody Individual
nt Test, and the PetersonXQuay Behhvior beblem Ciecklist

’f \ s . . \_] -
/ - \ . ' o ‘

. Insert Table 8 about here

- -

. ) ,
. / ‘
décisions. (Eligiﬂllity and clsssification) M5. C believed

. the c?}l was,likely to be eligible for special education s(rvices‘ but

sHat /the child was, very 7nlikely to be either emotionalMy disturqu or,

mentally retarded and unli.ely to ae/learning dik\Eled o .

F\‘j (Placement) ,Hhen asked to rank, on a scale of one to six~ (1 F‘most .
P 4 ' : ¢ N

. . 4 . 3 M _-
appropriate, ¢ = least apprggiiytg), a series’ of pogtncialuplaoementsm
- ) " 3 “ ) ) .
! . ‘within which to serve the child's educational needs,®Ns. C's response

was: 1 - regular Q{ass/regular_class with consultation by resource
¢ : 3 e ~
teacher, 3 - . time resource room, and 6 -~ full Jtime resource room/ 7

pg ’ \ M
full time special clad.‘l!tra-school setting. ‘é

8
3.

(Prognoses) Ms. C perceived the child as being likely to have ~
diffighlty acquiring reading_ skills, ﬂnlikely to have difficulty acquir-

ing math skills, and very unlikely to demonstrate speech problems.

{., _ " Factors believed to influence decisions. Ms. C indicated that \
, . - — B .

scores on intellectual measures, measures of academic achievement, per- v T
: ; 3 A >, .

ceptual-motor tests, the discrepancies between expec}‘ﬁ and “actual

' achievement, the ¢hild's physical appearance,‘behavioral recordings, .
. %

LN o -
. . 2 .
s subtest score disctepancies, and scores on language devices all had a 5 p
very significant effect on her decision making. Persoﬂ dty test data ’ (




. “.' -
ot. iFacd&rs having an in— 2
R .

- ' significant or no effect included the c ex, socidecpnomic Btatus,
(
 * thg referdal statement’ of probiens, ‘!md ad: :1 behavior information.,
! ' r t
da- Efficacy of ¢ the computer simuiation Ms C-(elt that the computer
¢

simulation differed from real-life placement and decision-making prac- . -

(.

(e tices, to the extent %ha} he- had opportunity ‘to inte iew signiTicant
—
others (e.g.; teacher, sta ; sibiings) She :iiievéd~$ufficient

- time was_providéd to complete “the acti ity. Tkﬁspecific t ,of informa-
. ’ < ' ‘e
p ' ‘tion wathhghght to he more-hﬁ’ful thas any other in her 8‘ sion—making.

‘ e 5 -
Tt . Addied nal information desired ipcluded interviews and direct oﬁserva- -

tion h R .c‘-
3

d .~ b
A 4 o e . .

. \ . "
52 Ms G's estimates of the pefQFntages of handicapped indi-\\

\ v viduals within each category were consis 'ly high for minority and low a
b S A .
. échool psychologists.

< ”ﬁ “SES when compared with the mean estimaE'
_/fl :

Her most consistent estimates were for g Ms. . .C bélieved the’.child

was likely to be eligible for special education services however,gshe

} o

did not identify the child being reviewed -as exhibiting an; of thé

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

She did indicate that the child was likely'to.have difficulty acquiring :
. - 4 . R ? o, %
) reading skillas. ’ e o

Ms. C reviewed six assessment débihés during her. wvaluation of the
child. She made infrequent use of both tfie. technical and qualitative
X ’ . . e . i .‘—-—/-\ )
information related to each device. A review of her selection of assess-. \\

. ment_deviceé ang. her perception'of their influence on her dedision'making

suggested that the information selected might be a function of her -
% understandiné of theiintent‘and purpose'of those'devices.reviewed.' She

- | .
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-

. 1Adicsted that.both perceptualemotor tests . and personality test-data-
had a significant effect on her decisions, even though she reviewed no
{ests 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_é: Ms.A;%;fy
The case preseated to Ms; D for review aad evaluation was a girl,

aged 10 years 4 moaths; who had been referred for academic probleﬁs (see

condition 10, Appendix E). All data preseated to Ms. 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. she had completed doctoral work in edu-

cational psxeyology'and was a ligensed consulting psychologist; she had

taken no graduate courses since receiving the degree. Her academic

preparation included»four courses in special'education, three courses

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

ii - Ms. D.had nc prior direct teaching‘experience With either exceptional

or regular populations, yet she did have four years of experience 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 psycholdgist?'participating in the investigation.

Ms. D's expectations as to the inciderf®e of various handicapping
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* conditions are presented in Table 9 Her es,imates of the percentages : :}f
? of handicapped individuals within each categbry were comparable to or

~slightly below the average estimates for school psychologists (see TaLle
2 and Ysseldyke et_a1., 1980a). Her estimates for sensory impairments were
\\3 uniformly below the mean estimates of all school ps;chologists.in;the
investigation; Alao; Ms. D's incidence estimates for m;nority, low sgs;

and high SES children exhdibiting behavior problems were lower than the

L . )

. . .
dy mean estimates. | . ﬂ%ﬁ

] . 0

Insert Table 9. about here ’

When asked whether current life circumstances, developmentai history,
or extra-personal factors should be considered in the assessment of an

» - 1individual, she indicated that\a11 th' factors were important. )

Review of assessment data. Six. assessment devices were selected

'for review by Ms. D: omne intelligence,test, two achievement measures, .\\»
-one perceptual-motor.device,‘p behaviorai'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 revieved the qualitative information for all devices except the

Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem Checklist and the'Thematic Apperception

Test.

Insert Table 10 about here

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

the child was unlikely to be dligible for special education services;land¢§,
: _ - ; L )
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”7§m¢£i¢££11y disturbed. However, she did believe the child was likely

\ 21

indicated that the child was very unlikely t6 be mentally retarded or

to‘gé leqégfng disabied. |
.(Placement) ‘When asked t7 rank, on ; scale of one to six (1 =

most apﬁ}op;iate, 6 = least aﬁpropriate), a series of possiil?‘blace-

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

was: 1 Q'part tiﬁﬁ resource room, 2 - regular class with consultation

by resource teacﬁer,‘3 4+ full time resource room, 4 - regular class,

6 - full time special class/extra-school setting.

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

' a speech problem, yet unlikely to have difficulty acquiring either‘iELd—

ing or math skills.
Factors believed to influencesdecisions. Ms. D indicated that

*ndan;ivé'behavior 1nformatiop had a very aignificant'gffect on heg de~
cisions. Factors having a significané effect iﬁcluded scores on intellec-
*Eual me;sufes, measures of academic achievement, discrepagcies between
expected and actual achievement, behavioral recordings, and subtest
score discrepancies. ;S%BEfelt that personalify data and the referral
statement of probleméihad an insignifiéaut effecéti?Very 1nsign}ficant
factors included the child's sex, socioeconomic status, pﬁysical-appear—
ance, ﬁnd scores on 1an§uage tests. Scores on perceptual;motor measures

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 aituation,-the claésrooﬁ teacher and special education teacher {*ﬁ,

summarize a wide range of information on academic achievement. She
believed that she had sufficient time‘to coﬁplete the activity and

) - - ' . < .
stated that a number of factors were important and useful in arriving.’

at her-décisions (see previous paragraph). Additional information tﬁét

: . .. ) N
Ms. D desired included family information, informatidﬁ on the chil?%b SREAE

social adjustment and peer relations, and data on.aﬁ§ previous effoits

H
H

- 1.
to help the child. ‘ vy

G .

Summary. Ms. D's estimateg of the incidence Ef variou; handicappigg
conditioné were compargble to and/or slightly belo; the avefage estimates
lfor school psychologists. She did no; Believe the child Qould be eligi-
ble for special qdﬁcétion services, buf thought that the child was likely
: fﬁ-be learning disabled. However, she did not believe the child would
haQe"any diff;culty acquiring rqading or matb skills. Rather; Ms. D
stated that the ghild was likely to demonstrate a speech p Wlem.

Ms. D.reyieweq six aséessment degiceS'during her evaluation of the
chfld; but accessgd technical information only once. She.reviewed quali?

tative information aboutvtestﬁberforménce fduf times. A review of her

' chdice of assessment devices and her perception of their influencé on .

her decisions suggested that the information_éelected might be a function

of her‘understanding of‘the iﬁ;gnt and purpose of those devices. She.
stafed that adaptive behavior information hqd a significant‘effect.on
her decisiéns, even éhough she never reviewed information in this domain.
It is possible that Ms. D felt she.had gleaned‘thiévinformatiqn ffom

the qualitative ées: performance information on'tﬁose devices that she

éviewed.'

L]

74 J
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/- o ~ CHAPTER III
. st‘ o \ | Special Educator Case Studies - ‘ o
_._@J_T.:. e e e e o ‘ hl e e e e __..(_ SN, S

J - ‘This chapter summarizes the performances of four special educators
?/ . during the computer-simulated assessment and decision-making program.
N B : AN ' \ ‘ ’

Two vith low pretest scores-were selected from i'condiiions 2 and 11;

| ytwo with high pretest scores were selected from conditions 8 and 10.

