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Introdﬁctibn

Major elements in-tﬁe provision of quality educational
services to handiéapped students are the .theory, knowledge, and
understanding needed-fér improviné thosé services. The research
base for providing quality education is'comprised:of fesearch

results which establish unequivocal relationships between

~independent (i.e;instructioﬁ, pupil)‘vafiables and dependent

Uue.pdpil performance measures) variables., By establishing
unéquivocal relationshipé bet.ween variables, the research

community’provides'thoée facts upon which educational seryices
can be improved. | /;//
-

The relationship between research and practice is

evolutionary ahd synergistic. 'The facts upon which instructional

'pfbcedures can be developed accumulate sSlowly. While the

practicing educator hopes o find THE seminal study which will

change current practicé, that hope is. rarely realized. Rather,

the research process -accumulates facts in a relatively
uncoordinated and disjointed fashion. As research findings

accumulate and become more convincing, compelling, and of
I , .

sufficient scope to translate into useful practices,‘changes in'
educational procedures do, in fact, occur,

Because the process is evolhtionary and synergistic,
the results of individual.studies sometimes éppear to be
unprcductive. It is only after thoughtful considérétion of the,

accumulation of a body of knowledge that an evaluation of the

~contribution of individual studies to that body of knowledge can

be made. The results of individual studies rarely, if ever,

provide the breakthroughs looked for by practitioners. It is the



researchers..

-contlnue, such questlons must be answered.

dccumu;ation of the total.body of literature that provides the

direction and insight sought by both practitioners and

[

The rate at which knowledge accumulates poses a slgnlflcant

'»problem for both researchers and. practltloners. So much new

1nformatlon is be1ng produced ‘at such a rapld rate that
o
Keeping one' s self 1nformed of progress becomes difficult,

.Accordlng to Prlce (1982, p. 12),."If you are in your forties,

half of the world's scientific'knowledge has been produced since

you left school". This generalization about kpowledge in general.

applies to special education as well. The accumulation of

knowledge about the education of handicapped children continues

-~
-

to ine @ at dramatic rates.

Growth of the knowledge base produces a ‘problem for the

funders of research, producers, and consumers of research. That. '

problem revolves-around'questioﬁs such as "What do all of these
studies show? | Does this study 'address a questioo that is.
suffioiently different from those already addressed that it
warrahts funding? How have the results of this research
1nfluenced practlce°" For progress in knleedge accum&lation to
One approach to.answerlng suoh questions is research

synthesis. 1In recent years, researchers have given increasing

-~ attention to questions of how to manage the accumulating data:

base (e.g. Cooper, 1982; Glass, 1977; Hedges & Stock, 1983;

'Jackson, 1980; Pillemer & Light, 1980). The collective set of

principles and procedures can be called "research integration" or

b \




"."research synthesis". The eVolving procedures deviate from past

practice in conducting literature reviews in that they emphasize

- approaching the integration task as if it were a primary research

task and some apply quantitative methods to.the integration of

the knowledge bese. The rapid'expansion of knowledge through

primary research requires that increasing attention be given to
integriting that knowledge as a basis for policy planning,

funding decisions, and advancing the science of teaching

handicapped pupils.

The present document reports the results of ‘a special
project conducted by the ERIC Clearinghouse on Handicapped and

Gifted Children on behalf of the Office of Special Education

~Programs (U. S. Department of Education). The project was

focused on exploring pilot approaches to docdmenting the
contributions of research to improving educational practice.

The Council for Exceptional Children'has a long histgry of
working'in_cooperation with the Department of Education, Special
Education Programs (SEP) and-SEP;s predecessors, Over Ehe years,

a number of projects have been carried out by~ CEC that

contributed in various ways to the mission of SEP. .In many cases

these projects were alse funded b& _SEP; in some.casee funding
came from other eources. 7 |
The ERIC Clearinghouse on Handicapped and Gifted Children is
a CEC operated project that has brovided informatien servigee for
over 18 years. During the first eight years'of this pgeject'sd
life its funding came totally and exclusively from the Bureau of

Education for the Handicapped. In 1974 federal funding for the

Clearinghouse was shifted to the National institute of Education



wiéh CEC assuming responsibiliity for a signifiéant share of the
operation. Since that time,'close agency and{commdnication ties
have continued to the-beﬁefig of OSEP, CEC, and the ERIC
Clearinghouse, | B -

The ﬁpét ;ecen; "benefit" té grow out of this felaﬁionship
wastmé'specialéng year project which was attached ﬁo'the
Clearinghouse as én amendment to its FY83-84 COntkact. Three
major activities:wéfe included in project. : S

. The first activity involved abstracting 110 currently funded

research projects'in‘brogfess. This task was designed to’

facilitate SEP dissemination of information which could be.shared

“with the field.

' The second aCtivity involved processing, for entry into the

ERIC database, final repdrts of field—initiated and student-

initiated research funded by. SEP for the last five years. This

activity ensures the permanent availability to the edudation--
.community of the full texts of these reports.

The final activity involved the identification;of'major-

research areas that have been supported by SEP and to synthesize

“their findings and determine their cummulative contribqtion

towards improving educational préctice. Two research areas

(communication and assessment) were selected for special

examination and analysis. The result of this activity was the

~preparation of two research synthesis papers, one on the topic of

Assessment Research and one on Communication Research. These

papers are intended to ' (a) identify the most significant resu;fs

of the SEP supported research, (b) analyze and interpret 7hese;



results, and (c) disseminate these analyses to practitioners in

the field. . This anaiysis should also increase the visibility of

the contributions of SEP supported research to improving

practice. =



- ~;,*\”
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Procedures

Activity 1 - -

The first activity of the project was intended to provide
information for SEP staff to disseminate research‘proﬁect
information concerning currently funded field-initiated and

student-initiated research in progress. One hundred ter research
. \ - .

project applications were abstracted. This work was done by a
CEC/ERIC consultant (Ms Carol Lloyd) who has specialized training

in both special education and in abstracting and indexing.

This activity involved: \ B
1. 1Identifying key inform%tidn items from approved
' \ \ :

research apglications fqu the itudent intijted and
field initiated research cowpetitions awarded ih Fiscal
Year 1983. | ?
2. '.Coding key ianrmation'items in a form usefuljto-SEP.

Information items and codes are provided-at thé end of

thig section of the report.

3. Writing a brief abstract of each proposal's purpose and

‘approach.

Activit~ 1 was completed in 10 weekly one day trips to the OSEP

offices.
Activity 2. \,

This activity was designed to provide p@rmanent access by

the education community and the public to the& final réports of

field-initiated énd student-initiated research ?rojects funded by

SEP. A total of 95 final reports were receiv&d from SEP. Of
these 95 reports all but 17 were put into the ERIC database.

Reasons for rejection of these 1l included the fo@lowing: (a) the

»
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report was already in ERIC; (b) there was--a—close duplicate

document already in ERIC (i.e. more completeiorfmore recent

information on the proﬁect had already been submitted); (c) two

-0r more closely related reports were combined into a single

document with the result that one of the two was counted as
\,

rejected;(d) meJect personnel were unable to obtain a copy of

the' report w1th print of sufficient guality for reproduction and

distribution by\the ERIC system; (e) the content. quality of the

. \
report was not up to ERIC standards.

1V

*

system ‘involved a number of steps listed in the Input Flow Chart

attached to this section. These included:

1. -Accessioning the document
2. Checking for_duplicates
3. Maintaining the Acquisitions Data Report form
4, Obtaining copyright releases when necessary
5. Cataloging _ |
\ \.

6. Abstracting and indexing : N

7. Keying the document resume for online tr%nsmission

8. Coordinating transmission with the ERIC facility

9. Shipping documents to the ERIC facility
All processing activities must be ceordinated to flow smoothly
with'enough'time for careful quality control at every step.
Cataloging requires strict attention to detail - so that all

important bibliographic data are captured. For maximum

cataloging efficiency and consistency all documents are cataloged ~

by one person whose ten years of cataloging experienge produces

The actual proceSS1ng and input of documents into the ERIC

-



high guality and efficient cataloging.

Abstracting and indeking require subject matter knowledge,
writing ability and spepific abstracting/indexing skills. Accﬁ-
racy is the most important quality looked for in the abstract,
followe§ by COmprehensivengss. The Clearinghouse encourages
abstractors to write abstracts whose”length fairly represents the

i

amount of content in the origimal document without exceeding 200

words.
Indexing is the kéy to subiject retrievél..=A fofgotten

Q9sékiptor will result in a user not retrieving a releyaht
document.“ An inappropriate descriptor will result in é
disappointed user. All indexing is done by the abstractors,
including the assignment of publication type codes and target
audience. |

~ For this project all abstracting‘and indexing of the finai
reports was done by experienced Cleériﬂghouse personnel with a
final review of all output done by the Clééringhouse Associate
Director for Database Operations. This review always includes
comparison of the abstract with the original document. This
editing process also looks at general writing style, grammaf,
spelling, and punctuation. Since we know that dsers_place a high
value on an ERIC ébstract, all abstractihg and editing efforts
are designed to meet the user's need;fénd\expecta;ions.

Activity 3 S

Activity 3 focused on the identification of ré‘eaggh areas,

~——

' | ~—
at least one of which, could be examined to attempt to determine—

the contributions of research within that area to edudational
\

practice. Titles and abstracts of the 78 projects selected for

12
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insertion'into the ERIC database Qene reviewed by Dorothy Beling
and Herbert J. Prehm. Based on ﬁhéir réview, concensus regarding.
the identification of potggtiai project clusters was achieved.
Three clusters of-projects'were‘identified: |

1. assessment projects (lS_reports).

2. comhhnicatiohs resggrch'projects (18 reports).

3. + mainstreaming pppjécts (10 reports).
Because of their numberﬁ. assessmenﬁ and communications research
projeéts were selecﬁed for review. . |

Projects which:were not seiected for review were coded for

information pertaining to (a) their fuhding year, (b) type of

grant, (c) grant period, (d) project dissemination, and (e)

subjects serVing3in the.pgoﬁect; Data for each.of these
variables were tabulated and is reported iﬁ Appendix A,
Subsequent to éoding; ﬁcsjects were déliveréd to the ERIC’
Clearirghouse., Projects selected for-revief and synthesis were
readtnreitherJanet S. Gaffney (assessment) or Herbert J. Prehm
(commﬁnications). The procedures used for each of thé reviews
and the outcomes of those reviews are described in detail in
Appendices B and C. - |

The completed research feviews/were duplicated and
disseminated to the following reviewers: .

Dr,'ﬁhil é;;;wright, Préfessor

Pennsylvania State University

Dr.  Mary Kay Dykes, Professor

University of Florida

Dr. Mary Beth Fafard, Special Assistant
New York Public Schools

Dr. Roberta Felker, Professor

o~ 13
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Marymount College

Dr. Richard Gallow‘thecutlve Director -

National Association of gtate Directors of Special Educatlon
Dr. James Ysseldyke, ProfeSsor o J

Unlver51ty of Mlnnes0La : ;

Each reviewer read the papers included in Appendices:A, B, and C

and attended a meeting at CEC headquarters in Reston, Virginia on-

Reston meeting was attended by Mr. Kevin Arundel-(NIE), Ms.

!

' 7 September 1984. In addition to the persons listed above, the _

Dorothy Bellng, Dr. Donald K. Erlckson (pro;ect dlrector), Dr.
Jan baffney,-and Dr. Marty Kaufman (SEP),
| | Conclusions
The purpose of thelmeetlng was to dlSCUSS approaches to
assessing the contributions of research to educatlonal practlce
V in the light of the appended documents. Following a day of
intense discussion, the following conclusions were drawn:
1. Identifcation_of the contributions of.researeh_to
2 , 'edncatienal practice is an estremely complex task
involving projects funded by SEP, the broader research
liter@ture, teacher training programs, textbook
publishers, and educational practitioners and
administrators. |
2} While areas of research focused on a broad, general
topic can be identified, the numbers of studies within:/.
those areas which focus on a particular question are'
insufficient to complete .a real synphesis. Because
‘studies within areas focus on a variety of topids,
/ development of a meaningful synthesis is virtually

impossible.

14
ERIC I




which have evqlved~from-the synergy of research and

~—

N

Concepts (e.q. task.analysis; individualization,  etc.)

practice can be identified. Evolution of those

concepts througharéseaich can be traced by either

e

(a) reviewing research reports and identifying the
concepts involved in that research and noting the

developmental state of the concepts. within the project
e '

—or {b) identifying;concepts to be evaluated and then

determining which of those conceptsAaré dealt with in
épecific projecﬁs,and the evolutionary state of the

concept within the project.

‘Assessment of the contributions of research to the

‘evolution of educational practice should include both

approaches described'in 3 above as well as additional
approaches involving the tracing of how the educational
practice. concepts have'béen incorporated into
textbooks, teaching materials, teacher preparation, and
overall educational practice. Inclusion of these
additional :‘approaches reguires a resttospéctiye

ahalysis of the contribution'of the.concept to practice

'by knowledgable practioners, adhinistratots, teaché(j

«

f

educators, textbook publishers, researchers, anq

others.

This pilot project was very useful in providing projéct
staff with information crucial to identifying maximally
hseful approaches to documenting the contributions of

research to practice.

15
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’ Disséminétion

 The results of this project will be disseminated in two
ways. The synthesis papers prepared by Janet Gaffney and He;bert‘
Prehm Qill be submitted to ERIC for possible inclusion in the
ERIC database. ‘Secondly,ﬁa summary paper focused oh the data

coded across all projects will be submitted to Exceptional

Children for review-and possible publication in that journal,

16
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Attéchmz-mt 1

CODING CATEGORIES

PROJECT DESCRIPTION FORM

AWARD TYPE _ PROJECT TYPE
1 - Grant 1 - Research :
2 - Cooperative Agreement - Model Demonstratxon
3 - Competitive Contract - Evaluation
4 - Sole Source Contract - Development
g -

CONTENT"

01

02
03
04

05
06
07

08

AGE

09
10
11
1
13

14

15

16
17
18
19
20
21

t

= Tiaining
- Dissemination or Marketxng
- Educational Servige

]

i

2
3
4
Jointly Funded 5 - Technical Assxstance
' G
7
8

N\

:

-\AsseSSment (referral, screening, diagnosis, child

1dent1f1catxon, ellglblllty)
EP
b |
Procedural Safeguards (due process, nondiscriminatory
a§sessment) - - ' S ‘ E |
Finance ' :
Service Delivery Systems
Pupil Outcomes _
Vocational Education (career education, school-to-work
‘transition) _ o
Physical Education & Recreation (leisure education)
Arts _
Technology (prostheses, computers, CAI) .
Nonvocal Communication (communication aids, signing)
Literature Reviews (research integration) " -
Instruction (currxculum, learning strategies, behavioral
techniques, tutoring, teacher behavior)
Personal Characteristics (of child, of teacher, of
parent) j
Sacial Skills (social competence)
Language (structure, development) :
Subject Matter (math, science, reading, geography, etc.)
Attitudes - '
Accessibility
Related Serwices (speech, OT, PT, medical therapy,
psychological therapy) ~
Parents" '
Teacher Training
Software

Infancy

Preschool

Elementary | , , .
Secondary \

Post-Secondary ‘

All Ages (or age not relevant)

17




Attachment 1.

|

01 - Mentally Re§arded
: 02 - Learning Disabled-
| o 03 - Seriously Emotionally stturbed

| ' . 04 -~ Speech Impaited

05 - Deaf '

06 Hard of Hearing S

07 - Visually Handjcapped ' :
08 Otheér Health [Impaired (incl, autistic) \

09 Orthopedicall Handxcapped . '
10 - Multihandicapped -

11 Deaf-Blind . :

12 Cross Categorical SN
13 Noncategorical (or category not relevant) \

SEVERITY . | S ' ' o ' . \\\

- Mild

- Moderate : , :

- Severe ; ' . ' |
Profound . o _ - : ' -7
- Cross Severities | ' '
- Severity Not quevant

'HANDICAP

AW E W
L)

GEOGRAPHY . /
1 - Urban : /
2 ~ Suburban / A , , .
3 - Rural’ j ' N : ‘ ?
4 - Not Relevant o o : '

PRODUCT AUUIENCE -
01l - Other Research Investigators
02 - Teachers '
03 - Administrators
04 - Parents '
05 - Children ) \
06 - Related Services Personnel
07 - Teacher Trainers '

© 08 - Instructional Developers
o 09 - Technical Assistance Providers
- : 10. - Other Community or State Service Agencies i

11 - Policy Makers (legislators, state board members) |
12 - Professional Assocxatlons : , . : |
13 - Parent Groups
14 - Business Community
15 - General Public <
16 - Manufacture:s and Publxshers N
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SR " .. g AttachmentZ : |
o ~ INPUT FLOW CHART
(Acquusmons, Selectlon Processmg)

Maintain Sources
1
Y

Scan Sources

No Possible

Acquisition

. . - Y
' o y Yes

‘ | Yes / Potential Order
Reject.
eject \Check for Duplicate)
| | I No

Order

T
Y

Arnval of Documents

N

\ ' Assign Control #, Enter Preliminary Data; and
" Copyright Status on Document Selection Form |.

Yes

Yes Search /

Duphcate. /

T

Enter Preliminary Bibliographic Data:
1. acquistions records
2. preliminary cataloging
3. label generating

o T

| . Document to Evaluator
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Attachment 2

AN

To Second
Evaluator

Document Se!eqtion

/Document\,
/ Quality .
Clearinghouse

Yes Second

Evaluation

Documents to Cataloger

r

Duplicate Search, Title Index and ADR-

* .'

Verify and Complete Cataloging
Assign EC#, Enter into ADR

-

Abstract and Index Document

S

Edit Abstract and Indexing

W A

Key, Proofread and Correct Resumes Online

Y

Run Edit Program to Verity All Descriptors

|

Transmit Resumes Online and |
Ship Documents to Facility
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Appendix A

‘Projects Coded but not Reviewed
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Projects Coded but not Reviewed
A total of 38 projects were coded but not reviewed.
- Tabulations of data from these projects are'presented in Tables 1

through 3. Table 1l reporﬁs data regarding funding year, grant

Table 1
.'Project Funding Year, .Grant Period, and Type
 Variable | o i
Funding Year
1982 S 1
1981 - | 12
1980 .8
1979 8
1978 : : . .5
1977 . ' : : _ -1 .
1976 : .2
No- Report R
o 38
Grant Period
3 Years 8
2 Years 1
1l Year ' ' 3
‘Duration mot reported , 36
- S - 38
Grant-Type
Field Initiated 29
Student Initiated 6
No Report : 3
' : o 38
period, and grant type. Caution should be exercised in
interpreting the data. Funding year could be either the year the
original grant was funded or the year that a continuation request
\ '
22
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was funded, Fundingvperiéd was tallied using the graht.nuﬁber'
(e.g. G00790000) provided on the face sheet of the final report,
As can be seen from Téble 1, thg majority of grants wére field-
initiated and included no reportvpf their duration.

! Table 2 shows that~very few projects reported any

Table 2

Project Dissemination Products

- Number of

. o : Projects
-Dissemination Prodvuct Reporting -Products
Journal Articles o 3 2
N.Béok Chapters ‘ . ' 1 1
Book s 1 1
Arﬁicles/Chapters In Press 1 1
Manuscripts. In Preparation ‘ : 3 | 11
Presentation at National or , : :
International Conference 3 ‘ 4

Presentation at State or = _
‘Local Conference 1

dissemination activityf The fact~thaéférojé¢t'final reports did
not provide information about disseminatibn'activity does not
mean, however that there were no disseminétion’actiyities
conduéted'by the project. Project directors freqﬁentiy wait
until project completion before preparing manuscripté for
publication dr presentation. Typically, dissemination activities
occuring after project completion will not be reflected in final

reports. Therefore, the number of dissemination activities




may actually.be underestimated.
: . . A\

The numbers of persons serving as subjects in the coded, but

not reviewed projects, are presented in Table 3. The majority of

handicapped children and youth serving as subjects were mildly

| \

‘_' hgndicapped—rmildly retarded, learning disabléd, 6r_behavior
| disordered. As can be seen from the table, several projects
focused on mildly handicapped students as a group.
Table 3
Subjects Participating in. Coded Prdﬁects

o o et S G S o S S WY T W A R T S fran. D St e ge et g ) o ot T ot SO kg gt Sl e POAS o G S S gmre e Gt Y ot P ot G Gt Sy o ot
e S M mas e mAe e man Man MR e EME MAe Man S el W Gme MAe GES ST man @ Gy S UR S b G man mas e e e e S e M e GRS S S S e WS G S e S S B Mms Sae S T e e e G e G e

|
1 Category . Reports Ss "
‘ e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e o e o e et o e e e 8 e e e e e o e o Y
‘ Mildly retarded 2 . 167
Severely/profoundly retarded 4 407
AN Béhavior Disorderéd ' 5 253
: Learning Disabled . ' 7 488
Mildly Handicapped (EMH, BD, LD) \/ 5 396
| - (BD, LD) 1 17
Speech/Lgnquage Impaired o | 1 ' 1
'thsicany Di.abled - S 7
'Severelé/Multiply Handicapped | -7 | 392
Nog Handicapped | 15 6230
’ Handicapped (no further |
specification) ' 1 17

e T R A R gy
R S N S T T S S L S S S T S S S S S S oSS S N I S S S o o s N s o e S mE=

teachers of handicapped children or non-handicapped children

' ' Non-handicapped persons serving as subjects were either
serving as contrpl/contrast subjécts in projects focused on

—




handicapped students. Five of the projects account for 5743 of
.the non-handicapped subjects, These projects usually were

surveys of teachers of handicapped students or projects in which

such teachers served as subjects. Less than 500 non-handicapped

students pag&fcipated in SEP supported projects. As indicated
above, non—handidapped studeﬁﬁs served as control or contrast
subjects in. studies focused on handicapped students. The reader
is cautioﬁed against interpreting these data as indicating that
SEP;is_providing'fundé to study non-handicapped persons.4
fhe'data ffom.the'projeéts that were coded; but not

reviewed, supplement the data presented.in the two synthesis

papers which follow. Together, the data describe a research -

program that' can be considered vigorous, targeted on handicapped

students, and which is generating useful information.
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Background of the Problem and Statement of Purpose
Communication is a skill important to all handicapped

children. Communication skills are needed for both survival and

social aspects of life. Communications skillsare needed—by—— ——

“_”_p___ﬂhandicappedﬂchiidren~if~they are ' to participate fully in the "
behavioral- transactions that-eurrodnd them. The~le§e1 of
communication skill possessed by ef.handicapped'chiid-also
significantly influencee the quality of life and eduCaticn.
experienced by that‘child.
Handicapped children exhibit a variety‘of problems related to
the development and use of 1anguage/ccmﬁunication skiils.
‘ Problems. are not restricted to any single category. of
‘ exceptioﬁality nor to_any particular ac. group., Examples of
' communication skills problems experienced nandicapped 9hildren.
include problens in the written and spoken word, understanding
and using - manual signs, and engagipg in verbal intefactionS'with
other persons. - |
Because of the importance of communication skills to the
development and educatidn of handicapped children, Special
Education Praograms (SEP) of the Office of Special Education and
Rehabiltation Services has supported a variety of research
"projects focused on this topic. Unde;standing the factors
essestial to communication, designing procedares to facilitate &
communication skill development, and developing means to
circumvent biocks to communication are but several goals of
research in this area of inquiry.

Projects focused on communication have been conducted ovet a
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period—of years and have been supported under both—the-Field_ ..
Initiated and Student Initiated Research Programs. Because
interest in the development and use of commupicétion by

handicappgd children dontinues, it is important to ;eviéw what |

has been learned and accomplished through fesearch supported by - !
SEP to dqte. | | |

The primary-purpoée of-this.research review was to summarize
and integrate the findings of communications research sppportéd
~under the fieid and student initiated research épméétitibns held
by SEP from lé?6~through 1981. A secondary éurédse Qas'to use
the review aé a base for étrengthening future research.A |

Bgcauselof the breadth of the topic énd the time 1line
available fpr.project completion, integration of the findings of
. SEP.suéported'resé;rch'with:the broader research liﬁerature was - -
‘notlféasible. Therefore, this report-fochseé only on the
findings of the projects reviewed. |

~ Method

Data Sources | A

Individual project !eports serve as the subjects of this
research report. Each project provides the raw data used for
 ana1ysié, synthésis,-and integratidn.

A total of 18 final reports were.included in the data set.
The 18 final reports were drawn from a-larger set of 95 final
reports provided to the Council for ExceptionalmChildren by SEP.
Each of the 18 reports focused on some.aspect-of comﬁunication.

'Six ptojectg were.clearly idéntified és Field Initiated
Projects, six were identified as Student Initiated Projects and

six projects did not provide an indication of the program
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authorization under which the were supported. There were two

projects from 1978, seven from 1979, four from 1980, and five

from 198l. Six of the projects were three year projects, eight,

were one year in length, and four projects failed to indigg;g_

their duration.
Materials
A Communications Research Coding sheet was developed for the

project. - The coding sheet was designed to allow efficiént

abstracting of information common to each of the reports as well

as information unique to individual reports. Information common

to all reports included (a) progrﬁm authdrizatioh, (b)

dissemination activities, (c) number of studies conducged, (d)

project focus, (e).projéct design, (f) subjects, (g)nprqﬁect
- » “/ .

replicability, and (h) graduate. student training bpportunitiés.

Information uniqhe to projects included (a) purpose, (b) method,.'.

and (c) principle_findings.» A copy of the cdding'sheet is
attached. | o | \ |
Procedure
| Each of the final repotts reviewed on this project were
furnished to The Council for Exceptional Children by the Division
of Educational Sérvices of SEP. CEC Staff and the project
consultant reviewed titles and abstracts of the total set of 95
projects and identified those projects ﬁhich were'broadly related
to one another. |
Eighteen final reports investigated some aspect of

communications skills of handicapped children., These reports

were provided to the project consultant by CEC. The project
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consultant read each'final'report to obtain a general Kknowledge
base regarding report contents After the reports were read, the
project consultant de31gned the Coding Sheet. Coding sheets were

accomplished by rereading_each pro:ect and entering the

information needed on the coding form.

Data contained in the coding fqrms was tallied subsequent to
rereading and coding each final report. DescriptiVe data
pertinent to the set of progect reports ‘was tabulated and
-summarized in tabular form, tThe number of projects related to'a
given eubtopic of commuhications research wae insufficient to -
perform any quantitative integration of the findings. Therefore,
findingércf the various projects were integrated in narrative
_fcrm. |
. | | A.Resuits |
Data Common to All Final Reports .

The total number of studies reported in the 18 final reports
is summarized'in Table l. Inspection of the table shows that a f@
tctal of 28 different studies were clearly identifiable in the
final reports. Di@ferences:between reports in the rumber of
studies completed does not reflect differential productivity of -
the‘various projects. No implications to that effect should be
drawn. . | 1

One final report was written in narrative fashion in which o |
the findings of a\hcmber of studies were integratec with a -
broader research literature. The studies supported by that'
project Qere not, however, clearly identified. Therefore, the

total number of studies supported by the 18 projects actually
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‘exceeds 28.§ The table also.shows .that only two final reports

failed to grovide detailed information about the studies ;‘ N

__ - —conducted+—-

‘Table 1 L ]

Number of Studies Reported'inAIB Final Reports

Measure _ e f

- Studies Reported

5 1
4 0
3 .3
2 1
1 A2
28
Reported in Detail
3. | 3
2 - 1
! 15
0 o2
' . 28

Note: One final report reported the results of several studies.
However, the manner in which the report was written . . W
prevented the tabulation of the exact number of studies : : ‘
conducted. This report is not included in the tabulation .
presented above. : S - |

As can be seen from Table 2, the majority of the projects
focused on research designed to increase undérstanding'of
~ communications processes, S;udies within this grouping focused v
on such topics as studying the':elationship between a manual sign-
and its referent, the communicative interaction procgss between
- profoundly deaf children and their mothers, :and the verbal-

logical behaviors expressed and the content of communication

between parents. and their preschoolérs; The second lafgest
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Table 2

Project Focus and Design

Dimension — ' £

Project Focus

18

'grouping of reports focused on the development:of language or
communications skills curricula.

" While a variety of research methods were used, the majority'

} ‘ Increase understanding of .
F - commuhications processes 9
’ Curriculum developmeni. 3
Skill training 2
Assessment p:ocedﬁre development 2
Policy issues . | ) , o .__2_
: - - 18
éroject ﬁésign
:.' _ Expefime;tal 9 -
| .Quasi4expé£imental 3
. Case SFudy 3
) Corref;tional V 1
‘Survey o - | o 1
Other (literature review) - | —L

|
of prbﬁects engaged in true experimental reséarch. Through such . J
research, qneqdf?ocal relatiOnships bgtween independent gnd o
dgpendedE variab1es can be established andfknowledgéﬁinc;eased.
Qdési-experimental and case stgdy research wefe thé secbnd mosf

- used approaches and each contributed useful information.
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" As noted in Table l,/16 of the\18 projects provided detailed
information ~about . the: 28 studies\eupported by the projects.