)A Case5 Ms E , ' , S

. The &’réviewed by Ms. E waJs that of a 10 year 4 month old boy -
who had been reféted for academic problems (gee- condition 2, Appendix
lEl). All data presented to Ms. E during the simu].ation indicated the boy
was functioning within the normal range fo)i ; stqﬂent his age, |

Background. Ms. E was a 46 year. o]:d re ﬁ'g resource t'eacher in a
suburban school district. She rece,ived her Bachelor of Science/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 h‘ 19 years of combined tescﬁing eiperience with regular and
special c1ass children. She had no xperience in providing non-te'aching

support ‘services .

Pretest ’erfomance and expectations. On. the pretest Ms. E scored

~ 10 (40% correct). This is in the. lower range of scores achieved by ' o~
special educators on the pretest. | » |
‘Ms. E's expectations as to the incidence of variousl handicapping
conditions is presented in Table 1l1. Compared to the mean expectancies

generated by t:j special educators, her estimates were consistently two

RS
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to seven times higher (see Tabla Y 4 and'Yssaldyke.et al., 1980a).

i | Insert Table 11 abo%t'here

.
Of the three factors, current life circumatances, developmental , (

history, and extra-personal factors, Ms. E félt that curremt life éircum—
L £
stances and . developmental history were important to consider in‘the

assessment of an individual.
. o ..

‘Review of assesg;ggt data. Five assessm?nt dev}ces were selected

for review by Ms. E: éwo intelligence tests, one achievement test, one
" perceptual-motor device, and one measure of adaptive behavior (see Tghle

12). Ms. E accessed the technical information for all of th?se devices

except the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children - Revised The only

"device for which she did not request qualitative information was the

" Stanford Binet Intelligence Scales.

", Insert Table 12 about here ¢

Jay

o

 Qutcome decisions. (Eligibi’.;y and clabsigicationf Ms..Epindicated

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

gervices. She also felt that it was likely.that_this child was learning

. 3
disabled or emotionally disturbed, but very unlikely that he was mgptally

retarded.

A

(Placement) When'asked to rank, on a scale of one to six (1 = most
appropriate, 6 = least appropriate), possible plaoements within® which to
"serve the child's educational needs, Ms. E responded as follows' 1 -

@
regular class with consultation by resource- teacher, 2 = regular class,

i
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3 -.part-time resource ggdﬁ 6 = full time fcaoptce rpom/full time . -

o o special” ctllu/ixtrn-school lttting. _

(Prognooos) Ms. E indicated\\bak\the student was unlikely to have

' ‘a-sggqch problem, likely to have difficulty acquiring reading skills and
very likely to have difficulty acquiring mathematics skills. -

Factors believed to influence decisiona Ms. E indicated that ghe

.chilﬂ's performanca on the intellectual measures, perceptual-motor tests,
and behavioral recordings had a very significant effect on her decisions.
Also having a very eignificant_effect were the referrai statement of the’
problem and the discrepancies between expected and'actual‘gchievement. *
Infoimatién félt :o‘haVe a ;i;nificant effect included achievement test
scores, adaptive beha@or infdtmatioﬁ,:persdnality data, lgngu;ge test
scores, and subtest score discrepancies. The,child's sex was said to have .
an insignificant effect and his physical apfearance to have a very insig-
nificant effect. Ms. E was unaure‘aéaut the influence of the child's-

socioeconomic status on her decisions.

_ -Efficacy of tﬁé computer simulation. Ms. E félt‘that the computer
simulation differed from real-life placement decision making in that it
was done more rapidly andvthere was more information available, yet she
felt thuﬁ}epough time was proai:ed‘to complete the ﬁhdle"ngFess; Be-
havior observations were ‘the type of information felt to;be.most useful. g
Additional information that Ms. E indicated would be helpful included ob-
servation of the-student in thé%&ihss}oom and a gggference with the par-

 ents, \ N < B \ .
Summary. ‘Ms.ﬁE's eptima:ioné of the vnﬁidencé df vérious handicapping
:conditions was conéide;ably higher than t e-average'incidenée estimated\yy
' . : i . . N

-t
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. special educators. On the basis o? her review of the réferral informa-
f . . ‘ “.“,‘ .. ) . . N

| ¢ mt'ion'and‘aéeeesmen“t"'data;‘ ahé""‘-'i"’n‘dfcate‘d’that it was BEN y ‘that the
. etudent would be eligible for o’pecial education servicea.' She aleo stated
that it was likely that the etudent was learning disabl'ed-{and/or emo~ ,

tionally disturbed. and very likely that the student wouéhave difficulties

acquiring nathematics skills. s ) . *'_;' .

Ms E reviewed five asseesme* devices. She requested techn‘ical and
\

qualitative data on four Bf the fiye devicés. Her respbnses to the deci-~
. 7 ]

sion questions indicated hat her-,, gh incidence estimations of various
handicapping conditions m t have cohtributed to her feeling that the
student was learning disab d‘/br emotionally disturb&i. ‘Ms. E stated

e that several types of inforgat_ion\,(e.g«-,- behavioral recordings, personality-
. : oy . L -. . . .

asseeemeut. data, language test #to = ) we e:very ‘helpful to ‘her. Since

#27 ehe had not requested any dﬂicetgn EI jé domains, it may be that -shé

_ e?.ther misunderstood the dir\hctions aZd a‘nswered these questions on the

basis of general e:cperienc?,& or that.\et;e felt that thEB information 'had_
"
been gleaned from the qualitative. :

_,information that she had accessed.
N : 1 - s

[
.

. Case 6: M. ¢F ,,,9

The case reviewed *y ‘W was that of a 10 year 4 month old boy
. who had I;een referred .for behavior problelne (see condition 8, Appendix |
E‘? All: data presented'to Mr « F during the simulation indicated that
the boy was functioning.‘w:‘l.thin’, the‘no'mal\rangg, for a student his age. s
1.( ‘Background. Mr. F was a 38 year old resouree teacher in -a suburban
school wl_'lofheld c'ertifi.cates in English, 'reading, and specialledacation.

He had taken 15 courses beyond his Masters degree. His academic
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' preparation included 12 apecial education.“two statistics, and two
a . . ] ' : s ! . .~
““——”——‘““nmnsurcmaqt~and/or"alCE;,mtnt courses. T T oo Lo
| Mr. E had taught r§gular class children for e;ght years and excep-

tional children for four years.

Pratest perferﬁanca and_expectations. Mr. F scored a 15 on the

pretest (601 correct). Compared to'the scores of other special education
4 personnel who participated in the. study, this is in the high range.

- Mtu F'a ex?ectationa as to the inEiyence of various hand{cipg}ng;r
'coﬁditions'is presented in Table 13. His estimatione were cons;atentiy

eoaparable ta, or somewhat lower than, the average for special educators

R _— in this investigation (see Table 2 and.YasEIdyke et al., 1980a).

] .

-Insert Table 13 about here |

' . T ) ’ '/ . ’ .

When asked whi®h factors should be considered in the assessment of
°antindiv1daa1, Mr F indicated thdt current life cireumatandas, developmental '
o ;*-

i} Review of assessment data. Mr. F selected seVen.assesament devices

L4

hist7ry, and extra-personal factors were all important.

Vs
for review: one intelligence teat, two achievement tests, one behavioral

recording device, one measure of persq&a&lty, one adaptive behavidr qcale,
and one language test (see Table 14). When given the opportuaity to access
qualitative information for each assessment device, Mr. F did ao only for °
the Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests. The Auditorj'D;gcrimination Test was
the only device for which he tequested technical information. After
lookiqgtat the technical information on the Auditor& Discriminatioa Test,

L
Mr. F apparently accessed this device again, but did not request either

technical or qualitative information.
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. Insert Table 14 about here

f
. - .
LB

" ‘ Out come dccisions. (Eligibility and classification) Mr. F felt

th,;\it was very likely that the student would be eligible for opecial
education services? He indicated that it was very unlikely that the
student was pentally retarded and unlikelx that he vas emotionally dis-
‘turbed, but he was uncertain as to whether the child Eas learning

& disabled.‘

o “

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

\ *

ﬂ.. ‘ . expressed the opinion that this student was very unlikely to have~a speech
| probleﬂ, but likely to have difficulty in acquiring reading skills. He
was undecided about whether the student would have difficulty acquiring -
mathematics skilln. B . -

B (Placement) When asked fo rank, on a sgale of one to six (1 = Fost
appropriate, 6 = 1east appropriate), posaible placenments within which

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

l- part time resource room, 2 - regular claas with consultation by
-resource teacher, 3 - regular class, 4 - fu11 time resource room, 5 = full

SN ' .
time special class, and 6 ~ extra-school setting. N

- o ;‘Facto;s believed t& influence decisions. Mr. Pa;tatodmthat~thar oL
| child's performance on the adaptive behavior scale, the discrepfféies
':between expected and actual achievement, and subtest gcore discrepancies

a11 had a very significant effoct on the decisione he made. Having

a significant effect on his decisions were scores on intellectuaiimeasures,

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

iora1 recording data, and the.child s physical appearance. Having
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v insignificant influence were the language test data, and having a Jiry
insignificant effect weremghe‘perceptqgl-motor‘dace, the student's

sex, and his socioeconomic status.