However, while a great deal of information about these studies

was presented,rthe information was, ﬂor the most part,
insufficient’to allow replication -of the study. Only eight
of the 28 studies provided enough information that the project"
could be replicated using the description of procedures prov1ded,
by the reDort.u “' : o | |

As reported in ‘Table 3, seven cetegories'of hendicapped

Table 3

Subject Groués-and_Numbers

Subject "~ _ N
-Severely/profoundly retardedw s B §3-
Learning Disabled | - ' -T2 _'
Hearing Impaired S f'65'1
Language Impaired : o . . 106

" Physically Disabled : _' . 48
:Multiply Handicapped | | | 138
Other : ' ‘ ,

High Risk . = S o 20

beveloomentally Delayed - 7
Non-handicapped | | : _3295_
o | - - 3724

children served as subjects in the projects reviewed. In
addition, a sizable number of non-handicapped children and adults
participated in the research. The largest grouping of
handicapped children serving as subjects were multiply
handicapped, These children were, for the most part, cerehral
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palsied and language impaired. Investigators in.these studies

identified the subjects as multipiy handicapped rather. than any

other category. All handicapped subjects were included because

"“they"hadﬂbommUniCations“diffiCultiesVOr"because’fhe"investigatbrm'
was assessing the impact of the handicap on the communications

_process; 'The~1argest number of non-handicapped sdbjects'(2914)

were professionals in the area of speech/language pathology and
who served és'subjects in 'a survey research project. The"

remaining non-handicapped'subjects'served aé-contgast_sdbjects in

- the experlmental and: qua31-exper1mental studles._

Subjects ranged in age from six months to adulthood The

' majorlty of handlcapped subjects were. from 3 to 15 years of -age.

As shoyn in Table 4, a total of 125 dissemination products

Table 4 _

Dissemination

i Projects Number of -
Dj ination Activit R Y No Repor! Products

"Published Articles/Chapters 3 . 15 33

Published Books 7 | . 1 TR S
Journal Artlcles 'In Press 4 14 ‘19
Artlcles/Chapters Submitted . 2 16 3
Artlcles/Chapters In Preparation 2 16 . 22
Conference Presentations. /
National/International : 6 / 12 33
State/Local | 4 / 14 ) _T%%_
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_hadieither been developed or were in some stagé of devélopment;

Articles in journals and books and presentations at naticnal and

international conferences were the primary avenues for

--. dissemination of project results.  'Both avenues ensure that the

research'community'is provided with project outcomes. %hile the

total number of products is 1mpress1ve, the number oﬂ projects

report1ng d1ssem1nat10n act1V1t1es was extremely smal]/ In fact,

J

one progect accounted for 57 of the 125. While. the number of.
progects reportlng d1ssem1nat10n act1v1es was small,,the numbers

' should not be interpreted as 1nd1cat1ng that no mpre than 125

products were eventually ptoduced by the progects., Typically,

"researchers do not disseminate their results mntll after a

D

progect is completed. T?erefore, it is pOSS1ble that a number of

)

dissémination reports’ were made after the final report was

.—Submitted. Because of time contstraints, it was not possible to

rev1ew the published research literature to locate reports that

mlght have been produced- subsequent to the progects.

A final general outcome of interest was the number of

studies which reported that graduate studentsrrece1ved'research

, / :
training through participation in the project. Only seven of the
28 projects provided any indication that graduate- students

received training. Six of the seven were student initiated

research projects. Again, the reader is urged to exercise
caution in interpreting these findings. - Graduate students

. probably did work within most projects. If an investigator does

not state that in a final report,iinitial project applications

could be reviewed (an activity outside the resources of the

1

‘current project) to identify graduate student participation.
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Findings From Individual Repor#s

The 18 final reporte clustered into'five groups. The first

cluster included nine studies focused on increasing understanding

of basic communications processes. The second cluster included

. three prOjects focused ‘on curriculum development. The reéemaining

clusters each contained two projects. The_third cluster

investigated skill training precedutes, the fourth focused on

procedures for assessing elements of communication skills, -and-

the fifth cluster dealt with pplici issues.

Understanding Communications Processes

Niné final ;eports were included in this_cluster; Three of
the nine reports studied processes by thch handicapped ihfents

and their parent(s) communicate with one another.. Two reports

: investigatedﬁlanguage and'sjnpax and two reports focused on

variables which influence'the;rate at which manual signs are
learned. One report studied variables influencing the

performance of athetoid cerebral palsied children on a computer

controlled communications device. The final project in this

cluster 'focused on variables infiuencing referential
commdnication-in severely retarded children. |

Infant-parent communication was studied by Kadgo; (1981),
Kahn (l98i), and McCollum (1983).| Each study focused on a
different aspect 6f the overall problem and eech used su;jects_
from differing categories of handicap., .

Kantor (1981) investigated the communicative interacﬁion

process between' two profoundly deaf children and their mothers.

Utterances containing pointing behaviors and modulated verbs were
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of specific¢ interest. One hour video recordings of the

interactions between the infant and their mother were taken every

L;;_—;f——th£ee-weeks7—“eﬂe~inﬁmﬂrwﬁmrstndied"from*his—twetfth—thféUqh_his
» ’ |

twentieth month and the second infant was studied from her e
twentieth through her thirty-second month. Tapes were
Atranscrébed and communiqatioh‘patterns coded following a coding
system{désigned by.Kéntor. Examples ‘of behaviors coded inélude
semantic}relationship expfessed by theIUtterance and verb complex
modulation.A‘Analysis of the data showed-that (a) ﬁttékances
incréased over time, (b)_complexity.of the child;s language
increased over t@mé, (c) mother modulated her language to

' correspond to the lénguage‘leyel of thé‘Child, (d) pdinting

'emer§ed as an‘important first structdre in early production.asAa ‘ -
signalling de@iée but with inéreaSihg age, bointing asSﬂmes-a S
semantic role, and (e) verb modulation by Indexic Incorporation
“develops during the profoundly deaf child's third ye%r. -

Patterns .of mother-infaht.communication were reported‘by

McCollum (Walker) in 1983. Three related studies investigated

(ai the cqﬁmunication channels used by babies and their mothers,
(b) the characteristics of dyadic states which describe the
combinatﬁon of communicétion channels used, (c) mother's
perceptions of‘theirlbabiea;interactive capabilities, (d) .
differences in communication between groups and situations and
(e) changes in pattern over time. Eleven multiply handicapped
infants and 13 normal infants and their mothers were studied‘ffom
the infaﬁts' sixth through thirtieth months.

In the first study; mother-infant dyads were video taped

during a series of four minute interaction situations: play with




no toy, no instructidn; play with toy, no instruction; play with

no toy but with ins;nuation;_playnwith—toywénd—inst@uetionknmh_»mm_f
feeding; and dressing. Baby's gaze, vocalization, and face_and
mother's gaze,-vocalizgtion, face, and kinesthetic actiOn'were -
coded from the vided ieéorqings. Analysis of gaze'pattern data
showed that (a) babies spent most of their time engrossed‘in the
toy, (b) babieé looked a£ the toy for'loﬁger periods of time
dUriqg-Lnstrﬁction than they did during play, (c) handicappea
infants had shorter episodes of looking at the toy and'fbnger !
episodes of looking at mother than did non-handicapped infants,

-(d) handicapped iﬁfants c¢hanged the.directioh of their gaze more
freqhently than did ééﬁprast,infants, and (e) mutual orientation
of‘gaze was moré difficult_for handicapped.dyéds to establish
that it was for normal dyads. ‘Vocalization data'éhowed that both
sets of infants weré more siient than vogal and.that-they fussed

‘very\little. In add;tidn,_vocaiizgtioﬁ was,greater at 24 months

- than it wés-at 12'months.” While mothers of handicapped,infants
talked more than mothers of the non-handicappéd when infants were
12 months of age, there were no differences»between groups at 24
months.  Turn taking was more difficult iﬁ the haﬁdicapped dyad.

The relationship between baby'g gaze and mother's vocalization
ré;ults showed that (a) non-handicapped dyad partners were mo;é’
independent of one another and (b) achieving reciprbcal balance
in the interactions of handicapped dyads was.diffibult to
achieve., Mothers rated play as satisfying and as-being of above

- average importance for development. Mothers of the handicapped

infants rated play as being more important in heiping their child

- 38




develop thinking‘skills than did mothers of non-handicapped

infants. Social'dues emitted by hanJicapped infants were
A \ , !

handicapped babies w@s lifficult,

The second study reported the.results of avcase study

‘analysis of the interaction patterns:of two dyads: “The case

study data conflrmed the results of the flrst study. In
addltlon, the data suggested that mothers were very fa01le in
\

adjusting to the baby.

The third study reported data from three mother-handlcapped

7

design across two target behaviors was used. Target behaviors

focused on different aspects of communication (e.q. moving'face

to baby in a playful manner, imitating vecalization, turn taking,

‘etc.). The intervention period.lasted from three to five weeks.

3 Results of this study showed that mothers acqulred the behaV1ors

taught and that they 1ncorporated the behaV1ors into later
situations. Communication between mother and baby improved and

became more pleasant,

Kahn (1981) -observed the verbal interactions between seven:'

developmentally delayed preschoolers and their parents and
compared their performance with the performance of eight
normally developing girls and their parents and seven normally

' |
developing boys and their parents. All children were between 42

\

and 60 months in age. Parent Chlld dyads were observed over a 30

3

minute time gperiod in which the parent taught their child to play
with an unfamiliar toy and to sort a set of blocks. Mother-child
and father-child dyads were observed. Verbalizations were tape
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difficult to interpret. As a result, interaction with

- infant dyads used in an intervention study. A multlple.basel;ne o
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recorded; transcribed, and coded according to linguistic terms,
communicative functions, . and content references. Kahn evaluated
22 hypotheses using data from 78 (discourse) dependent variables

using a series of four factor analyses of variance. The nature

‘of the task had the greatest impact on behavior. Task influenced

the degree to which_parents énd children participated,
verbalized, requpded, and referred to both instructional and.
substantive content. Task influencgd bqth parent (e.g. freguency
of initia;ing, ésking questiéns, giving orders, etc.) and ¢hild
(e.q. asking,.cooperatiné, etc.) behavior. Task also influenced
sequence of behavior emitted with childrén acéomodating their
behévior to that of their parents. It waé of interest to note
that teaching styles of mothers and fathers were simiiar and that
differences that did exist complemented the teaching style of the

other parent. Parents of developmentally delayed children

provided less information about the topics discussed and

-

regquested lesé EFTorﬂgggpn/tﬁﬁixa d parents of normally

PP

developing children. In addition, parents of developmentally
delayed Ss did not provide their child with as much positive
feedback as did parents of normally developing children. Parents

of delayed Ss taught in a manner mdre intrusive than did the

parents of the normal subjects.

Taken together, data from these three studies show that the
language/communication patterns of handicapped infants and
toddlers follow those of non-handicapped children. Furthermore,_
they show that a handicapping condition influences the manner in

which parents and child interact. A disability puts a strain on
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the pattern of interaction. The data alse show that the parents
of the handicapped child can change their behavior to :ccdmodate
the behavioral skills of their child. |

| Syntax used by different categories of handicapped childre
was studied in two pfojects. Yoshinaga (1983) stvudied heéring
imbaired and hormally hearing subjects and Simms and Cruﬁp (1980)
studied learning disabled and normal subjects. .

Sims and Crump (1980) compared the syntax and vocabulary
development of intermediate and secondary age level learning
disabled énd normal students. Groups of four subjects.(tWO
learning d;sabled and two no;mal) were shown two films:without
narrative. Aftér the first film, each S was interviewed by a
trained interviewer who asked § to (a) retell the story and (b)
relate an aspect of the.film to hié or her life after the
interview. Ss then viewed a second film and repeated the
interviews. S responses were taped, traﬁsdribed, and typed.
Typed transcripts were keypunched on data cards and entered into
a computer. Transcrip;s were computer analyzed uéing programs

available at Pennsylvania State University.‘ Syntactic

development was measured by the number of T-units used, mean

number of words per T-unit and syntactic density. Syntactic
density scores were based on 10 variables highly corrélated with
teacher judgments of high-quality written 1anguaqe. Vocabulary
development was measured by corrected type—token fatios, simple
type-token ratios, number of different words spoken, and a
vocabulary intensity score. Vocabulary intensity was ba.ed on
nine variables. Analysis of syntactic development showed thaﬁ

learning disabled Ss produced significantly more T-units than did
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normal Ss and that age of Ss did not effect T-unit production.

No significant effects wereefound for mean length of T-unit.

-Normal Ss had significantly higher syntactic density scores than

did learn;ng disabled Ss; syntactic density increased with

increasing age. Syntactic density scores of normal Ss were, on

the avefage, about 1/3 of a'gradeehighef'than the scores obtained
by learning ‘disabled Ss. Vocabulary richness data showed ee
effects for number of word types'or vocabulary intensity scores.
Significant age effects were found for‘simple'typeftoken ratio
and the corrected type-token ratio. The youngest and -oldest Ss.
had the highest type—teken ratios.

Yoshinaga (1983)'investigated.the interrelationships.of
syntaﬁ.and semantics in the spontaneously generated written
langu ge of hearing impaired and normal children. Text cohesion,
claus¢ development, and propositioﬁal analysis across five age
groups of heariné impaired children were of particular interest.
Written language samples. were elicited using the
Accieent/Eme;gency picture from the Peabody Language Deveiopment

Kit. Children wrote stories in groups of eight,.completing'theit

work in about 20 to 30 minutes. Written compositions were

analyzed for clause development, text cohesion, and propositional

analysis by two speech/language pathologists and the principal

investigator. Syntactic ability was evaluated through measures
of clause development, T=-unit, and-syntactic density. -Semantic
ability was evaluated through propositional analysis of the
narrative. Interrelationships between syntactic and semantic

ability were analyzed through analysis of text cohesion, Data
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analysis showed that on 17 of 28 measures (e.g. words/TAunit,
A i /

words/main_clause,propositional phrases, number of su?érdinate

‘clauses, total productivity, totalfwotds, etc.), hearing Ss

exhibited perforimance significant.‘yy‘above that of hearing

' ; ’
No differences were observed for 10 measures (e.d.,

impaired Ss.
> ;

number of modals, be-~have auxil;daries, numbetr of possessives,

of T-units, conjunctipn cohesions, total number of

Yoshlnagé concluded (p 117) that "overall
narrative-

humber

propositions,'etc)
productlvity with relation to clause development,

discourse, and text cohesion, is significantly less in the

hearlng impaired children than in normally hear;ng chlldren.
However, when eight hearing 1mpa1red Ss whose reading grade level
was third grade or better were matched with hear1n9 Ss on reading

level and age, all differences in performance onfw:itten language

measures due to hearing loss disappeared.