¢ )
Efficacy of the computer simulation. Mr. F said that the computer
P . -1 . .

v )
simulation differed from real-life placement decision ptactices in that

thete\kae no chance for disculeiép'or exchange of views such as occurs at

w

a staffing. He did not feel there was enough time to cgyplete the process,
and would have liked information about -the child'e/échool age (monthe in
school, e.g., 5-6) agg the child 8 comments on his behavior.

. Summary. Mr. F's expeetations for_tﬁe incide;ce of various handi-
capping conditions were comparable to or somewhat lower than the average
for special educators in the investigation. He indicated that ;he child

was very likely to be eligible for specfal education services, but was

. . S . : .
unable to classify the child as a member of any of the diagnostic cate- *
.

gories’Lsed in this study. He perceived the child as being very uﬂiikely

L}
-

to demon&trate speefh problems. However, he did indicate the child wad

-

{

likely to have difficuley acquiring reading skills; he was u?sure about
the extent to which the ¢hfld might demonstrate difficulties

acquiring

math skills. : '
Mr. F seiegfed seven assessment devices for review. He accessed . ° }F'

technical information only once and qualitative information only once.

A revieg of Mr. F's asdessment device selections and his perceptions

. ’ . ~——
of their influence on his decisions suggested that test-baszz information

was more influential than subject characteristics and subjestive reports.
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\ Case '7: Ms. G

;- The case reviewed by Ms, G was that of a 10 year 4 month old girl
~ who vas referred for b’.h.@;{ problems (see condition 11, Appendix E). .

Py
e

All data,proldqt to Ms¥ G during thi'-inulation'indicatod thdt the . girl
was functionipg within the normal range for a ctudo?t her aga. JW

.

Backgroﬁnd. Ms. G wil a 59 year old lp;cial education teacher én
. 3 g’ ,-
a suburban school district. She held a Bachelor of Arts degree plus

v

[ g
thirty credits for 15 courses taken since rccciying her degres. Hor\\\\\\\

adademic prephrqtion included 15 special education, five statistics,

and f’ive uuuLent andlor measurement courses. ' / : :

,./ )
Ms. G had taught regular class childran for 10 years and‘worked
with exé?;q;onnl children for five years. She also apont throo years
providing non-tedching support services to edudational prograhs.

Pretest performance and oxb.ctationu. Ms. G scored a”b on the

pretest (242 correct), vhich is low camparcd to the scores achieved by //

other sp:~1al education poraonncl in the invcstigation.

' - ]
d .§" G's expccttncieo.i-\to the incidcnc. ofvgnrioua hand{s:ppiqg
\ponditions are shown in Table 15. Compared to the mean expectancies of
.special education teachers in the study, her estimates were consistently

o 'two to four times higher (see Table 2 and Yaseldyke at al., 1980a\

[
el - Insert Table 15 about here
When asked to ct r the three factors, current iifc circumctances,
kS J devclopyental hiatory,'and extra-petsonal factors, Ma{~§ felt that current
~h < A _
’ 1ife circumstances and developmental history were 1mport;nt to consider
: . D
’ “‘\\_J in the assessment of an individual.
) % . /
‘ Ny
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Review of anlollﬁ;nt data. Five assessment devices were selected
.

by Ms. G for roy{:y: one intolligoncc.tolt. one measure of academic

~7 " achievement, a behavioral recordinggméthod, one porlﬁhali%y test, and

.one neasure of language skills (see Table 16). When givcn tho opportunity
to agcess technical informntion. Ms. G did so for‘tﬂ\kbehavioral rocording

s ’

and for the Illjinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilikiel She also accessed
information for these two doviccl. as well as for the

the quilitntiv

o./

Pojyody I,ﬂividual‘Achievcmnnt Test
\

Insert Table 16 about here

/ —

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

a the student would very likely be eligible for special education services Y
and that it was very likely that the child was learning ailabled, likely that .
she was emotionally disturbed, and very unlikely that she was mentally
retarded. il *

(g};cemenf) When asked to rank, on a scale of one to six (1 -‘EOﬁt
apﬁfbpriate, 6 = least appropriate), poésible educationai placements
within which to serve this child, . G gave the following responses:

1l - regular class with consultation by resourcenteacher/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 the child, Ms. ?/ 1
N e*pressed the opinion that the'studeng'was very likely ‘to have diffic&lty
acquiring reading skills. She was not sure about whether the studept would
be likely to have a speech problei or .would have difficulty in acquiring

-

mathematics skills.
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Factors believed to_influence decieionl.<fne. G indicated that
the re!erreidetetqpnnt had the most eisnificent‘etfect on the decieidnl
she had made. Maving a eiknific;nt effect were scores on achievement,
personality, and langnage tests, data from beheviorel recordings and
edeptive ‘behavior me sures, diec4epenciee betwbep expected and actual
echievenedt. end subtest score discrepancies. The student's ph}eicel
appearance and socioeconomic status also were said to have a eignigicent
effect on her decisions, whileé the student's sex and scores on perceptual-

mctpr tests were said ro have an insignificant effect.

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

tine had been provided to complete this activity. she atated that she
fel; more rushed than in a reel—life situation. She also noted_ that she
had to keep in mind which buttons tb preee. When asked which information
was the moat helpful. she replied that the school testing resultqd were
”e most useful in making her deciaion.

Summary. Ms. G's expectations as to the incidepce of ve!fbu;
handicapping conditions’ were consistently two to four times higher than
lthe mean estimates of special educators who participated in the study.
She indicated that the child was very likely to be eligible for special
educaeinn.aervicea. She believed the child was possibly either 1earning v
diaabled or emotionally dieturbedg but not mentally retarded. She did
perceive the child as being very likely to have difficulty acquiring
‘>>reading skills but was unable to determine the extent to which che thild

might demonstrate speech difficulties or problema acquiring mathematics

saille.(/r
| \
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Ms.sé revieued five-assesament devices duringﬁher evaluation of:
the child. She.accessed technicai information twice and qualitative data
three times. A review of the choice of aasegsment devices and perceptions
of their influence suggested that some information extracted'fron 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 influential -even though she

sed data from this domain A plausible hypothesis=is that Ms.

: SR .
ualitative;test performance information and personality data

,.
]}

as measures of adaptive behavior. | Yy

v e .I‘- . L ,‘,

4

Ms. H was asked to review the case of a’'l0 year 4 month old girl
who had been referred for academic difficuIties (aee condition 10, Appendix

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

s

the girl was functioning within normal limits foxg;(studeﬁt hem age

Background.' Ms H was a 44 yearxold special education teacher in a
ox &

suburban school district She held teaching certificates in general

elementary educatidh and in special education. Ms. E had_a'Masters-degree.

. . 082 ,
in special education and had taken 15 special education and three assess-

i . »
. sy
o ..

- «
ment and/or measurement courses. ””

Ms. H had experience in teaching regular c1ass children for seven
y
years, and exceptionﬁl;gﬁildren fér six years part time and one year
full time. 7"“ o .
o SR *?

L
T
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- .;&: . . ‘!:‘Q‘-l'
' Pretest;psrformance and expectations. Compared to the scores of

‘the special education personnel participating in this investigation,

Ms. H's score of 16 (64% correct) on the pretest is in the high range. .
-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 bolow 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 extrgzpsrsonal factors should all be considered in the assess-

ment of an individual.

Review ,of assessment data. Ms. H selected eight assessment devices

»r
2y

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.,n

* . H requestsd technical information on. the Mémory for Designs Test the
E

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

'.4

Problem Checklist, the AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale (school version), and
the Illinois Test of Psycholinguistic Abilities. She looked at the avail-f
I . able qualitative informatiom on all devices except the Peterson—Quay Behavior
. Problem Checklist and the Auditory Discrimination Test. Ms. H acsessed'”
A 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 qmalitative information.

A~
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. },Inaert Tablé 18 about here

P— » . f

Outcome decisiomss* (Eligibility and classification) Ms. H indicated

‘that it uas iihply that this atudent-was eligibielfor special,education
"services. -She felt that it was likely that the student was learning dis-
~abled, but very unlikely that the child was meg:ally retardéd or emotionally
 disturbed. | |
CPlacement) When asked to rank, on a scalé of one to six (1 = most
appropriate, 6= Ieeat appropriate), possible placements within which to
serve this atudentfa educational needa, her response was: 1 - regular
vclaaa with-conaultation by resource teacher, 2 -partltime resource room, -
.3 - reguiertclaas, 4 =« full timedreaource»room, 5 - fuil tine ésecial classfi
and 6. - extra-school aetting. y | ‘ |
. (Prognoees) Ms. H indicated that the atudent was likely to have dif~
o ficulty acquiring both'teading and'unthemetics skills. She was undecided
.about whether the atudent might demonstrate a apeech problém. |

Factors believed to influence decisions. Ms. H stated that the child'

performance on the perceptual-notor deviceslandlthe discrepancies between
expected and actual acuievement'had a very significant effect on the deci-
~# gions made. Having a significant effect on har'decisions were scores on
intellectual, language, and achievement tests, performance on the adaptive
Wbehavior scale, and the referral atatement~of the problem. Peraonaiity
test data and the behavioral recording information were said to have an
insignificant influence, while the child's sex, socioeconomic atatus\ and

physical appearance were felt to have a very insignificant effect. .