Variables effecting the rate of manual 8ign learning were

the focus of two reports., Related studies were reported by

Lloyd, Fristoe, and Karlan (1982) and Bray and Thrasher (no

dete).

In their three year project, Lloyd et al., (1982) set out to

(a) determine appropriate methods for studying sign learning, (b)

identify relationships between signs gnd their referents, and (c)

study differing approaches to presentatlon of the sign. The

overall methodology used for thelr series of studles was a palred

associate learning paradigm. The total number of studies

conducted and the methods used for specific studies were not

presented with clarity. The research reported showed that:

1. facilitative effects of manual signs on comprehension
43
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of oral lanquage appears to be a function of the
conceptual characteristics of the sign and .related to
iconicity rather than input modality characteristics.
2. with menﬁally retarded Ss "comprehension recall is
substantially faciiitated_by the presenbe of sign,
alone or,ih combination with oral cues" (pe 9).
Additional results included (a) establishing a pool of 910 manual

signs for which trahslucency ratings'were determined and (b)

~development of videotape presentations of each of'the 910 sigh51

. : . !
Bray and Thrasher evaluated the effect of three variables

(iconic vs abstract; touch vs nop-touch, and sign vs sign + hame

[spoken orally]) on the rate at which signs were learned by 24

. . \ . ]
adolescent severely mentally retarded subjects. §Ss were trained

rindividually in & quiet room. Training sessions were video.

taped. All Ss were pretested on mbtor_imitation,_vqéal
imitation, knowledge of manual sign formaﬁipn, and receptive

knowledge of object names. Ss were then trained to sign names

for 16 objects to a total of-lO'cOnsecutively correct responses

or a total of 50 tfials. Ss were trained in either sign plus
speech or'éign ohly conditions. Number of correct.ﬁesponses-per
block of 10 trials was'the'dépendent variable. Data were
analyzéd using é 2 (traininé group) X 2 (sign representation) x 2
(sign formation) X 5 (tri&l block) analysis of variaﬁce. Results
of the analysis showed that (a) performance improved
significéntly over trial bldcks, (b) touchlsigns were more likely
tovbe formed correctly'than non~touch signs, and (c) touch signs

were learned faster than were non-touch signs.
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Referential communication was the subject of one report.

Bray and Biasini (no date) studied task variables influencing the

ability of severely mentally retarded children (ages not-

e

reported) to function 3s effective communicators within the

refezential_communication patadigm. The specifib focus of the

project was on the impact of (a) coping with similarity of the

‘referent to the ron-ﬁéferent, (b) compardson skills, éhd (c)

ability of the S t_o'transmit a message and the formulation of an

effective message. TWenty*seven severely retarded Ss were-

¢

divided into three,trainingfgroups.' Training phases. included

.. stimulus familiarization, base-line (a stoie game), first
training, second training, post-test, and near generalization
test.  The experimental group received comparison-trainingfin the

first training session and message training in the second

£raining session. The first control group (Cl) received stimulus

familiarization in first training and comparison training in

second training.\ Conﬁrol-group 2 .(C2) ;eceived-stimulus
familiarization ih Both first and sécond trainihg. Twelvélpairs
of items (e.g. cup, piﬁcher of lemOnade;-puzzle} puzzle piece;
spoon, plate with pudding, etc.) served as stimuli. Stimuli weré
presehted tovés in the presence-of distractcrs sudch as a broken
cup or a broken spoon. During stimulus familiarizatibn training,

Ss were presented with pairs of objects and asked "show me how

you use these?" During the store-game baseline condition, S was

seated at a table on'which the stimulus was set. The referent

and distractor were set on a counter. Ss were told to get the

item that was used with the stimulus. S was to communicate which

item was wanted through either a gesture or a word. -Compérison
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training consisted of putting S's hand on the referent and being

' told that the referent went with the stimulus. In message

training, - 8 was taught to ask (by word or. gesture) for the
referent. Three_correct\chbices was the training criterion.

Post-testing was:a repeat  of baseline training. Near

~ generalization consisted of presenting S with six pairs of items

on wﬁich they had not been trained. Data were énalyzed by_
inspection. No differences'bétweeﬁ groups wefe observed for.
baséliﬁe and marked differenées.in fesponse frequency apd
accuracy were observed on‘the'post-test.' Ss in the compari§op

and message training group made 23.6'responsés, Cl made l4§0.

:espohses and C2 made 5.6 responses. Near generalization data

were of the same mégnitude. Based on the déta,_the_investigators-
concluded that the communication competence of séverely retarded
Ss c0uld be ihproved. | | :

| Williams, Csongradi, Leblané, and Barker (1982) studied the
impact of control system variables on the abilit& of'gthetoid'
cerebral éalsied subjects to control é tﬁoléwitch,;user driven.
cursor in a row/column scanning system. A two-switch interféce
for.résponse scanning'and selection was developed forﬁtTRS-BO
microprocessor. Four control systems were compared using éix
Ss. S5s used a system’for aboutltwonhoﬁrs per day. Three runs of
12 trials were complleted each day to /é‘total of nine runs for the
system, Singie letters diSplayeq on the CRT were the
expeiimental stimuli. Elapsed time'and,scan time served as
dependent variables. Differences between systems and Ss were

significant for scan time., Row-column auto scanning, the most
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frequently used interface system in actual practice, produced
significantiy more errors than did row-column direct scanning,
LOW auto‘scahning'aﬁd column auto éqanning;

"Curriculum Development

Three final reports were included in this‘cluster.. One

project focused on field testing set of activities designed to

' facilitate communication for children who were non-vocal. The

second project developed a‘'language intervention program for

~children with serigus language disabilities.. The third project

focused on developing language training activities that would

facilitate the :Zansition of preschool age language impaired

‘children to-the regular classroom;

In a reporevof relatively poor quality, Helm and Shotel .

 (1982) reported the results of a field test of an activity guide

designed to facilitate non-vocal/communication. A total of 51
children frdm two public and_two p;ivate SCthls served as
subjects.f Ss vocal skills and developmentél levels were asséssed
by'published tests and by a ériterioh referenced test and a

motivation questionnaire which had been developed from the

~activity guide. Ss weré;provided specific prograﬁming_and

provided with modified communications materials over the course

- of one school year. Specific progfamming suggeStions were

developed for each child from the activity guide by the principal
investigator. 1In addition, the principal investigator made ot

modified materials (e.g. communication boards, switches, adapted

'toys etc,) used in the program and made bi-weekly visits to

classes. All 51 Ss were tested at the beginning and end of the

school year. _ Scores from published tests from the year prior to

’
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‘treatment were sampled for 22 of the 51 Ss. Pre-intervention

-gains for these Ss were compared with their gains during

intervention. Tests (t) of the gains made by these Ss showed
that. the sample 1mproved significantly from pre to post test

during treatment. There was, however, no change in ‘the rate of

e change between the pre treatment year and the treatment year.

‘Qifferences between younger and older Ss were not significant.

\\\In a two volume report, Conant and Budoff (no date) and
Conanty Budoff, and Hecht (no date) reported-the results-of_a
three wear effort to (a) deveiop a language intervention program
for-joung‘children with serious language disabilities, (b)
evaluate theeintervention program and test its practical
usefulness in ‘the field, anf (c) produce a marketable product;
The language 1ntervent10n program was based on a series of game
situations (e.g. hidlng games with obJects, hiding games w1th

pictures, communlcatlve bingo and lotto games, action directive

games, etc.).that could~be played at three levels of difficulty.

'Forty-eight 3 to 8 year 0l1d children with severe language

disability (mean length of uUtterance for the group was 1.0 to
2.0) were used to evaluate the intervention program. Subsequent
to sampling'Ss language, 26 Ss participated in a four month
intervention followed by a second language sample being taken for
all Ss. Amount of speech, long unit, syntax, and speech acts
served as the measures used to evaluate treatment program

effectiveness. Data were analyzed using a-2 (no or mpoderate

‘delay vs severe cognitive delay) X 2 (treatment vs contrast)

analysis of variance. Analysis showed that cognitiveilevel had a
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significant" effect for speech comp031te, long unit, and syntax

~composite. Intervention was-effective for the\8s with higher

. cognitive levels but had no effect on children \from the low

cognitive group. Presentation of two detailed case studies
documented the kinds. of gains typical of children with\differing
linguistic disabilities. Following development of the

intervention program and evaluetion of the program with children,

- Conant et al., (no date) had 21 practitioners evaluate the

manual., A series of two hour workshops were used to teach the
teecﬂers how to use and develop games. In addition, teachers
received superVisory_v;eits from the investigators.: At the end
of the school year, participant feedback about. the games was
positive. Part1c1pant evaluatlons were used to modify the

manual. . Publlcatlon of the tralnlng manual in book form was

\

"arranged through LINC Marketlngd
Warren and Schiefelbusch (1982) completed one of the best of

the flnal_reports reviewed. Their project had three research

objectives:

l. to assess the generalized effects of preschool language

training on students before and during enrollment in
elementary schoel.

2. to determine what speeific,language.skills are'required
‘to succeed in an elementary school classroom,

3. to develop auxiliary 1anguage'training procedures to
teach.specific skills typically -required in school

settings.,

f Each objective was achieved by conducting an experiment tailored

‘o that objective.
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From 8 to 12 language impaired children ranging in age from

30 to 109 months participated in the study focused on the first

research objective. All Ss were enrolled in the Laqguage'Project
,'Preschooi maintained by the Bureau of Child Research at the
University of-kansas. Verbatim samples. of language and

contextual information were collected in 15 minute'samples,

several times per week over an extended period of time. ‘Samples

were transcribed and entered into ‘a computer for analysis. The

-computér was programmed to assign correct pérts of speech to

utte:anées. Using both training data and language samples, a
series of analyses were conducted. Analyses focused on (a)

generalization of language strhctures trained, .(b) effects of

.high and low rates of speech5(515 or <15 utterances per 15

minutes), (c) ‘gffects of form complexity,'(d) public. school
transition, an2 (e) generation of a language learning model.

These analyses showed that:

i. 71 percent of the t:aining structures trained werg
generalized to @he classroom. Structures one morpheme
longer théan tgé child's ﬁiap length of utterance Qere
not generalizgﬁ. |

2. rate of talking had no real effect on the distribution
of pragmatic functions (p. 20)./:

3. ,oﬁe word utterances were used*as answers and vocatives
(p. 20). Utterances two to four morphemes in length
did not differ for deqlaratiQes, questions, answers,

requests/commands, imitation, and response to mand.

4. Ss Peabody Picture Vocabulary Test mental ages (MA)
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were nine months below chronological age (CA) at entry

into the Languagé Project Preschool, were eight months

above CA at exit from the preschool, were one month
above CA after one year in the public school) and two
months below CA after two years in _public school.
5. a Ianguage‘leérning model data could be develéped.‘
To assess the second research objective, a good
communicator, a poor commUnicator,.and 6ne‘randomly selected

control § were selected from 13 kindergarten classrooms. These

39 Ss ranged in CA from 5~5 to 6-6 years. Ss were observed in

both structured and unstructured settings to obtain a verbatim

language sample consisting of'SO audible sentences, a measure of

sentence structure in both structured and dnstructured

situations, and Métropolitan Achievement Test scores. Analysis
showed that{'

l. Develophenﬁal Sentence Scoring distinguished'good from

poor communicators;, Metropolitan scores distingdished

’poof'from good orzcontrol Ss on auditory

discrimination, wvisual discrimination, language,

reading readiness, and quantitative skills. Teachers

discriminated good from poor commﬁnicators on (a)'makes

verbai requests, (b) use df complex sentence structureq

(c) speaking clearly, (d) attention span, and (e) use'

of complete seﬁteﬁées.

According to Warren and Schiefelbush (1982, p. 46) the "greatest .

‘difference between good and poor communicators lie along

linguistic and cognitive dimensions. Social differences in terms

of language-hsage may exist, but did not significantly
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distinguish Ss in this study." Théy believe that language
intervention programs for children who exhibit below average
language skills "...should focus most heavily on the structural
aspects of cdmmunicatibn and related.cognitive and perceptual
skills" (p.46). |

~ Four separate, but related studies were conducted to achieve
the third researchAobjectivé. The fifsp study (3,1):Eocused on
teacher and normal peer interaction with language delayed
preschool children. The purpose of study 3.1 was to asaess'the
effects of mainstreaﬁing on the productiﬁe verbal behavior of
ladguége delayed preschool children and their_non—handicapéed
peers. The second studf\(3.2)‘fdcused on training a social

skill. Study 3.3 investigated the effects of teacher mands and .

models on the speech of language delayed children who were

unresponsive. Study 3.4 evaluated the abilities of mothers to

apply four incidental teaching techniques correctly and to assess

the effeqts of these techn&ques on child language. Data analysis
showed tha£: A

; 1. in study 3.1, non-handicapped preschoolers displayed

mucﬂ higher rates of verbalization and spontaneous

initiations than did language delayed children.

Teacher verbalizations were similar for both kinds of

ghildren and were similar to té&cher verbalizations in

a traditional preschool classroom as well. In contrast

to traditional class non-handicapped children Qho

verbalized more to one another than to their teacher,

non-handicapped children enrolled in the Language
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. / | .
Project Preschool v%rbalized more to their teacher and

one another than they did to their language delayed
classmates. | -

social skill training did not markedly influence
spontaneous invitations to play. Play inyitations made
by hon-handicapped Ss to language delayed Ss-wefg
usually the result of teacher prompts.

usé of "Mand;Model” teaching strategies by the teacher
resulted in both teachers and Sé increasing ‘their
verbalization during intervention. Furthermore} Ss
generalized to ffee play situag;pns. In addition, when
the model was faéed, teachefé shifted frdm‘MANDS_to
quéstionS'and increased their verbal productivity-and
Ss also increased their verbalization.

training mothers to use incidental teaching techniques

resulted in their increasing their use of such

techniques over baseline conditions. In addition,
~mothers generalized the techniques to new situatious.

As a result, their children's rate of talking.

increased.

Results of the total project led Warren and;Schiefelesch to

conclude that "...the optimal preschool language trainihg
program..." should.bﬁ'““.a cbmbinafion of structurediand milieu
training” (p. 72). They also indicated that they beliéved that
preschdol programs should teach language delayed chilﬂrehhgeneral
st}ategies,for learning in' addition to providing specific skill
training, Acquisition of'learning strategies appears to be

necessary for the child to continue to develop\language ékills'in
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the absence of direct remediation in those areas where the child
is experiencing difficulty.
The three reports focused on communications skills curricula

each make substantial contributions to practice. The projects

-show that a variety of techniques are useful in stimulating

language and communication skills. Furthermore, they provide the

field with validated materials and procedurés by which languagé

skiils of handicapped children can be improved.