Efficlby of computer simulation. When asked how the computer gimu-

H >

43




36

latiqn differed from the real-life decision-making.process,~Ms. H felt

_the simnl;tion was mnch more objective than the usual process and that

it avoided some of the problems‘of staff interacting. Ms. H repotted

that she had enough time to conplete'the simulation activity and that

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

ance especially helpful. |
ummary. Ms. H's expectancies as to the incidence rates of various ’

handicapping conditions were consistently at ot below the mean expectancies

forvspecisl educators who pafticipated in this investigation. She indicated

thelchild was likely to be eligible tor special education services.

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

abled but vefy unlikely to be mentally retarded)or”emotionally disturbed.

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

indicated the chi}d 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 technicsl and qualita-
tive information. A review ovas. H's assessment device selections and
her perception bf.their influence on her decisions suggegted thst the deci-

\ N
sions were to a great extent data based (i.e., based

test score informa-

‘tion).
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'CHAPTER IV - N

Regular Educator Case Studies o ' B

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.g?nditions_B and 10 (see Table 1).

~
1

Case 9: Mr. I '
W

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

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

2, Appendix E ) ‘oagl data preseﬂted to Mr. I indicated that the boy was
Ji”'f_. §
functioning wit_: ihewnormal range for a student his agg.

'\,.’ o.

Background.. Mr. I waa:a‘38 .year, old teschor ig a zuhuihsmbschool T
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
in grudes K?8iin Wisconain. Mr. I had taken 12 graduate‘cour'eegsince.
earning his B. A.

Mr. I had taught regular classroom children for seven years he’ had
no experience Jn teaching.special education or‘ in’ providingnon—teaching
support -services. | |

:Pretébt 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 handicaoping
| conditions are presented in Table 19. His estimates. of the percentages

of handicapped individuals within each category were conaiderably lower

»
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than average estimates for regular classroom teachers (see Table 2 and

Ysseldyke et a1., 1980a). Exceptions were his estimate oflbovs having ’
& o emotionnl disturbances, which was slightly higher thah\<ne_group estimate,
""f and his estimates of high SES individuals having emotional diéturbanceL

-or learning disabilities which were not significantly different from ,

group estim;Ees. : '

Insert Table 19 about here

b
-

When asked whether current life circumstances, developmental history, ,'

v v

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

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

Review of assesament data. Seven assessment devices ‘were se1ected

for review by Mr. I: two intelligence tests, two achie:ement tests, '-; ’

. ‘two perceptual-motor tests, and one behavioral recording device (see : ? o,
Table 20). Mr. I accessed technical information fot three of the devices >

he selectd: the Sianford-Binet Intelligence Scale the Developmental . H-‘

4

Test of Visual-Motor Integration, and the frequency counting/event re-j T
cording device. Qualitative information concerning the child's perform-‘ .
ance during testing was accessed for all devices se1ected,‘with the’excggﬁn
tion of the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test and thé Qevelopmental-Test' -

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

/ accessed on two occasions.

Insert Table 20 about here

’m

Outcome decisions. (Eligibility gnd<c1assification) Mr; l Believed;;_,_.;
. . 9 J ! )
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the chiid was likely to be. igiﬁie for special eduqation services.. The
child wgqxjudged as 1ike&y/2j be learning disabled, but very unlikely to(
be'mehtaily retarded or emotionally disturbed.

(ffacement) When asked to rank, on a scale of one t§ six Q1 - 
most gﬁprbp;iqﬁa“ 6= leést»appropriate),'a éeriéb.of pos;ible placements
Qi hié which to serve the child’ s educational needs, Mr. I responded°
1- 4egu1ar class/part time resource room, 3 - regular class with con-

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

spbcial class/extra school setting.
/ -~ . . .
,/ (Prognoses) Mr..prercei ed the child as being likely to have . ///
- ‘difficulty acquiring reading skills but unlikely to démonstrate a speech

problem. Mr. I was unable to predict the child's acquisition of mathe-

matics skills. | - , ,
FagEGr; believed to influénce decisions. In&rating factors as to -
their'pérceived influence on his decisions, the most significant factor
/. - was academic achievement. Séores on intelleétual measures, disérepancies
A p . .
// between expected and actual achievement, and the referral statement of .
groble;s were also considered to be influential. fhe factors considered
\‘—\\ ;o.ﬁave a very insignificantieffect were the child's sex, roioecouomig'
status, and physical appearance. - Perceptual-motor tests, adaptive behavior,
pegsdﬁ:lity test higta, subtest score discrepancies, and'scores on language
tests also were considered to have an ihsignificant effect. Mr. I did |
not indicate whether behavior recordings had effect on his decisions.
Efficacy of cquu:er*siﬁﬁlatibn. Mr. I felt ghe simul#tion‘was

T . '
’___,_————GTTTE;;;Z—;;;;’;;;1-1ife placemepq decision practices in that, as a regu-

lar classroom teacher, he was not responsible for interpreting test re-

4%
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sults or making placement decisions in actual practice. Mr. I stated that
he did not fin%aany specific type of information more useful than adother
in arriving at decisions concerning the childé However, he did feel that

a more thorough understanding of the various tests and interpretations

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

indicated that .enough time had been provided for him to complet% the /
‘computer simulation activity. ) ) . ' é . //
§ggmg£z Mr. I's expectations for the incidence of variods hand

K capping'fonditions were consideraBly lower than the mean estim?tes fot7
regular classroom teachers participating in the investigation. |} be-
lieved the child was likely to be eligible for special educati'“ se:/:L
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 learning-disabled He perceived the child as 1ikely
'to have difficulty acquiring reading skills but could not determine the
extent to which the child might have difficulty acquiring m%?h skills. R
Mr. I indicated the child was unlikely to demonstrate a spefcﬁ problem

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

the child. He~se1ected one device (Bender Visual-Motor Ges

alq'Test)
twice, accessing qualitative information on the first occasion ?nd tech-

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

1

4be accessed either technical and/or qualitative'informationlforgall )
: ke § ,

devices except the Stanford Diagnostic Reading Test. Mr. I's choice of
' O ’ i
assessment devices and his perception of their influence on his decisions .

appeared to be consistent; he had reviewed information from those domains
he felt to belmsgt influential in his decision making. v
l".

C
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Case 10: Ms. J

A
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The case presented to Ms. J was that of a 10 year 4 month old
fifth—grade boy who had beén 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
studenthhis age. © ” -

Background. Ms. J was a 30 yeAr ol& first grade teacher who taught

"in e.suburban school district. She held an elementary (grades 1-6)

' teaching certificate, and had taken six graduate courses since completing

N
>

her B. A. _

Ms J had iaught regular class children for nine years; althOugh _\

she had never taught a special class,tﬁhe had taught exceptional child;:p
within the regular classroom. | . L _ _':"-.‘.}

Pretest performance and expectations. Ms. J scored arls oc the

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

scores of other regular classroom teachers participating in the simula-

tion.

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

-ditions are presented 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 cﬁildren
with academic.difficulty, behavior problems, emotional disturbance,"
learning disdbilities, and speech/language difficulties,'?c) high SES
children with behavior problems, and (d) Boys with emotion%l disturbance
or speech/language difficulties. Ms. J's expectations were lower than

aVerage scores for (a) minority children with emotional ‘disturbance,

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

bilities.

’

-

£ 4 . .
Insert Table-2l1 about here

c,f
ﬁhen asked whether current life circumstances,'developmental history,
or extra-personal factors should be considered in the a-Sessment of -an
individual, Ms. J indicated that all three are important factor%
Review of assessment data. Six assessment devices were selected
for review by Ms. J: four intelligence tests, one achievement test,:and'A

one test.of personality (see Table 22). Ms. J accessed technicaluinfor-"

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

‘-the Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test. Qualitative information concerning

e (

the cﬁild's performance during testing was requested for every device

selected.

¢ _ ‘
Insert Table 22 about here

. //‘ dﬁ::o;e decisions.v(Eligibility-and classification) Ms. J beliived
the child unlikely to be eligible for special education services. She
considered the child as very uhlikely to be mentally retarded, unlikeIZ’//
to e learning disabled, and was unagée 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 placenents |
within‘which'to'serve‘the child's educational needs_her redbonse was:

*

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

50

P

i

23
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P
class, 4 - regular claee with cghsultation by resource teacher, 5 - -
full time special class, and 6 - extra-echool setting. . /él’ __:.\

(Prognosee) Me. J believed the child very likely to- vg difficulty -

- \> - Factors believed to'igfluence decisions.

very significant included scores on meaeuree’of academic achieveuent, ‘.

personality data, and the referral etatement‘of problems. Scored on

‘ intelleCtaal‘maaqpree, the child's sex, abcieeCOnoﬁic status, diecrep-_
anciee‘petween'expected.and actual ac veﬁent, and subtest score dis-
crepancie; were deemed significa;t.‘ . J indicated that scores on per-
ceptual-motor tests, adaptive behavior; behavidral recordings, and scores
on language tests had an insignificant effect cn her decisions. sﬁé

. - ../
did not indicate whether theg d's phyaicalﬂnppearance had an gffect.

Ms. J indicated that the sim-

Efficacy.of the c

*
S ulation was different from real-life placement decision practices siuce
; .3

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

4

gist, SLBP) doing so. She stated that eaough’time to complete tBe simu-

*
. lation activity was provided aé% that she did not find any specific type
. L 4‘

o

of information mor;‘useful than another. M#. J made no recommendaticns
for additional types of information to supplement existing data. e

-

Summary. Ms. J's expectations for the incidence of varioﬁ@;h di-
capping conditions were varied - both above and felow the mean<e§oectancies
for regular educators who participated in the investigation. She indi-

vcatedﬂthat, in her opinion, the child was unlikely to be eligible for
special ez}ucation services. In addition, she felt that the chil&waa very

- . . o
unlikely to be mentally reﬁﬁrded and unlikely to be learning disabled; she

91
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was unable to determin; 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 acquir%Pg reading skills.

She was uncertain whether the child would have difficulty acquiring
mathematics skills. ‘ § .

Ms. J reviewed six assessment devices during her evaluation of the
child. She accessed the qualitative data for all ﬁeasures and the
technical information for only two devices. A review of Ms. J's choice
of assessment devices and her perception of their 1nfiuence 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.
Ms. J indicated that child characteristics (i.e., sex ;nd socioeconomic

‘scacus) were as influential as scores on intellectual measures, subtest
score discrepancies, and discrepadéiel betﬁeen expected and actugl
achievement. In addition, she indicated that scores on measures of
academic achievement and personality test data had a verj significant

effect on the decisions she ma&e. .

Case 11: Ms. K

caie presenced to Ms. K wdé that of a girl, aged 10 years 4
monti » who had been referred for academic difficulties (see condition
¢ . )
11," Appendix E). All data presented to Ms.-K indicated the girl was

functioning within the normal range .for a student her 1'e.

[ 4
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degree. Her academic preparation included ai& special education -
courses and one assessment/measurement course. C
Ms. K had taught regular class children for ll'years. She had

no special education teaching experience.

Pretegt performance and expecsations. Ms. K scored ; 12 on the

pretest (48% correct). This is one of the higher scores achieved by
regular education teachers. ’ -

9

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

capping conditions are presented in Table 23. For the most part, Ms.
: . A ] .

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

e ,
ucation teachers in the study (see Table 2 and Ysseldyke et al., 1980a) .

In a few cases (e.g., boys - Speech and Language Difficulties, minorify -

0 B 2 . ' .

academic problems), Ms. K's estimations were conq‘ierably higher than

the means for all regular educators. ) e

A Insert Table 23'about here

-

When asked to consider the three factors, current life circum~
stances, developmental history, and ex;ra-personal factors, Ms. K indi-
cated that all were important to consider in the assessment of students.

i .
Review of assessment data. Seven assessment devices were chosen

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

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

test, and an aptive'behavior scale (see Table 24). When given the
opportunity’to access theqﬁrchnical information for these devices, Ms. K

did so for the Bender Visyal-Motor Gestalt Test, the Piers-Harris Sélf-,

.{5:3 ' . -‘ ' B
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Concept Scslc, and the Vineland;Socicl Maturity Scale. Ms;kéirequested
the available qualitative data for tnese three devices as wel}?as for

the Stanford-Binet Intelligence Scale. i r

/\ 'l. .
. . Ty

’

Inggrt Table 24 about here ., ‘
' £e

e’ ' @,\

OQutcome decisions. (Eligibility and classification) Ms:.¥K felt

that it was unlikely that this student would be eligible folﬁipecial
education services. She'indicated that it was unlikely that the studemt
W

was emotionally disturbed and very unlikely that she was either mentally
' R :

retarded or learning disabled. A .

‘(Placcment)‘$When asked to rate, on a scale cf onefto six (1 = most
apptopriate; 6 = least appropriate), possible placenents within which to
serve this child's educational needs, Ms. K respcnded as folldws: 1-
regular class with consnltstion by resource teacher, 2 - reg%isr class,
6 - part time resource room/full time resource room/fullntimses;ecial
class/extra-school setting.

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

unlikel demonstrate either e speech problem or difficulties in acquir-

mathehatics skills. Ms. K was unsure about how likely tﬁ%@student

'was to have difficulties in acquiring reading skills. 2

I”>

Factors believed to influence decilionl. Ms. K indicated that the

.referral statement of problems, the discrepancies between sxéected‘and
actual achievement, and the intellectual and achievement tes&?data.hadA'
a very significant effect on her decisions;ipersonality teﬁt-data nere
perceived as having a significant effect. Having a very indﬁgnificant

effect were: the student's performances on the perceptual-saﬁo: test,

‘
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the behavioral recording, the ive behavior scale, the child's sex
. . £

and socioeconomic status, and the subtest score discrepancies. e

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

felt to have an indeterminate effect on her decisions.

Efficasxigf the computer siggi;tion. In comparing the simulation
"exescise to t;e real-life placemsnt decision process,vMB. K stitsd that
communication with the child is very important. When asked whether‘any
. specific type of information was especially helpful, she replied that
she could osly use information with which she was familiar, such as IQ n‘
scores and atandardized tests. Ms. K indicated that enough time had
been pro;ided to'complete this activity, anq she cosld think of no addi-
tional information that wouid have been helpful to her.
Summary. Ms. K's estimatés of the incidence of'sarious ;&hdiclpping
conditions were, for the most part, comparable to the gsas expertancies
of regular educators in this investigation. She. indicated that the child
was unlikely to be eligible for special education services, snd perceived
the child as neither being a member of any oﬁgthe handicapping cenditions
lrpresented in the investigation nor 1ike1y to demonstrate any difficulties
with academic skill ac:Lisition. | , - -,
Ms. K reviewed séven assessment devicgs. She accessed both techni-
cal and quslitative’information for shree meassres an&icnly 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.



Case 12: Mr. L <

The case presented to Mr. L for review and evaluation was a girll
aged 10 yeats 4 months, whqg.had been referred.for behgvior problems
(see condition 10, Appendix E). Ali data presented during the simulation

indicated the girl was performing within the normai_range,for a student

her age. 5
Backgrog!g. 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 egucation, one course in statistics, and one course in assessment

and/or measurement. o

Mr. L had 11 years of’diregt teaching Experience with regular educa~
R &3 o '

tion students. Mr. L i?dfzj;rd that he had no difect‘teachinglexperience

with special students nor A he provided non-teaching support services

to educational programs. ' N

Pretest performange 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 inveatigation.

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

conditions are in Table 25. His estimates of the percentages of handi- -
capped individuals within each category were consistently lower than the
mean eati@atea for tgguiar education teachers in the study (see Table 2

and Ysseldyke et al., 19§Oa).

Insert Table 25 about here

Wil .
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13

7
When asked whoh‘cr 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.

’/’é Review of sssessment 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

teéhnical and qualitative information for all devices he reviewed.

Insert Table 26 about here

Outcome decisiohs.- (Eligibilit& and classification) Mr. L believed
the child was likeiy to be eligible for special education services, but
Qery unlikely to be mghtally\retérded aﬁd unlikely to be learning disabled.
He felt the child was likely to be emotionally disturbed.

(Placement) When aske‘ rank, on a scale of one to six (1 = ﬁ:_ost:
appropriate, 6 = least approp:iate); a geries of possible placemepts
'within which to serve the éhild'sﬁéducational néeds, his response was:

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

teacher, 3 -~ full time resource room, 4 - regylar class, and 6 - full

time special class/extra-school setting.
(Prognoses) Mr. L believed the child was;uniikely to demonstraxe
a sﬁeedh 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 referfalvstatement of ﬁroblems were felt to
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have very significant effects. Factors having a significant effeet

included»the child's socioeconomic status, adaptive behavior, and sub-

t;;t 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
'ph§aical appearance, and scores on language tests had no perceivee in-
S fluence on his decisions. Theﬁehild's‘sex and scores on perceptual-

motor tests were vieyed as bei;g insignificant.