Skill Training | S
In a project related to that reported by Lloyd et al.,

(1982), Creekmo:é and Lloyd (no date) reported the results of an

experiment designed to determine the effects of a-pfetraining

R o '
general imitation experience on the acquisition of manual signs

by severely rétarded children. Twelve nonverbal,
institutionalized severely reta;ded'childrén who ranged in age
from 8 to 14 years served as subjects. :During pretraining,-éix
Ss were réndomly assigned to a control, free-play coﬁdftion.
These Ss engaged in five days of free play with tﬁé experimenter.
Expérimental Ss received rapport and imitgtion training on 20
motor movements during pretraining. Subsequent to pretraining,
Ss learned nine signs taught by one of three methods: imitation,
molding, and imitation/molding. Training methods, were presented
in a counter~balanced order. Training sessions lasted 30 minutes

and were conducte? Lwice a day for 10 days. Training lasted

until. Gge made three consecutively correct responses or
participated in a maximum of 20 training session per sign. Ss

were post-tested one day after training. Data analysis showed
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that the experimental group had a significantly higher number of
correct respdnses than did Epe control groué during training and
made more responses on the post-test. Ss also responded more
frequently when sign stimuli were presented in either the
imitation or imitation/molding modes.

Mandell (no date) reported the results of a project designed
to evaluate the effectivenéss of the Ling System of Speech
Training as an appropriate method for facilita;ing gains in the
suprasegmental and segmental aspects of speech and in speech
intelligibilipy in 15 hearing impaired children who ranged ih age
frém 5.6 to 8.0 ycars. Using a case study approach, pre- and-
post-treatment tape recordings of speech sampleé-were dbllected
in three different situations: play with toys ("Tell me about
this"), sequence picturesi("Tell me a story"), and elicited
response to picturesv("What is this?"). Responses were tape
recorded and transcribed phonetically by Speech Pathologists

holding the Certificate of Clinical Competénce. Each S was
administered the Ling Phonetic Evaluation to determine the speech
skills to be taught. Each S was seen in half-hour training
sessions and average of 1.7 times per week with an average total
number of 16 sessions. In addition, an aide worked with each
child an average of‘3;{\times per week for a total average of 52.
sessions which lasted 10 :minutes in length. Post-testing
indicated that the average gain in suprasegmental targets was
significant as was the increase in intelligibility. In addition,
consonant errors were deéreased significantly. Correlations of
measures of phonatory’control and durationaljaspects of speech

with intelligibility revealed strong relationshijps with
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- Adapted Uzigiris-Hunt Scale for all subsamples. \

intelligibility. e

Assessment Proceaure Deveiopm;ht

The two studies included in this cluster were focused on
vastly different topiqs. Both studies were focused, however, on
the evaluation of procedures designed to assess communications
skills of handicapped children.

Seibert (1982) attempted to devélop empirically based scales
of early social communication development in multiply handicapped
(N=70) and hiéh-risk‘(N=20) preschool aged children. Scales were
designed so t#at they included prerequisite skills and relaéed,to_

the'sensoriwbtor-COgnitivé domain. The project developed an

- Early SociaI-Communications Scales Instrument comprised of eight

scales. The instrument assessed three fupctions: social
interaction, joint attention, and behavi;¥\5egu1ation.‘ A study
of the test-retest reliability of the scales\Was conducted with
28 Ss. Validity was assessed by correlgting ESCS scores with

scores from an Adapted Uzgiris-Hunt Scale and the Bayley Mental

.and Motor Scales. Inter-rater ‘reliability. for the ESCS was .93

\-.
with a range from .53 to .9Y1. The median correl@tion was .84 for

individual scales. One week test-retest reliability was .93 with
a median correlation of .89 for individual scales. Validity
studies resulted in a correlation of .85 between the Eégs and the

\

An interesting approach to the development of assessment.

: \
procedures was taken by Coleman, Cook, and Meyers (no date).
Their project was designed to identify communication

characteristics pertinent to matching augmentative communication
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device capabilities to the needs of non—q£¥1~children. Critical

features of devices and human perforﬁance and a process of
selecting and tailoring systems to educational needs were of

particular interest. A total of 42 non-oral, physically disabled

- subjects who ranged in age from 5 to 21 years participated- in the

various aspects of this project. The final report contains a

serieé of 10 papers which read like journal article manuscripts

and which describe the development of a set of client assessment

férms. An initial set of forms was used for -six months,
critiqued, and revised. The revised forms were used for six
months and revised again. The final_éet of forms described in
the report had been in use for nine months. The procedure
devised provided each S with an initial interview. Based on the
interview, S went to a.communication interview, a prelanguage
interview, or was terminated. Prelahguage interviews led to a
prelanguage assessment and development of a set of treatment

recommendations. Communications interviews included interface

- assessment or a cognitive/language assessment which led to

program implementation. Signiﬁicant others were included in the
interview process as an aid to estéblishing treatment goals. A
matching procéss was begun with Ss as they began their treatment
program. S tried out various devices and a final selegtion ofia
communication aid was made. Subsequent to the treatment program
and aid selection, clients were followed up’by'project staff.

Project results showed that:
1. it is possible to assess non-oral clients abilities,
needs, and goéls with a series of interviews and

procedures designed to determine the most appropriate
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symbol system, ' physical selection mode and site,
| cognitive seleétion, mode, output format, vocabulary
size, and vocabulary manipulation.
2, assessment can be matched to systems and devices which
are defined in'the same terms. |
3. . systems for school aged gh{idren'must be flex}ble
and/or interchangeable} Multiple rather than single
systems for a given individual are the rule rather than
an exception. | |
! 4. a system tbat prints pictures, line drawings, kebus
| symbols or some'similar set pf symbols is needed. |
f 5. a small, lightweight speech synthesizer is needed.
| Of the two projects in this section, the one conducted by
Coleﬁan et al. (no date) seems to ha§e the‘greatest potential for
effecting speciai education'practice. Their project identified a .

useful tool and approach to providing communication aids for

“handicapped persons who are non-oral.

Policy Issues
Two final reports were classifieg as focusing on policy
issues. As .in other clusters, the'topics of the reports included
in this subsection were vastly different.
Snope and Lingwall (1983) reportedAthé results of a three
year project designed to:
1. identify needs of the commuﬂicatively handicapped that
must be.addréssed by the speecthanguage pathology and
audiology profession.

2, prepare a list of the communication needs of children
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and adults who are communication handicapped.
3. develop competency statements relative to how the
communication needs identified can be addressed.

4, define the ngeds of communication-handicapped persons

that are not been addressed or addressed inadequately

by the'profession.

Two approaches to addressing project objectives were used. The

first three objectives were addressed by conducting a series of

10 regional meetings in which participants discussed the
qommunication_néeds'6f the communicaﬁion handicapped and
identified areas of unmet need. Over 130 persons representing
the communication handicépped, parents, practitioners,

researchers, and clinical trainees participated in the ten

meetings. The proceedings of the ten meetings were synthesized
to produce a list of disctepancies between needs identified and.

needs met. In addition, a list of 38 competencies for speech-.

language pathologists and audiologists was.developeB from the
materials produced by the regional meetings. Subsequent to the
reéional meetings, a survey form based on the 38 competencies was

mailed to 4,223 persons. A total-of 2,914 (73.8%) forms.were

returned., Survey data were analyzed in a variety of ways and

showed that (a) respondents believed that the Certificate of
Clinical Competence (CCC) should continue to serve as the

credential basic to ertry.into the profession, (b) bachelor's

degree (BA) level speecn pathologists work with school ages Ss,

do testing, and remediate articulation problems, (c) BA level
speech pathologists rate their skills lower on 29 of the 38

skills than do holders of the CCC, and (d) BA level speech
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‘pathologists were rated as less skilled than CCC holders by’

holders of the CCC, program directoré, and others. In addition,
the frequency with which various skills were used and the source
of training for various skills were identified. The: fourth
objective was addressed at a national conference éponsored by the
American Speech énd Hearing SocietyQ- The conference déveloped a

variety of recommendations designed to address the issues raised

by the regional conferences, survey, and conference and

transmitted those'recommendations to the leadership of the
American Speech and Hearing Society. .
Rivera (1982) conducted a literature review as' a basis for

the preparation of a paper reflecting the state-of-the-art in

bilingual special education in the areas of assessment, language

assessment, placement, personnel preparation and delivery of

‘services. For the purposes of the present report, only those

sections of Rive;a's repqrt that focused on language are
included. Literature to be reviewed was obtained in a variety of
ways including publicizing the nature of the project through a
variety of ﬁeans,.computer sea;ches of the ERIC sfstem, mail and
telephonéxcontact‘with experts in the education of_H;spahic
studen£s, and obtaining information on funded éEP-model service
delivéry pfograms and personnel p;eparatiog‘programs from SEP.
Literature review showed that "language dominance testing tells
little about the educational needs of an individual child.
Furthermore, it is not possible to determine language dominance
through the use of a standardized testing piocedure" (p. 86).

Information gaps relevant to language assessment include
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"a critical need for an interdisciplinary approach to

language assessment that utilizes a strong ethnographic

basé" (p. 87).

a "lack of commércial tests that measure functional
language proficiency in the first and second language"
(pv 87). '

"a need to develop new methods of assessing language

~that more closely refleét conﬁemporary linguistic

Topics in

1.

research and theory" (p. 87)-.

need of research were ieported to inélude'

the language characteristics of monolingual children
coﬁparéd to those of the different H;spanic grbups" (p.
88).

"studies of the functional language ¢ompetence réquired~
in schools at various ages and/or g:éde levels" (p.
88) . | | |

;the effects of bilinghal,Vs monolingual English

language instruction on the cognitive, social, and

. emotional development of Hispanic handicapped students"

(p. 89).

Discussion

The range of topicsiinVestigated and the research methods

used in the final reports reviewed in the present report varied

widely.

conduct a

There were too few projects focused on any one topic to

quantitative integration'of the literature. Because of

the range of topics included in the'repdrts, integration of the

reports into a cohesive whole is also precluded. The review

does, however, provide a summary of what has been learned over
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the past five years by SEP sponsored field and student initiated

research on communications skills of handicapped children.

Therefore, the review is useful in éstablishing?a baseline of

knowledge against which future progress can be judgedﬁ

Thelreview is also useful in that it (a) shd%s that é-

variety of useful intervention techniques have been developed,

(b) provides useful information about both the early language

development of handicapped infants and the ménner in which their

parents/caregivers interact with them, and kc) described how

communication aids can be matched to the communication skills of

“non-oral handicapped persons and showed that intervention

programs can facilitate éeveiogment of communication skills by
such persons. Fprthermore, sufficien; information is provided
about each projéct to ailow other researchers té determine if
they'want to revigﬁ the full project report‘to.obtain ideas for
feseagch which extend the findings of projects completed to
date.

The-feview-also identified a significént weakness among
persons conducting research with handicapped children. This

weakness relates to the manner in which researchers report the

results of their work. As noted in earlier sections, many final

reports did not include a variety of information that would be_t.

useful to a anyone attempting to conduct a 1iteraturé synthesis.,
Frequently missing were (a) the déte of the final report, (b)rthe
number of years the p;oject 1asted,»(c) information about whether
the project was field or student initiated} (d) detailed

information about the subjects used in the study, (e) detailed
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informahiéﬁ regarding ﬁhe procedures used to conduct'the studies
included in the final report, and (f) information about
dissemination activities. Missing informatiqn;detracts from the
usefulness of a given report and précludes the possiblity of
replicating the project to verify results.

+ As professionals, researchérs-interested in handicapped

children should voluntarily establish a format for the full

reporting of project procedures, outcomes, and dissemination in
the project's final keport. Agreement 6n'such a set of
guidelines would be a major step toward ihcreasing the utility of
the final reports submitted to the Office of Special Education

Programs.
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REVIEW OF SEP-SUPPORTED RESEARCH: ASSESSMENT

The purpose of this review is to synthesize the information gener-

'/
ated from grants supported by Special Education Progrmn@f(SEP) in the
area of assessment. Assessment represented a major thematic strand in

'(,.«-

grants funded by SEP during the last 5 years. Assessment was defined .

p—— e
B o
e

as ""a process of collecting data for the purpose of_mgkiag”ﬁé&isiona\\

e -

about individuals'" (Ysseldyke et al., 1983, p. 76). Applying this broad
definition, final réports submitted .during this period weére identified
for inclusion in this review.

Grants sérve a twofold purpose. First, and primarily,.a signifi-
cant contribution may be made toAthe field of special education that
otherwise'may n9t have been possible._ Sgco@d, anq\conjointly, an
investigator is fprovided the time and/qr resources to pursué; in ﬁ
concentrated manner, an area of interest and expertise. A review of
grant-funded research is a means for accessing valuable informition
about the current state of the art of special education assessment.

Final reports function as a vehicle of communication and a system
of accountability between the project investigugor and the funding
hgency. In addition to the dissemination activities conducted inter-

“nally within the grant, ‘the-final-report-is-a means. for summarizing and
sharing the overall results of the project. Investigators fﬁrnish
evidence to demonstrate that they have accomplished the objectives; .
proposed in the grant. Researchers also have the opportunity to explain
when unexbécted findings or unanticipated factors lead to modifications

of the project's objectives.

71




SEP Assessment

Final reports are potentially a valuable, though often neglected,.

-

resource for both practitioners and researchers. A review of recent
final reports is, thus, fertile ground for determining: (a) the current
state of the art of assessment relative to special education and

(b) implications for practice and resear¢h.
Method

Abstracts of the 95 finmal reports submitted to SEP in the last
5 years were reviewed for their topical content.- Assesément was
identified as a major strand addressed.in a subset of these projects;
The 18 final reports included in the éubsequent'review are listed in
Appendix At

A method was designed for systematically coding both quantitative
and qualitative informatiod generated from the final reports. | The
Assessment Research Coding Sheet is presented in Abpendix B. General
grant information was described on fhé firs; page. The general descrip-
tion of the grant includeq: (a) r_etﬁe}fence information, i.e., author,
title, agency, grant number, and year’of completion;a(b) grant period;
(¢c) disseminafion activities; (d) both the number of studies reported
and the number reported in detail; and (e) stated purpose(s) of the

project.

1Citations of the final reports within the text refer to Appendix
A. To avoid duplication, only citations other than final reports appear

in the reference list.
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The two subsequent pages were completed for each separate study re-
ported in detail within a final report. Eacu study was coded according |
to its focus, assessment purpose, and besearch design. A list of
nmltiple.optioms was generated by the author for each of the three
study characteristics. After readiﬁg each study, the bption that . best
described the study was seleéted._ In addition, information regarding
the subject sample was recorded."St;dies were codéd for total number of
. subjects, number of subjects within each category of exceptionality,.and
age/grade ranges of the.éamplé. Yes/no responses were éircléd for the
following questions: |

| 1. Was sufficient detail presented to allow replication?
2. Did graduate students receive research training through the
project?
Finally, notes.summarizing\the major components of g_reseuréh study were
recorded. The outiine included a statement of the problem, method, and
principal findings. A comments section was.employed for additional

notes.
Limitations

As.%ppealing ﬁs it is to report numerical.datajtﬁat describe grant
activifies, somé practical problpms were encountered. A presentation:
6f the l1imitations. of the procedure was deemed appropriate prior fo
discussion of the résults.

The study is limited to final reports completed in the last 5

years. This limitation is Jjustifiable in light of the fact that
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significant findings evolving from grants prior to this period would
already be available in the professional literature. The specification
of any time period, however, reflects the priorities established

annually by the funding agency;~ .

This review incorporates only the research funded by SEP. Research
supported by  alternative fun'ding'agencies and nongrant research is not
included in the sample. Generalizations of the results of rthis investi- o |
gation to' other fgnding agencies or to non-grmxt-supported'reseax;ch
would be inappro {ate. |

In rega?)/ to the reports themselves, the authors .presented their
'information/ in a variety of formiats with varying degrees of cbmplete-
ness. Specific examples' of i.nformation omitted from the final reports |
included: the grant number (Bullard, 1982), author(s) ("Learning Poten-
tial,"” 1983), completion date (Coleman, Cook, & Meyers, 1982; Goldberg & | ."‘
Zern, 1982), and the length of the grant period (Fifield, 1983). This |
descriptive information was derived from the content and t.imelines if it
was not available on the céver page.

’Ihe‘authors wrote their final 'x'ep_orts using a range of formats.
Disseminatién activities that were presented as lists of articles anq
conference presentations (Seibert, 1982; Spellman, Cress, & Sizemore.‘,“ .
1982) were more accurately counted than when this informatioh was
embedded ‘in the content (Evans & Voeltz, '1982; Reuter, 1982). " The .
possibility exists, therefore, that the totalis for the types of'dissemz

nation activities do not correspond to the actual numbers.
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Finally; the reader should note that the totals for the types of

dissemination activities reflect the quantity and status of manuscripts

| at the time the final report was submitted. Subsequent to completion of
' the final beport, additional articles may have been written, submitted,

and/or accepted for publication. Analogously, additional conference

presentations may have transpired. In conéideration of potential

postgrant activities, the dissemination totals in this review may . .

underrepresent the actual totals. -

Results and Discussion

Two distinct types of information were coded from the final

reports. . Each requires its own method for reporting the results and

will be organized in two sections. First, the_quantitative results that
provide a general overview of the final reports will be presented.
Second, the content of the research will be discussed in a narrative

review. ' \-

A
\

Descriptive Data ’

A review of the 95 abstracts of final repo -ts submitted to SEP from
1979 through 1983 resulted in the ‘inclusion of 18 final reports in the
assessment strand. ‘Tallying of the type of progrﬁm authorization
demonstrated that 5 (28%) were student-initiated and 13 (72%) were
-field-initiated projects. Grants were approved for periods of 1 to S
years. There were nine l-year, two 2-year, six 3~yeap,'and Qne S-year

grants.
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Grant period. A review of the data regarding the length of SEP. .

support relative to the initiation year of the project indicated that a
-‘ gradual reduction of multiple-year grants occurred between 1975 and
1982. This relationsuip becomes clear when student-initiated projects,
each of which received suppor; for 1 year, are excluded and only field-
initiated grants are considered. The on;y‘S-year field-ini;iated
proJect was-approved by the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped
(BEH) in 1975 (Haring; Liberty, & White, 1978). The Haring et ai.
project .is the only assessment grant in'fhe sample that began prior
to 1978. The six field-initiated grants initiated during 1978 and
1979 were approved fer_S years each. No 3-year grants were initiated
subsequent to 1979. Of the four field—initiated grants that chﬁénced
in 1981 -and 1982,_ha1f received support for 2.years. The other half
were approved for funding for a single year, as was the sole ussessment

grant initiated in 1982,

Studies reported. Two of the 18 assessment grants were literature

reviews in which research studies were not conducted (Kratochwill &
Cancelli, 1982; Rivera & Nokoa, 1982). The reﬁaining 16.investigations
produced a total of 62 research studies ranging from 1 to 14 per final
report (M = 3.88, SD = 3;95), Of these 62 studies, 32 (52%) were
reported in deteil. The uumber of studies reported in detail Pauged
from-0 to 14 (M = 2.28, SD =k3.47). /

The total number of studies reported, differentiated by the length

-of the grant period, for the 16 research projects will be covered. The

shift in the funding pattern from multiple- to single-year grants
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drastically reduéed the numbers of studies conducted. The final report
of Haring et al. (1981), the only S5-year grant, included a single
study. The authors, however, limited the content of their final report
to the final yeaf of the project. From 35yedr projects,; 36 (58%) of Fbe ‘
studies were generated (M = 6.00, SD = 2.76). Investigators on 2—yeaf
grants produced 15 (24%) research studies (M = 7.50, SD = 9.19).
In compariéon, authors of 1-year_ grants discussed 10 (16%) studies
(M = 1.43, SD = 1.13). Not Sufprisingly, the mean number of studiéé
produced-in multiple-year grants drastically exceeded the mean number of.
studies reported in 1l-year grauts;l The reader should recall that five
of the sévén'single—yeqr grants‘kgre student-initiated projects.
Students described the one study upon-which their dissertation was based
in their final reports.

Review of the.32 studies that were reported in detail for evidence
qf training of graduate students and pqtential for replication produced'
the folléwing results. Graduate students received training in 21 (66%)
studies. Sufficient - detail was presented in the final reports for
replication of 19 (59%) research studies.

The 32 research stﬁdies that were described in-detail were also
coded fpr the focus of the projeét, assessment purposé, and research
design. A description of these results is reported next. The focus of’
the project refers to the purpose of the study as delineated in the
objectives and/or researéb question.- The purpose of the majority of
étudies, 18 (56.3%), was the validation of an assessment instrument.

The researchers addressed the development of an assessment instrument
77
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(12.5%) and decision-making skills (12.5%) in four sfudies each.,
Training of personnel was conducted in three studies (9.4%). Bias in
assessment (3.1%)4, policy issues (3'.1-%), and parental involvement
(3.1%) .were designated as the purpose of one study each. -Addition-
ally, both of the literature reviews addressed issues of assessment
bias.

'fhe categorization of studies by assessme;xt purpose was included to
describe the types of decisions that would be made by using the assess'-
ment data. The five coding categoriésl are modifications of the reasons
for assessment defined by Salvia and Ysseldyke (1981). Fe;v authors gave
a clear statement of assessment purpose. In many cases, the kinds of
. decisions that would be made regarding students, based on the data, had
~ to be inferred from the final reports.

The most common reasdn for assessment was to provide data for
blanning instruction and ma.king décisibnb regarding interventions.
Instructional planning was coded as the purpose of 20 (63%) studies.
Assessment was used for screening and referml decisions in 6 (19%) of
the studies. Two studies_ were identified that addressed ecach of the
following purposes:. classificatiop (6%), program placement-setting
decisions (6%), and program evalué;ion (6%) . |

Finally, the designs employed in the research studies wiil be
‘summarized. Ten stud;es were descriptive in nature (31.2%). Nine
studies were, correla/tional (28.2%).4 Questionnaires .md interviews were
employed in eight survey studies (25%). Three studies used quasi-

experimental designs (9.4%), and one study employed an experimental
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design (3.1%). A case study approach was also used in only one study

(3.1%).

Dissemination activities. The status of professional papers and
conference presentations genérated from the 18 assessment grants

demonstrates a high level of dissemination activity for a subset of

investigators. Of the 18 final reports, no record of dissemination was -

reported for 11 (61%) projects. The authors of the 7 (39%) remaining
final reports were extremely productive in compléting a wide variety of
professional activities.

Project péfsonnel repoyted that 4 articléé had been published, 6
were in press, and 8 had been submitted to professional journals. Of'zi
unpublished manuscripts,.zl were available from the authors and 3 were
in préparation. Presentations had been completed at 15 national
or international conferences, and 7 at regional, state, or ldCal
conventions. In addition, 23 lectures and in-seryice workshops had been
conducted. A book was in preparation, and 4 chapters wére in press.
Although the numbers and types of dissemination activities were equally
distributed among the authors, Seibert (1982) was exceptionally pro-
ductive in most categories.

In the secrion on limitations, the possibility;was suggested that
the most recently submitted final reports would inclﬁde fewer dissemi-
nation activities. The data do not support this qonclusion. The subset
of the investigtors who were active disseminators corppleted final

reports in either 1982 or 1983. Nine other final reports submitted
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during this same 2-year span and two completed prior to 1982 contained

no record of dissemination activities.

Summary. From 1979 to 1983, 18 of the 95 final reports submitted
to SEP addressed assessment issues. These grants were initiated during
the period 1975 through 1982, inclusive. The length of /funding grad-

ually decreased over this 8-year period; however, gh increase was

observed in the number of single-year grants during /the same period.
Two of the 18 grants were literature reviews. The remaining 16 grants
provided,support for 62 research studies. Thirty-two of these studies
were reported in detail in the final reports. As one would expect, the
mean number of studies was greatér for multiple-yéar than for single-
year grants. The focus of 56% of the studies reported in full was
validation of an assessment instrument. Intervention was identified
as the purpose of the assessment process in 63% of the studies. A
straightforward statement of the purposé of the assessment process under
iSvestigation was rarely included ia the final report hbut waé inferred
from the text. Descriptive, correlational, and survey studies were the
most popular fesearch designs.

The quantitative data tabulated and summarized in this section
should be interpreted with caution. Enumeration, alone, offers a narrow
perspective of the final reports. Kaplan (1964) described the mystique
of quantity as '"an exaggerated regard fog the significance of measure-
ment, just because it is quantitative" (p. 172).

In terms of this review, the numerical data were presented to

describe characteristics of the final reports. No attempt was made to
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assess the quality of the research conducted under the auspices of these
grants. Tﬁerefore, conclusions regarding the relative value of grants
based on the number of studies reporied were not made, nor should they

be inferred.

“Narrative Review

In this section, .the content of the final reports wil}/};»ﬁﬁinnlf-
ized. This review will be limited to the studies,theg,wé?é repoﬁpéd in
detail and the two final reports that were liféggkdre.reviews.' The
challenge of this endeavor lies i'n.the'vax"iety of research problems
investigated within the area of'asseésment.

A conceptual framework was needed in order that related researéh
from the sample could be presented in a cohesive manner. For the most

part, research studies within the same grant had a common focus. .In

addition, overlap of focus was apparent in studies reported in separate

final reports. - Grouping studies with a similar focus was therefore an

efficient organization for this review.

The descriptors of the different foci generated for use on the

coding sheet will also be used as the outline for summarizing the

.

research from the sample. The subsections of this review correspond to
the descriptive categories. The purpose of this review is to summarize
the research problems investigated, the subjects involved, the methods

employed, and the principal findings.

Development and validation of assessment instruments. First,

measurement instruments that were developed as part of a SEP project
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will be reviewed. Then investigutions that were conducted to revise or

validate the use of an already existing instrument with a handicapped

'
t

14

population will be presented.

Evahs“ano Voeltz (1982) developed a Behavior Systems Observa\ion

- System that allowed recording of percent duration of excessive behavilors

of severely handicaoped children\as well as simultaneous recording of
the children's interaction with environmental factors. The i#rget
observations were inappropriate behaviors that were performed exces-
sively and required intervention. The list of 95 excessive behaviors
was_dorived from classroom observations, eﬁamination of the information-
included in a child's case history, and a review of inrervention studies
that attempted to reduce excessivo behaviors. | The_purpose of the
measure 1is to provide guidelines that assist teachers in selecting
intervention priorskies by considering response interrelatiooships. |

This final repoi‘t does not contain enough information on ény
inoividual study for a criticayarevicw. References to articles and
manuscripts generated from the grant were frequ@ntly cited. The.
assessment procedures, however, demonstrated a sophisticated use of n;\
technology and incorporated :several critical factors often onuttod
from thekﬁssessment process.  These elements of the projeot will be
described. |

1. Dota were collected longitudinally. For ,a subset of 66 se-

- verely handicapped subjects (CA 2-8 years), observations were completed

for 2.5 years.
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2. A4l subjects were drawn from public ,\school educational settings
and were 'observgd or videotaped in‘ three siﬁuations: free play, small
gioup, and individual instruction.

3. One observer coded excessive behaviors with simultaneous/ cod-
ing of the iuteraction of the child with the environment by a second
obser#er. All observations were recorded on micCroprocessors at the time
of data co.lrlection. This procedure permitted the collecltion 'of boin

frequency and duration data on target behaviors.

The malfunction of equipment, loglst1cs in the coordmatlon of th

on-site observers, and lack of sophistication of the microprocessors in

handling large data sets were some of the problems confrc;nted in this

investigation. The longitudinal collection of frequency and duration
da.ta of children's behaviors in different environmental situations

are critical factors that are often 1gnored in the assessnxant process.

Two instruments were developed in the area of communication for use

with handicapped children. Seibert (1982) reported.the develdpment of

tae Early Social-Communication Scales (ESCS) to evaluate infants' and
toddlers' adaptive interactions with persons during their initial 30

months of life. ' Three major communicative functions are assessed with

the ESCS: socdal intem&tion',/ joint attention, and beha\)ior r'egulution.J

"

.5 o
Further descript._ion of the content or procedures for administering the

ESCS were not included in the final report.
Approximately 20 high-risk and 70 handicapped infants (i.e.,
Down's syndrome, mentally retarded, physicolly bandicapped, multiply

handicapped, hearing hngaix'ed, viiunlly impaired, ,ahd b\ehavior‘ally
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disofdered) were included as subjects in test-restest, interrater
reliability, correlational, and training studies. A discussion of these
results is inappropriate here without additional infornﬂtiop about thet
contentvof tﬂé individual scales and the method of measurement.