Efficacy of }Z:timputer simula&. 'Mr'. L indicated that the

simuldtion differed from real-life placeﬁeht decision-making practices
in that regular classroom teachers would not choose the tests nor bZ%T/F\\\’/qk

the only individuals draﬁing conclusions. He felt that a specialis
. must beiinvolved -~ an ihdividua} whp is more knowledgabie about . assess-
‘ ment.i He believed ehet”;%fficient 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 (see Factors believed

i 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 varioue handi-
capping conditions were consistently lower than'the.mean estifates ob-
tained fog regular education ;eachers. During.the.simulatien,\ e indi-

, cated that the child was likely'to be eligible.for special education
under the diagnostic classification of emotional disturbapce. He per-

ceived the child as. being unlikely to have difficuity acquiring specific

academic skills and unlikely to demonstrate a speech problem}

_ A

S8
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Mr. L. reviewad foﬁr assessment devices during his evaluation o

the child, accessing both the technical and qualitative information for

all devices. A review of his selection of assessment devices and his

percepc;o;‘of their.influince on his decisibno suggested that the types of
- information exffactgd foiadecision making were tho-i seen to influence .

his decisions. - ’@
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CHAPTER V *, ~ .

o ﬂiscﬁdsioné

-

,This'report:wasbcompilsd to provide a description of the process
%% : followsd by diffsrent individuals ,a8 they make specific kinds of deci¥.
sions about specific kinds of studenls. Analyses of the process by
Ysseldyke et al. (1980), using group data, revealed certain consistencies
in the-process. For example a msjority of the decision makers declared
{ the normal child eligible for special education services; regular educators
, . were most likely to declare the child eligible. Fuggher, the child wvas
. Wt
wjf «. o mgst likely to‘be characterized as ‘learning disabled, and to be expected

‘ }é '-i7 1'L to have difficulty in reading. The most frequently recommended place-

. "ﬁp ;jments,ygre nﬁgular clasq.pith-resource teacher consultation and part-time
oy o M )

° . , Y . P R .
C. 'resov.#e"room.

?l S VA The - des&ription of the process and decisions from the perspective

»

ot

Cae - of the.ind?vidual decision maker reveals that, despite the average process
b ] re i‘ . he

SR 'that can'§é described a great deal of variability exists. This vari

‘f ' - rbility ¢annot be explained by the ro1e of the decision maker, the know-
) : ) A r".".“

R T& "ledse of the decision maker, or tﬁe type of student about- whom decisions

) .r' were made. %ox exapple, the group data suggested that school psychologists
}“ q, - . .'

tended to use frequenéy counts, event recordings, and projective tests

-«

%&_ waesoften than other.professionals (Ysseldyke et al., 1980). Yet, in
£

S ng the sample of professionals studied here, all used these devices, regard-
A 4
¥ A#ss of'role.: Likewise, those individuals with high pretest knowledge in

,“‘ 3 this sample did not assess the student in a manner different from those

.

d : wiEh low‘pretesu knowledge. Those individuals assessing a student referred

behavioral difficulties did not assess the student in a manner different
“&

% DA

. ' ; s . .

v L. . :

& S Y. Do .

y . . Ll P .
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T . . .
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from those who a:aelsed a student referred for academicvdifficulties.
The group data further,suggeate% that regular educators were most likely
to declare the child eligible for special education services. Yet, in

- the 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. O0f 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.

Perhapa even more striking iu 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
the- regular class with consultation from a resource teacher Another
dec1ared the child inelfgible, but concluded the student was probably LD
and shou1d be p1aced'part time in a resource room. One individual declared
the student eligible but was unahle 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;§ﬁ§§ collected no data.

' The multidiseiplinary team approach to psychoeducational decision
making has been 1auded 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

£
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e
represented here are those that occur in isolation - without the influence

of other team members. The degree to which individual perspectives in-

-~

fluence the team process is an area for further study,

. N




. \ ‘ References .

Applied Management Sciences. Study for determining thellaant restrictive

\J environment (LRE) placement for handicapped children. Washington,

D.C.: Applied Management Sciences, 1979. e
Fenton, K. S., Yoshida, R. K., Maxwell, J. P., & Kaufman, M. J. Recog~

- 4
nition of team goals: An essential step toward rational decision '

making. Exceptional Childrert, 1979, 45, 638-644.
Hoff, M. K., PFenton, K. S., Yoshida, R. K., & Kaufman, M. J. Notice and

L]

consent: The school's responsibility inform pafz;ts. Journal

of School Psychology, 1979, 16, 28~273:

Poland, S., Ysseldyke, J., Thurlow, M., & Mirkin, P. Current assessment ‘

n ( * and decision-making practices in school aettiq}g_gg;rqpprted by
direécofﬁ of special education (Resear;;\keport No. 14). Minneapqlis: _
University of Minnesota, Institute for Research on Learning Disébiligiés,
1979. ° | | |

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Current assessment and decision-making

practices in model LD programs. Learning:Disability Quarterly, 1979,
~

~

2, 15-24. .
Yoshida, R. K., Fenton, K. S., Maxwell, J. P., & Kaufman, M. J. Group ///’” ‘

decision making in the planning team process: Myth or realitz?[

Journal of School Psychology, 1978, 16, 237-244,

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., & Richey, L.

Technical supplement for computer-simulated investigations of thg,

A .
- psychoeducational assessment and decision-making process (fesearch

Report No. 34). ;yinneapolis: University of Minnesbta, Institute

for Research on Learning Disabilities, 1980.

Fow




36

A

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R.,.Potser. M., Ltchoy, L.,
Co» .

& Thurlow, M. Psychoeducational assessment and decision making:

A _computer-simulated investigation (Research Report No. 32). )

)
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Institute for Research on
o, .

Learning Disabiliti". 1980.

-

w
. ‘L:‘




¥ ud ~ 57
4
———— T [ —— s v -
) Footnotes
b g Bob Algozzine is also Associate Professor in the Department
“ v
. of Special Education at the University of Florida, Gainesville.

Appreciation is extended to all individunli who participated
in this rolonrch and to thoii.?chool di-tricé'r
All appendices rofcrrcd to in this report are printed in

A
J. E. Y-seldyke. B. Alogozzina. R. R. Regan, M. Potter, &:L.

Richey, Technic upplement for Codfputer-Simulated Inﬁj;tigationa
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- * Table 1 *
. /
‘ Case Study Subjects
P
Role ¢ Case Number Pretest Score Referral Coggftion'
chool Psychologist : ) )\> _
: : * 1 Low "~ Academic (02)
N\, 2 Hish Behavioral (08)
3 Low Behavioral (11)
4 High Academic (10)
] .
ecial Educator. \\
/ _ 5 QLW t Academic (02)
6 High Behavioral (08)
" 7 Low Behavioralf?iiQ\
8 High _ Academic (10)
Regular Educator .
YL . | . 9 Low Academic (02)
¥ s 10 High " Behavioral (08)
11 Low ' Behavioral (11)
12 ufgh - \ Academic (10)

aNumbers in parentheses indicate the referral conditions employcd by

: Ysseldyke et al. (198
% B . o _ | -

» s XY
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T ‘ Table 3
Case 1 (School Psychologist): Expectat ons for Percentages of
_ individupls‘ﬁith Handicapping Conditions .
Handicap Minority LOW SES Hi SES Boys JGirls-
~ Aakdemic : : — :
Diffiqulties S 65.0 30.¢¢. 3.0_72 10.0 - 5.0
o ‘ - o ; . ) e .
Behavior « .
‘Problems . 3.0 20.0 3.0
Emotional - ‘ _ :
Disturbance -'¢ 50.0 ~20.0 r’\?o.o 8.0 10.0
Learning T L o S .
.Disabilities 30:0 50.0 - 10.0 “15.0 8.0
. - N “ » . ’ ﬁ‘%
Mental . ’ : .
Retardation : 10.0 10.0 - 10.0-. 5.0 5.0
" Physical, ' D
‘Handicaps 10.0 10.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
, Sensory |
' Impairments 10.0 . 5.0 10.0 5.0 5.0
.Spéech and Language & v
Difficulties 30.0 ~15.0 5.0 10.0 - 8.0
- w
s
L B
’ »
( i
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Table 4
Casexl_(School Psychoiogist)-4 Devices Selected Order of Selectipn

and Additional Information Accessed

P

Domains and Devices Selected  Order of Ainformation Accessed ,

Selection Technical Qualitative

‘Iggg;lggéhce Tests ,

§tanford—Binet Intelligénce Scale 7 - -
<7Ei__. Wechsler Intelligence Scale . '
™. for Children - Revised ; 1 ;o= oo+ S
L . ‘. : -
ﬁ&chievement ‘Tests ' ‘
Stsnford Achievement Test 2 ©- ' +
. §:a§od& Individual Achievement Test 8 - + ¢
. ¥ ’ '
‘Wide Range Achievement Test - '3 +. - :
;Percentu51-Motor Tests % y o .
Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test 4 - +
Developnental Test of Visual-ﬁotor o ™
Integration . .5 : - +,

Personality Tests

Thematic Apperception~Test 6 - -

. -

A + indicates that the fhformation was requested a - indicates that
it was not requested.
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 Table 5
; .: .. Case 2 (School Psychologist): Expectations for Percentages of