In addition, three different purposeslfor-the use of scale appeared
in the text of the final report. The results of measurement are to
‘be uscd to predict learning potential, to validate a stage model of
cognitive development, and to determine appropriate iptefvention

activitles. Again, more inform.iion is needed to determinerf the ESCS

'is appropriate for each of these purposes. \

Seibert (1982) reported that the ESCS‘had undergone numerous
révisions throughoht'the grant period. Simplification of the adminis-
tration procedures was needéd before the instrument would be gvailable
‘to the practitioner or researéher.

The second communication grant was implemented by Coleman, Cook,
and Meyers (1982). The overall pirpose of the project was to identify
the commnunication needs™and capabilities of nonoral children that
are relevant to the selection of the most appropriate qumnentative
communicat;on systan_(AC55 for the child. In order to match the ACS to
the user, a practitioner must have knowledge of Lhe vocabulary reeds of
the child. The particular study of interest was desfgned to develop an
instrument to determine the perceived vocabulary ﬁéeds of nonoral
school-age handicapped children. The 25 nonoral stg&énts (ca 7-21
years) identified had cerebral palsy or néurological/neurunUSculhr

disorders.
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Since these children were unable to express their communication
needs, 'relevant others' were identified who had frequent contact with
the children. Relevant others included 150 residential staff members,
school bersonnel, peers, and parents of the nonoral éhildren. Through
a semistructured interview férmat, topics and messages were elicit?d
from the participants. This type of message was perceived by £he

participants to be one the child needed or desired but currently was

unable to communicate.

A questionnaire was developed with 91 message statements /derived.

!
from the interview. A seven-point rating scale was provided for the

respondent to rate each item according to its "appr‘opriatene:;é‘;:" for the
child. A total of 98 questionnaires (70%) were (‘:ompleteggf on the 25
nonoral \students. The coefficient of interpdl consisten:cy was .98.
Through the use of principal-components _Mctor anulysis‘with valimax
rotation four factors emerged as reflecting vocabulary themes. The four
factors identified as areas of communication needs were: (a) inter-
personzﬂ and academic, (b) recreationél activities and special events,
(c) basic needs, and (d) apperceptive uneeds. The results of the
indirect measure may &;séist practitioners in determining colﬁmmication
priorities for a cbiid. The vocabulary uand messuges r;lost frequently
identified may be incoporated into. the initial wvocabulary of the ACS.

The mandate of Public Law 94;142 that handicapped students must
be provided appropriate physical education ser-v-ices was the catalyst
for the development of two physical fitnes\sgs tests. Both tests were

constructed for the purpose of identifying the unique physical fitness
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needs of handicapped persons. Ulrich and Wessel (1983) described their

instrument aé\xt}staidardized criteriou-beferenced test (CRT) of motor
h

skills and phygical fifness. Winnick and Short (1982) designed a
norm-referenced test (NRT) of physical fitness. K
Ulrich and Wessel (1953) éons}ructed test items that were consis-
tent with .16 objectives from the:physical fitﬁesé\and motor skill
domains and described both the qualitatfé and quantitdtive standards for
«
a correct beﬁhvioral ;ésponse. The test was administered to a sample of
279 subjects (CA 3-12 yeare;) Fihat consisted of 117 normal, 1e.1mmg
disabied (LD), and emotionally disturbed (ED) children placed in regular
physical education classes, and 96 educable mentally handiuapped (EMH)
and 66 trainable mentally handlcappea (UMH) children from solf-cout41n¢d
classes. These data were used to establish norms for examining a ﬁ&u-
dent's'performance relative to that of a particu%an“gngupf’”PéFfonq&nce
on a CRT, however should be measured against a fixed stuﬁdard. The
statistical analyses that were used to assess the ‘relationships between
age, gender, and classification variables were inappropriate for the
small and unequal sizes of cells.

Winnick and Short (1982) appropriately tested a large sample of
3,914 subjects (CA 10~ 17 veaxs) The subjects were 1,468 hearing
impaired (HI)/deaf, 649 v15ua11y impaired (VI)/blind, 605 orthopedlcally
handicapped (OH), and 1,192 nonhandicapped (N) youths. The principal
finding of this investigation was that the factor structures of the

subject groups exhibited similar patterns. The relative performances of

f
the gfoups on the components of physical fitness were N » HI > VI > OH.
)
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“Although the performances of HI and deaf students were similar on all

components, VI subjects perfgrmed_significantly better than blind
subjects on tasks requiring movement through space.

The purpose of three projects was to evaluate the appropriatenéss

ta »

. of using existing tests with different target populations. The System

of Multiculturai Pluralistic Assessment (SOMPA) has bgen proposed as a
culturally and racially nondiscrimintory system for educational.decision
making. The inéorporation of multidimensional assessment criferia in
the SOMPA is aimed at qssisting profeésionals in making nondiscrimina-
tory classification/placement decisions about children, thus correéting
for the overrepresentation- of nﬂnority students in special education
programs--specifically EMH classes. The multidimensionality of the

SOMPA, a critical concept, had not been anpirically assessed. Talley

(1979) analyzed and comparedwthe data from the California standardiza- -

tion sample of 2,085 subjects (CA 5-12 years)'with thé SOMPA results of

529 students (CA 5-11 years) referred for special education evaluation.

Intercorrelations among SOMPA measures for both populations lend support

to the claim of multidimensionality.

The ''referred" sgmple was drawn from the Pueblo, Colorado, school
distrct, previously cited by the Office of Civil Riéhts (OCR) for.dis-
proportionality of minority students in special eduéation classes, i.e.,
overrepresenfation in EMH and underrepresentation in LD placements.
Tv.lley (1979) reported that the year following the implementation of the
SOMPA was the first year that no ethnic disproportionnliﬁy was found in

special education programs. In addition, shifts in staff utilization

87




SEP Assessment

nad occurred. A decrease in EMH teachers and increases m hiring LD
teé.chers and social workers were docmxentiéd. A causal relationship
between use of the SOMPA and proportional xepresentatlon c,annot be
inferred. Factors such as teacher awareness, changes in crlterla for
placement, and modificatious of the referral procgss in the Pueblo
school district may have contributed to the outcome. The reader should
note that only the preyalence, not the appropriateness, of special
education placements was'examined. |

Tbe’focus_of the second project was visual acuity assessment. .
Inadequate visual acuity can prevent normal écademic deveiopment.
'I‘reatmeﬁt of the mpst conmon 'visual impairments must be completed by
age 6, t'bé traditional age at which the majority of chidren are screened
through school programs. Undiagnosed visual impairments compound the
developmental problems of handicapped children. Visual screening of
handicapped preséhool children is imperative. No reported visual tests
had establish.ed adequate validity and veliubilify with children below

the age of 3 or with ¢hildren considered untestable. Traditional visual

acuity measures require responses to test stimuli that handicapped

infants may not have developéd.

Spellman, Cress, and Sizemore (1982) evaluated the use of the
Parsons Visual Acuity Test (PVAT), used effectively with untestable
school-age children and adults, with 470 preschool cmldren (CA 18-48
months). The admlnlstratlon procedures for the PVAT include a pretest
to determine the child's ability to discriminate test stimuli and to-.\'_\

perform the appropriate responses. I1f necessary, subseguent training
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\l jl
using the ?rinciples of errorless learning is provided on discrimination

and/or veéponse tasks. | Childreq who failed the pretest, following
training, were not administered the PVAT. In this study, 416 (88.5%) of
the subjects were successfully screened using the PVAT. Fewer younger
children (CA_18-24 months)‘passed the prétest and subsequently were more
dlfflcult to traln than older children.

Test—retest/rellabillty (n 30) and intertester (n = 31) agrégment
were determlned by computing the percent of agreement on referral
and nonreferral of subjects to an ophthalmologist. Professional eye
examiners administered a test battery that included a cyclopiegic
retinoscopy examination to 347 children v o had also completed the PVAT.
Agreemént between 'the twovexamipations for referral and nonreferral was
78%. This represedted 4% upderreferral and 18% overreferral by use of
the PVAT. The authors evaiuated the effects of changing the referral
criterion from 20/40 to 20/60 to decrease the number of Lu'lc:o_n_fimed
referrals. The change in criterion deurea&ed overreferrals (8%) but .
increased underreferrals (10%). Although the authors preferred the
modified criterion tor referral, this decision must be evaluated 1in
térms of the consequences fér children who are in need of treatment and -
not referred. |

The purpose of the third project was go adapt and validﬁte the
Kent Infant Development (KID) scale for use with severely handicapped
children (Reuter, 1982). The KID scale is an instrument designed’ to
measure 252 behaviors usually developed during the first ye;r of life.

The original test was developed for use with normal infants. The KID
89
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.scale is composed of five domains: cognitive, motor, social, language,

and self-help. The inventory is completed by caregivers, i.e., resi-
dential staff, nufses, therapists, aides, teachers, and parents of
the handicapped child. The KID scale can be used for the following
purposes: (a) to assess the developmental status of young handicapped
children, (b) to plan intervention programs, and (c) to evaluate the
effects of stimulation programs. | |

Reuter (1982) and her colleagues described approximately 14

‘ expériments conducted as part of this project. Several caregivers of

approximately 120 severely/multiply handicapped éhildren (CA 18-108
months) participated in most experiments. Due to the tremendous amount
of information, the findings will be sumarized in a list:

1. Intérjudge reliability, test-retest (2 wéeks and 12 months)
reliability, and interitem reliability were established.

2. KID scale and Bayley Scales of Infant Development domain and
raw scores are highly intercorrelated, exceeding .85, except for
language and social domaiins (.78).

| 3. Mothers with high levels of. education were more consistent in
their responses than mothers with low levels of educatién.

4, Severely handicapped children accompl ished developmentui
milestones in é sequence similar to Fhat of normal infants. The
handicapped children, however, moved th}ouéh the sequence more slowly
than normal children.
| 5. Consultants were able to develop goals for individual program

plans (IPPs) from children's performances on the KID scale.
' |

! |
!
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To summarize,.five instruments were reviewed that were developed
as part of the grant and three instruments were examined for fheir
generalizability to different populations. Prior to these studies,
no tests were available for measuring the same combination of content
area, handicapping condition, and/or age rangé assessed by the progject
instruments. The-majority of fhe subjéqts were identified is_sensory,
physically, and/or severeiy'mentally handicapped.’ “

A clear sengg of purpose is éssential in the area of assessment. A
straightforward statement that tells the reader/user the kinds of

decisions that can be made based on the assessment data derived from the

instrument should be presented. Confusion of purpose was evident in a

few of the final reports.
Throughout this review, many aspects of the studies were described.
Some of the procedures incorporated into eitbér the assessment process

or research methods were particularly commendable. These procedures

will be highlighted to serve as recommendations for future investi- .

‘gations.

1. Observations oi behavior wére conducted across a variety of
settings, including free-play, small-group, and individual inétruction
(Evans & Voeltz, 1982).

2. Preschool handicapped children were pretested on their ability
to discriminate test stimuli and to perform the appropriate response,
before administration of the PVAT. Discrimination and/or response
training were provided; when necessary, using principles of errorless

learning and operant conditioning. This testing sequence increased the

91




SEP Assessment

probabiiity that the child's score on PVAT was a valid measure of visual
acuity (Spellman, Cress, & Sizemore, 1982). |

3. Evidence of the .utility of the PVAT as a screening instrument
was provided by examining the relationship between referral decisious
based on PVAT criteria and prqf%sional eye examinations. The potential
outcomes of using the PVAT are reflected ‘iu the freque*;c’y of under-

referrals and overreferrals (Spellmun, Cress, & Sizemore, 1982).

Assessment decisions. Four studies will be presented in this

subsection. The investigations focus on the use of assessment data in
decision-making processgs. Little overlap exists, 'however, among the
research problems investigated or the methods uéed.

Coleman, Cook, and Mfzyers‘ (198_2) described a systematic procedure

W
for selecting "candidate' communication devices that match the client's

abilities, needs, and goals. The process involves mking decisions

7

throug;)/ the interface of evaluation ou'tcomes of the client and the

augméntative corrgnunication devices. These sytematic procedures for
|

decision making represent an alternative method to selecting an avail-

able system based on the child's ability to use it in an assessment

setting, i.e., through a ''shopping center' approach.

The authors described the use of the procedures in sumuries of

five case studies. The handicapped subjects varied in age, physical

impairments, cognitive/language skills, and comwunication goals and
needs. The case studies illustrated the kinds of tradeoffs that were
made, e.g., trading increased technology for a more portab.l.e device, and

/
. how a combination of complementary devices form a total gystem.
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The purpose of the second study was to determine the relative value
of three types of assessment (graduated prompt vs. mediation vs. static)
for preschool-age EMH and® academic-at-risk children. The provision of
graduated prompts and mediation are two methods of dynamic assessment
("Learning Potential;" 1983).

In this experimental study, 60 subjects (CA 4-6 years) were ran-
domly assigned to one of the three treatment conditions.. Sub jects
compléted a cognitive task using the appropniate method for the aséigned
condition., In the graduated prampt conditién, the explicitness of hints
or prompts was gradually increased each time the subject“Qas.unable to
complete fhe task. In the mediation éondition, teaching of principles
and stratégies needed for task completion was contingent upon the
cbiid's performance. In the static condition, assessment was conducted
in the tra&itional manner wthout intervention. Foilowing treatment,
subjects independently completed a transfer.task;

The results .dindicated that both methods of dynamic assessment
facilitqted subjects' dembnstrations of learning potential not evident
in static assessment. Mediation assisted generalization of learning
from assessment tp transfer tasks‘to a sigﬁificantly greater degree than
graduated prompt or traditional assessment; which did not differ from
one another.

The researéﬁers suggegped/that static and dynamicfassessment
procedures may be used in combination with intelligence tests' to

determine special educatioh placements. A tentative model for muking

placement decisions was suggested.
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\
 The first purpose of Bullard's (1982) stu&y was to compare the
academic and behavioral characteristics of LD students who were main-
streamed and those who were not miinstreamed into-academic classes. The
groups consisted of 40 maiﬁstreamed and 112 nonmaifstreamed students in
grades two through four. 'Minimal differences werg found in reuding,

‘ \
mithematics, and behavior between muinstreamed and noumiinstreaneds

sub jects. ‘ T
Interviews were conducted with 20 principals w.»d| 23 LD teachers to
identify the factors that were the most nnportant\ detgrndnants for
' mainstreaming decisions. Although teachers and principals réported that
/ studetns were not mainstreamed- due to inadequate acad%wic skills, over
one-half of the nonmainstreamed LD subjects scored ?t or above grade
lével on basal placement tests in mathematics or reading. In addition,
large numbers of these nonmuinstreamed subjects also kud appropriate
levels of behavior. | \

Instruments used to measure ucﬁievement in ucademiq areas miy not
be sensitive to differences that influenced placement d%cisions. HRe-
search is needed to'determine if other student characteriétics influence
mainstream decisions or if school-relatedAfactors, e.g.,‘class size or
teacher availability, affect these decisions. The primary concerns,
however, are the academic and social consequences of_placehent decisions
for the students.