Individuals with Handicapping Conditions

Héndicap o Minority  Low SES . Hi SES Boys Girls
Acadenic L . . -
_ Difficulties . , 35.0 . 30.0 ., 15.0 . 20.0 10.0
Behavior s . , " '
Problems ‘ ' 20.0 15.0 10.0 10.0 3.0
Emotional » L '(f—’j;>
_-Disturbance 15.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 6
Learning ' . . ) ' o
‘Disabilities S 25.0 15.0 5.0 8.0 3.0
Mentgl :Y' . o ) e .
Retatdation , 5.0 : 5.0 2.0 .. 2,0 - 2.0
,' B [§ - 4 F f
\) Physical . S
: Handicaps - 3.0 3.0 . 2.0 2.0 2.0
Sensory * ® o a
Impairments , 2.0 5.0 ' 3.0 3.0 3.0
Speech and Language » .
Difficulties 10.0*% 10.0, 5.0 . &0 5.0
B4 -
. 71
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Table 6-
Ca;e 2 (School Psychologist): Devices Selected, Order of Selectionm,

and Additional Informati;n Accessed

A
. -
hd . N

Information Acdbeed?
Selection Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Tests

Wechsler Intelligence Scale . _ : .
for Children - Revised 1 + +

Achievement Tests

"Peabody Individual Achievement
Test . 2 T + +

Perceptual-Motor Tests

Bender Visual-Motor Gestalt Test 3 + 3 S+

Personality Tests

Thematic Apperception Test L 4 o+ _ +
%A + indicates that the information was requested. o '
e
[ 4
;
9\
-+
-,
. -
L=

&
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64 _ . v g e T
' - AR AT T w, o L, - .
- : R U , LY A P . .- K
Y . s . - B i v
. . G St g e -
. " . « .t .ot L
5 -, VRS - . . .
\f' " | - v4‘ ,"
\ w
A

. .

| S 2 . L,

; . oo i Table 7 .- .* " 7’ RN : h AN
. Case 3 (School: Psychologist): Expectations ;fb:,?etcgn;aggs

‘ - Individuals with "Handivcapp:bng_ 'COnditi._bn;-j " o

.‘* --H'_' v g ‘ S ﬁx .'; l(-\_;" .‘x

: f : " ,",_ ":7[‘:f v ' o . -
Handicap ‘Minority Low SES- - <HL SES ' " Boys - - Qirr?- C-

. . » ’.')v

Academic , ) ' B e
Difficulties ‘ 75.0 - 50.0 1b.o 20.0 -, -~ ZQ_-.T} R
Behavior : - o B
Problems ' .. 60.0 50.0 25.0 25.0 . 10.0

*

‘Emotional ' : :
Disturbance : 5.0 ‘5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0° 7

Learning A .
Disabilities 25.0 5.0 - 5.0 15.0 5.0

Mental . R ®
Retardation ' 25.0 15.0 10.0 5.0 .":},0\~

»n
"

Physical ‘ , .
Handicaps : 15.0 N 25.0 *10.0 5.0 5.0

h Sensory : 4 ' .
Impairments) 25.0 15.0 10.0 15.0 5.0

} Speech an éngu_agé :
Difficulties 60.0 40.0 ~ 1o.0 10.0 10.0

o Caye

4.
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" Table 8 .
iy e 3 : . »
Qa’ . XCase 3' (échool Psychologist) Devices Selected, Order of Selection, )
Ny oo A ‘ . ' . . ) . ¥
: 7 Y -'>\ .- -and Additional Information Accessed
T 2" T | .. )} o
b cq T - . /
ISR SR - a
\' o j D_Omains and Devices Selected Order of Information Aceessed
a0 - . Selection Technical Qualitative
e, : ]
v.. .
- - Intelligence Tests
) Wechsler Intelligence Scale :
; for Children - Revised 4 - ' T+
®*  Achievement Tests )
Peabody Individual Achievement Test 5 ;= : +
Durrell Analysis of Reading : ' -
Difficulty : : 6 - -
Behavioral Recordings ' ' .
) Frequency Counting or Event .
Recordings - . 1 . + -
Peterson-Quay Behavior _
+Problem Checklist 2 T+ +
Language Tests . : . )
Auditory Discrimination Test o 3 - - Tl
l_i ’ —_ . - . ’(\v
TV - \!

2+ indicates that\t? information was requested; a - indicates that .,
it was not requeste ’

>
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Table9 - _ .
* "‘Case 4 (School Psychologist): Expectations for Percentages of
Individuals with Handicapping Conditions
. .
Handicap. ' . | Minority Low SES Hi SES ' Boys Girls
. . y 2
Academic - j -
Difficulties - 30.0 - 25.0 ©10.0 15,0 10.0
" Behavior B _
Pyoblems, . 5.0 5.0 5.0 15.0 . 10.0
Emotional - ‘ o
Disturbance 5.0 5.0 - -10.0 .10.0 10.0.
! Learning’ _ . : ; . - R
Disabilities -.15.Q 1 15.0 5.0 '10.0
Mental ' Coo A : ¥ »
Retardation - _ 5.0 - 5.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Physical ; ;_, b T e v B o o~
. . Handicaps . r 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 ‘1.0
Sensory . ‘
Impairments 1.0 - 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Speech and Language d~' . ' .
-Difficulties 10.0 _n%é? 3.0 5.0 ° 3.0
® |
N
o i
4
& .
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Table 10 .
Case 4 (School Psychologist): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,
. and Additional Information Accessed
' a
Domains and Devices Selected Order of Information Accessed
' Selection Technical Qualiktive
f . .
Intelligence Tests ' )‘
Wechsler Intelligence Scale for :
,Children - Revised I - +
Achievement Tests - ' "
Peabody Individual Achievement ¢ _
Test . * 6 - +
Wide -Range Achievement Test 2 - (, + ,
Lo L 3
Pbﬁtlual-*ﬁggr Tests : ' ‘ !
Bender Visﬁai—Mbtor Gestalt Test 3 - + ™~ .
Behavioral Recordings -
" Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem -
~ Checklist . 5 + -
} _ : e
Personality Tests ’ v , ‘
Thematic Apperception Test -4 / - - %

22+ indicates that the fn’formation was requested; a - indicates that =,

it was not requested. \<
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Tablell ' )

Case 5 (Special Edﬁcator): ‘ Expectations for Percentages

of Individuals with Hahdicapg}ng Copditions
! J

Minority Low SES High SES Boys Girls
<+
Academic . 60.0 65.0 30.0 60.0 20.0
D;fficulties _ /\RVJ
\ , Behavior . 60.0 60.0 40.0 60.0 | 20.0
‘ Problems A '
: & - .
Emotional 60.0 70.0 30.0 °  60.0 25.0
Disturbance id
_ Learning | 60.0 60:0 30.0 50.0  30.04%
Disabilities o | - | -
Mental 50.0 ~50.0 20.0 30.0 . 20.0
Retardation . ’
7 .
Physical 50.0 50.0 20.0 30.0 25.0
Handicaps . ,
‘Sensory | 50.0 ©50.0 25.0 20.0 20.0
Impairments 4
3
Speech and Language 70.0 70.0 30.0 40.0 20.0

’ Difficulties

Q\Iv
~1
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Table 12

Case 5 (Special Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

Additional Information Accessed

o Qrder of Information Accessed®
Domains and Devices Selected Séjgction Technical Qualitative

Intelligence Tests

Stanford-Binet Intelligence 2 N -

S Scales
i -
' Wechsler Intellligence Scale 1 - +

for Children - Revised

Achievement Tgéts

Metropolitan Achievement Test -3 o+ +
a
Perceptual-Motor Tests _ N
X ~N
Purdue Perceptual . - - 4 + +

Motor Survey

Adaptive Behavior Scales *

AAMD Adaptive ‘Behavior Scale 5. -+ .+

*

aA + 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 Handkcapping Conditions
- _ ,
: 2
Handicap Minority Low SES Hi‘,gh SB& - Boys Girls
Academic . 10.0 . 10.0 4.0 12.0 4.0
Difficulties :
Behavior | 15.0 15.0 6.0 8.0 5.0
Problems '
Emotional . 10.0 8.0 6.0 8.0 6.0
Disturbance !
Learning 120 ©  10.0 5.0 7.0 3.0
Disabilities '
Mental 4.0 . 8.0 , 40N 6.0 . 2.0
- Retardation _ \oJ
Y L
Physical . 5.0 5.0 4.0 5.0 5.0
Handicaps )
Sensory - | 2.0 5.0 5,0 5.0 - 4.0
" Impairments ’ . o
Speech and Language 15.0 10.0 5.0 6.0 2.0
Difficulties . ‘
/.
N
&
: -




71
A Y
lTable 14
4 Case 6 (Speci’"a)l, Educator):( Devices Selected, Order of Selection,
and Additional Information Accessed
. Order of Information Accessed®
Domains and Devices Selected Selection Technical Qualitative .
7
Intelligence Testﬁ\
Wechsler .Intelligence Scale | 1 v - -
for Children - Revised e v .
, . ;
Achievement Tests . é -
& .
California Achiev.ement Test 2 - -
Woodcock Reading Mastery Tests 3 - .+
®
Behaviorai Recordings
Peterson-Quay Behavior 6 - -
Problem Checklist
Personality Tests
[ 1
) Piers-Harris Self-Concept Scale 7 - -
Adaptive Behavior Scales . : -
: AAMD Adaptive Behavior Scale “8 - -
(School Version) ‘
Langﬁage Tests
’ )
Auditory Discrimination Tes b 4/5 +/- -/-
N : [
aA + indicates that the information yfas requested; a - indicaihat it

was not ’questeda
bDevi.o:e was selected twice.

—~
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Table 15 | N

Case 7 (Special Educator): Expectations for Percentages of

Individuvals with Handicapping Conditions ' R
O N
' -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 30.0 130.0 20.0

“ Problems '
. Emotional o 60.0 30.0 20,0  20.0 20.0

i Disturbance o ‘

S Learning 60.0 - 40.0 ~ 20.0 30.0 - 30.0
Disabilities : : / . .
Mental ~ * 40.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 10.0 -
Retardation . R i _ . L
Physical 20.0 10.0 10.0¢ -~ 10.0
Handicaps

.S . '
Sensory _ 30.0 20.0 - 10.0 10.0 10.0
Impairments i o o . J
Speech and Langudge 50.0 - 40.0  10.0 10.0  20.0
Difficulties :
{
K2
. - -
L]
. S




Table 16
Case 7 (Special Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection,

and Additional Infetﬁation Accessed

’

J

g,“ cQG/Wk( Ordeg of . __Information Accessed?
Domaing and Devices Selec ‘ Seledtion Technical Qualitative

o

Iﬁtelligence Teete

Stanford—Binet Intelligence~ 2 ) - . -

Scale
Achievement Tests )
Peabody Ipdividual : 1 - +

Achievement Test

Behavioral Recordings

- .
Interval or Time Samplings . 3 + +

Personality Tests

Piers-Harris Self-Concept 4 - ) -
Scale
Lan A BS t8 . . \
Illinois Test of Psycho- 5 + ) +

linguistic Abilities -

a5 + indicates that the information was requested a -'indicates that it
was not requested. .
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Case 8 (Special Educator):

‘Table 17_ iy '

NN

Expectancies" for Percentage
v.(

S

of"

P )’- Individuals with Handicappiqg Conditidns -
;.’ ' \'. . [ "" 5 N N . .“ ,,“\ EE
Handicap ) Minoric} Lowo‘sgs | . High SES._ 3 Girls
L i . /AV .
Academic " 25.0 5.0,
. Difficulties o : B Lo
TR . K . i
. ] 1 or LS 5.0 : 5‘00
oblems : - P
© /Ehottonal , 5.0 5.0 '
LT fDisturbance v
. Learning : \ ., Y0,0
’ Disabilities * .
V4 ’ . e
C . Mental - . .
Retard\ation w.’ S
‘ B Physical S
g o Handicaps
- J

Asensory .
i /\ Impairments

B "' . -,*: K
Speech and Language :

va

Dif £ icu;ties L7
“ ) At 5
. S X o ;i v
1o, iy T —r
e o o iy 7
% - . L t 4 ) -
- RS 2 P % a !
b - [ . s "
" ety - v &
’ e o &,
o ' ) o , G -
- , 5 R ’ .
a . . Y] A ‘ -
. J
[}
4 ’ . . :/‘. :
‘ * ) . .
! >
A - R ¢ g
. . o e
>~k s > . ,.:e . m . ’
: . ¢ by, v S /
) ] R N S
. ., . . Tl
. P . ' \
. - . ) 83 . vood '
) - ’ “ ’ o . .
o ot , Lo® . ®

ERI
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Table 18

Case 8 (Speci_al Educatoi‘:): .Devices Selected, Order of Selection, P

t

and Additional Information Accessed .
- ) K a
Order of" .__Information Accessed
Domains and Devices Selected Selection  Technical Qualitative

I 'ellilence Tests , 4 L

1 . ":--{"‘ A . L
: . Wechsler»‘ Intelligence Scale "1 SR S -t
= ‘. for Children - Revised ¥
. R
Achievement Tests
' Iowa Test of -Basic Skills® 6/7 -/=" ~/+
' Perceptual Motor Tests . h ' Ce \
Memory for Designs Test .. o 5 SRR e +
Developmental Test of Visual- 4 - -+ R AR )
Motor Integration s : Cog Tt
* . . . & B S AR .
Behavioral Recordings ’ [ Mo T )
. Peterson-Quay Behavior Problem. . 8- : . o+ -
X Checklist . : ; N ’ '
[ . . . ’ ?n&' L
.Adgplive Behavior.Scsles * R . ! Lo : %,”
. . ) . . LR A "' 2 ‘ M .
< , AAMD Adaptive Behavior .9 S S+ + @ oo
_ Scale (School Version) . , —_— R ;o
: / :,r" ) é N . - ® S . . N - .
Langua ze Tests . TR _— S \
o Auditomﬁiscrimination Test' -2 | L= .- '
L ¢ . ' R -
: Illinois Test of Psycho- » e e +
e ® R linguistic Abilities \ . ' . : oo 3 .
. -‘;- ., .. .: ST ’L - . N, ) ,‘57 . 0 . “
’ N 2 i indicates that the information ‘was requested,° a - indicates that it w
‘ was not requeéted. o . N .o ‘
. ¢ -
' bDevice was selected.tw_ice.- B s ' R
L o @ . R : | !
A ; : *
! . e - y : -
) . e ] 84 R«*
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E - o Table lé

Y . . . . #
iR - Case 9 (Regular Educator): ' 'ﬁxpeétations fox, Percentage® of-
' ' )
’ Individuals with Handicapping Conditions s
. . : ) @

; - —— - ‘
Handicap Minority Low SES High SES Boys Girls

~

Academic ) _‘é#,“ Y :
Difficulties < ¥4710.0 10.0  .10.0 10.0 5.0

Behavior . . : .
Problems P ' - 10.0 - '. 10.0 - 10.0 - 10.0 -0.5

[l
. E Emotional # A .

Disturbance 10.0 0.0  10.0 - 10.0 0.5
. Léafning . . : - : : :
: : Disabilities . . 180 1.0 - 10.0 10.0 0.5
.  .‘_» - Mental ' 4 o .

’ " Retardation ' 0.1 0.1 1.0 1.0 *"0‘,‘1 ‘

Physical e ' N

Handicapdh 0.5 . - 0.5 1.0 0.1 0.1

o . os 03 . 10 o 0.1

- Speech and La'nguage-. o ‘ o . i : ‘
Y Difficulties 0.5 - "Y 0.1 - 1.0 0.1 0.1 .

W
™
‘ [ts
0 ¥
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| . : Table 20 ' : S
‘gse 9 (Regular Educator): Devicea Selected, Order of Selection,""fu:,- £y
( | Additional Information Accessed ' I .
‘ ) " . ﬁh“ﬂ ‘ - : ' ,
N . Lo N . ‘ P
Domains and Deviges 's_g],.gg!d"m_ Order of " Information Accessed®
o . B AT Selecti.on Technical alitative
Intelliince Tests g e _ EE .
Stanford-Binll Intoll fice Scale 1 .
Otia-Lefmon Mep Ejal Abilizy Test:p 20 . - .
ﬂ § . L« . : - . - , g}
' o Achiemt Test
i Stanford (
;
Lo
HE A oo

.
.
1]
¥
’ e s -
TR Sl
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’{ R o et Table 21

W . 13 ~3 .
v 4 Individuals with H&gdicapping Conditions
LTI " A ' . » ’/

T _ Case 10 (Regutar Educator) ‘::xpec . for i’ercenta'ges of

o - . ‘ ,
- Minority Low SES  High SES Boys Girls

Academ - ‘ . : s '
Diffichlties e 30.0 50.0 10.0 . 20,0 . 5.0

Betmiribr ¢ g

75.0 , 20.0 20.0 + 10.0

60.0 5.9 20.0 5.0

~ Retardation . 5.0 5.0 5.0. 5.0 5.0
" B : ) . L ‘.:4' o 'n., . . /
!"’ . Physical R L - ' R, T DIV 3 ’ © )

. - S e Pl
Handicaps . 5.0 5.0 7" 5.0 . 5.0 5.0

o "'Speech and Langua%, Lo g S |
- Difficulties ¥ S EN 5:07 0@ 34

. AR ST
e ~ﬂ‘-my“ -
e ) a8
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A
) ‘ ’ Y . fei bl
‘~‘5  CaN (Regular Educator): Devices Selected, Order of Selection, and
‘ Additional Informatidn Accessed o )
s ‘ * " ‘ ' ' @
. . ,‘l . ‘ \ ) . -
\ a ’ .' R . *‘:. -' - a
-Domains and Devices Selected Onggrvof Information Afcessed
- ' ‘Selection Téchnical Qualitative
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