The goal of Sharp's (1983) project was to study factors that
impacted on the education of handicapped Papago youth. The purpose of

this survey study was to determine the perceptions of 47 administrators
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N
o~

and teachers toward screening, assessment, and placement of handicapped
students by the use of interviews and questionnaires.

The majority of the responses addressed needs and probiems in
assessment and placement of .handicapp'ed students. Seryiéés for the
handicapped were reported to be fragmented and uncoord%nﬁied both within
and between programs on the Papago Reservation. Ihé/participants' re-
sponses refiecged knowledge‘of Public Law 94—142/in terms of screening,
ass«laﬁsnent., ;’md placement; however, basic ’.;px"’obleus in implementation
Qere primary concerns. . | :

In summary, the findings of severalygfudiéq on assessment decisions
offer exciting avenues for future reseirch. Dynamic assessment proce-
dures are currently the target of research investigations, professional
training, and pructicé. Additional research is needed using both
graduated prompts and mediation with handicapped populations. Devel-
opment and vr;lidation of models for decision making on the baéis of
dynamic aSsessﬁent have been suggested for both intervent}on and

placement purposes.

Systemati¢ procedures for matching characteristics of communication

devices to the skills, needs, and goals of the handicapped client

were investigated. Practitioners my use the assessment model and

igstruﬁents in decis.on-making processes. Given the growth'clf-com-

minication technology .and increased applications of technplogy for

educational purposes, sytematic procedures miy be used Lo/migch devices
§

- to the needs und skills of mildly to moderately handigaﬁbed children in

the area of written communication.
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Although level of academic skills was roported as the mest impor-
tant factor in placement decisions, mininial ‘differences were found
between miinstreamed and nonmainstreamed LD students. These results

/
corroborate the findings of Minnesota's Institute of Research on Learn-

_ing Disabilities. '"Placement decisions made by teams of individuals

~
AN
N

have véx'y little to-i\do with data collected on students" (Yssel.dyké“et;
al., 1983, p. 78). The use of curriculum-based measurement was found to
be effective in assisting teachers in making decisions about student
pé‘rfomance (Ysseldyke et al., i983).

Tfle much needed research in LD should focus on data-based medsure-
\

ment, effective -interventions, and making appropriate decisions about

the effectiveness of instruction based on student performance data.

\
\

Research on the components of effective instruction and efficacy studies

\

of regular classroom versus special education c¢lassroom placements leads

!
i

_——to—the conclusion that the type of instruction is far more important

than the setting in which that instruction-occurs.
: /

(-

Assessment bias. Three projects were completed in the area of

assessment bias. One project was a survey study, and the remuining

\

E(o,]ects were comprehenswe reviews of the lltemture.

The purpose 0f the survey study was to examine the relationship

between enrollment‘. patterns of Hispanic students in special education

ard gifted programs and modifications made to ensure nondiscriminatory
assessment (Mick & Staub, 1982). Additionally, the researchers investi-
gated the enrollment patterns of Hispanic students of Cuban, Mexican,

and Puerto Rican descent. Of the 157 questionnaires mailed to special

96
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education administrators of local education agencies (LEAs), 101 (64%) |

were usable. o | \

Contrary to previods investigations, the data revealed that the
majority of the LEAs (62%) enrolled Hfépanic and non-Hispanic students
in special education (all.exceptionalities, including speech) in propor-
tional“numbers,land to a somewhat lesser extent in programs for LD (61%)
and EMH (61%) students. In support of past research, Hispanic students
were found to be grossly underenrolled (63%) in gifted and talented
programs.

In r_egard to accommodations made in assessment procedures, 95%
of the LEAs made adaptations to ensure protectioh in evaluation for
Hispanic students. The procedure used most frequently by 91% of
the LEAs wﬁs the administration of a language—dominance or language-
proficiency test. |

_Cross tabulations of the frequency of use of the 16 assessment
procedures with the enrollment patterns of the LEAs were computed. Two

of the assessment brdcedures that were statistically significant will be

reportec.. LEAs that frequently used criterion-referenced measures were

likely to have proportional enrollment of Hispanic LD students. More

) /
than half of the LEAs that ''very seldom used" pluralistic assessment

overenrolled students in EMH programs.

Rivera and Noboa (1982) completed a literature review on bilingual
special educatioh issues. The primary concerns regarding assessment
were the sparsity of instruments appropriate for use with Hispanic stu-

dents and the lack of tests that measure functional language proficiency
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in first and second languages. Reconunendat;ions were made to meet
these needs as well as to investigate the effectiveness of alternative
assessment models. These aufhors expressed the need for data about the
representation of Hispanics in handicapped classes, a need met in _the

previous  investigation. _
. /' ?

A comprehensive review of the literature on unbiased assessment was

written by Kratochwill and Cancelli (1982). The two-volume work repre-

sents a significant contribution to the field of special education. The

'

entire final report is impossible to review; however, a few of the most

salient aspects will be presented. ,’

According to the authors, assessment decisions are mude for pur-

poses.of selection and intervention. The purpose of selection decisions

v

is to choose among individuals those who will and those who will not

succeed without int'erventionv. The purpose of intervention decisions
is to predict the effectiveness of a prcsposed treatment. Tests ‘are
selected that have utility for the intcnded purpose. .Kratochwill and
Cancelli (1982) recommended that research on the outcomes of assesémnt
decisions be conducted. The purpose of the research would be to deter-
mine how well the test predicted the desired outcome for the individual.

Research on alternative models for assessment was presented by the
agthors. * Behavioral assessment and priterion-referenced testing were
the most highly develo\ped procedurés that can have immediate impact on
planning interventions. - The learning-potential approach is a dynamic
assessment procedure that is designed to examine learning and strategies

that facilitate the acquisition of new knowledge or skills. Kratochwill

i
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and Cancelli (1982) reported that learning-potential assessment miy hold

promise as a diagnostic measure. Although learning-potential assessment
is being used for planning interventions, the validity of its use for
that purpose has not been established. Finally, the researchers viewed

assessment for the purpose of classification as a superfluous activity

and supported the movement toward noncategorical special education.

"Noncategorical special education placement based on a child's uneeds

rather than his classification will hopefully prove to be the next major
chaxigé in providing help to children" (Kratochwill & Cancelli, 1982,
p. 487). A

_To summarize, partial overlap was 'appurent in the findings and

recommendations related to assessment bias. Rivera and Noboa (1982)

/ ' . . .
recommended that alternative models of assessment be investigated. Th(;,

research on assessment models was revieweed by Kratochwill and Cancelli

(1982).  Behavioral assessment and criterion-referenced testing were

‘identified as the most promising models for imrediate impact.  Much.

research is needed on the learning-potential approach. Additional
evidence is needed to support the use of this approach for instructional

I

planning.

Training. Three studies were completed for training purposes.
Brief comments will be made about two studies, and the third study will
be réviewed. ’I‘hrée—day workshops were provided to 92 professionals at
10 sites on thé administration of the PVAT, with heavy emphasis on
pruoticum experience (Spellman, Cress, & Sizemore, 1982). Fifield

(1983) provided in-service training to teachers and psychologists to
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improve the educational relevance and utilization of the information
contained in psychoeducational reports.

Haring, Liberty, and White (1981) trained. 81 teachers and thera-
pists who worked in a wide variety of settings to implement:decision
ruies based on student performance data. The -decision rules were
designed - to assist teachers 1in using appropriate interventions for
aquisition, fluéncy, and compliance problems. Teachers were trained
using one of the typical training models: handbock only, individuul;
small-group, or large-group instruction. - |
: o

Following training, the participants were asked to adopt the
decision rules for-use with their students. The procedures were imple-
mented by 31 teachers and therapists with Bz'handicapped students (CA
1-29 years). At the“end of the study, 19 tedchers submitted performance’
data on 51 children. Teachers (n = 19) applied recommended procedures
68% of the time that remediation changes were made. Teachers who used
recommended procedures had higher success fates than did those who used
the recompended procedgfes less often. 'The predictive validity of the
rules was co}rect 77.6% of the time. A determination could not be made
as to which training model produced the greater impact Qn student
performance.

Ysseldyke et al. (1983) reported findihgs similar to those of
Haring et al. (1981) in training teacher$ to make educational decisions
based on student performance data. Ysseldyke and his colleagueg found '

I

the following:
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1. Students make better progress'when teachers follow systematic
I '
rules for data use than when they rely on judgment alone.
2. Teachers can be trained to be very proficient at measuring

" student performance. Training teachers to make educational decisions

based on their evaluation of performince data has been less successful.

Policy issues. Few colleges bave established programs for meeting

the needs of LD college students. Most programs are found in junior

colleges and less competitive 4-year colleges. Goldberg ahd Zern
(1982) explored the characteristics, coping strategies, and barriers to

learning pf LD students attending a very selective university. Data

-

“~om the 57 LD and 24 non-LD subjects were drawn from interviews, psycho-

educational tests, and samples of college products. The researchers

concluded that LD college students use learning strengths and compensa-

tory strategies to meet the demahds of college -level work. These LD

students utilized un1vers1ty resources for academic assistance more than
the non-LD subJects did.

Administrative arrangements currently used to prov1de ass1stance to
LD college students include (a) special programs designed specifically
for LD students, (b) academic assistance centers, and (c) short-term
demonstration projects. Research is needed to determine the effective-
ness of available resources -and to investigge alternative models of

service delivery.
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Overali Summary and Conclusions

The research reviewed in this paper comprised studies selected from
the final reports of assessment grants that were funded by SEP within
a 5-year period. - From the 18 projects, 62 research studies were
gene_rated, of which 32 were reported in detail. The implementation
of.tbése pfojects facilitated research training of graduate studeut§,
in-service training of personnel in special education and related

service areas, and dissemination of information through publications and

conference presentations.

The final reports selected for review were related only by the
conmon theme of assessment. As sﬁch, ﬁhe studies selected from the
different final reports often addressed disparate topics. The diffi-
culties.encountered in synthesizing research;with such-a brpad focus are

outweighed by the valuable insights gained when research evidence from

‘multiple orientations converges on similar findings. Also identified

were interrelationships among current practices, publishgd research, and
this sample of studies funded by SEP.

Implications for research ﬁnd practice will be presented together.
The rationale for this joint presentation is two-pronged. First, ele-
ments that constitute quality assessment practices are also compouents
of quality research. Second, the combined preéentution represents a
singular effort to diminish the unnecessary gap 5etween research and
practice.‘ From each project, numerous avenues for research and implica-
tions for practice emerged. The recommendations included in this list

are those that represent convergence in the area of assessment.
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Implications for Research
and Practice

1. The purpose of assessment must be clearly established in
order to select, use, interpret, construct, or validate a method of

measurement.

2. Prior to testing, the student must be capable of mking the

AN

required test response (e.g., point, label, circle, read, write) when

this response is being used only as a vehicle to indicate the presence
or absence of the behavior that is being measured.

3. Measureneht of the same behabior should occur across settings,
times, and tasks when appropriate and possible.

4. The outcomeé of asssessment decisions, whether emanating fyom
practice or research, should be validated. (Funding Priority) /

5. Criterion-referenced testing should be continued in practice
and development. Areas in need of research include (a) systematic rules
for making data-based decisious, (b)_truining_nndels for teachers on
data-based decision mﬁking, and (¢) dissemination of data-use rules and
effective training models. (Funding Priorities)

6. Research on alternative assessment models should be continued.
Models that have fhe .greatest potential for impact on the field of
special education nré behavioral assessment and learning-potential
assessmént. Research on the learning-potential approach should include
graduated prompt and mediation methods. (Funding Priority)

7. Systematic assessment processes should be developed for select-

ing, from a range of available technologies, the system that is nost

/

appropriate for a student. A gystematic approach includes assgésment of
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the}student's needs, skills, and goals, identification of the critical
comporents of available devices, and a decision-making procedure for
matching the student and the device(s). Such procedures have potential
use in many areas with mild to severely handicapped students. (Funding

Priority)

'8, The following recommendations are ones that might be considered
by SEP: “(a) contitue funding student-initiated grants for l-year

periods; (b) field-initiated grants with longitudindl components in a

funding priority area should be given preference; (c) develqp an outline

of components'that are‘essenpial for inclusion in final repo;ts.
Measurement technolbgies ought to become 1ntegfal parts of instruc-
tion, designed to make a difference in the lives of children and

not just a prediction about their lives. (Reynolds, 1975) -
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Appendix A

Final Reports Reviewed: Assessment !

Bullard, dJ. K. | (1982). Facrors in mainstream decision making (USOE

Grant No. GOO8101059).

Coleman, C. L., Cook, A. M., t Meyers, L. (1982). Enhancing the

1—oral children through matching commu-

educational potential of o

nication device capabilities to children's needs - (USOE Grant No. -

(G007902261). |
\

Evans, I. M., & Voeltz, L. M. (1982). The selection of intervention
, '. 1

priorities in educationaljrog'ranmmg of severélx handicapped pro-

school children with multiple behavioral problems (USOE Grant  No.
. \ : - |
1GO07901960) . ‘ !

X

Fifield, M. | Improving the utilization and educational, relevance of

individual psycho-educational assessment reports in the placement of
\

and IEPmdevelop}nen’t- for handicapped Native American children (USOE-
Grant No. G0O08100322).

Goldberg, R. L., ‘& Zern, D. S. (1982).  Learning styles, learning

abilities, and learning problems in college: An exploration of learn-

ing disabilities in college students (USOE. Grant No. GO08101035).

Haring, N. G., Liberty, K. A., & White, O. R. (1981). An investigation

of phases of learning and facilitating instructional events for

the severely/profoundly handicapped (USOE Grant No. GO07500593).

1For student-initiated grants, the student was sytematically cited

as the first author.
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Kratochwill, T. R., & Cancelli, A. A. (1982). Nonbiased assessment in
|

psychology and education (Vols. 1 & 2) (USOE Grant No. G008100160). ,

Learning potential assessment for preschool children. (1983).  (USOE

Grant No. GO08201038). .

Mick, D., ‘& Staub, F. (1982). Representation of Hispanic students in~ "

§pecial‘éducatioh\and gifted programs in five states: A descriptive

| o
" study (USOE Grant No.;GOO8100031): -~ = - -

Iy - \ .
Reuter, J. (1982). Use of caregiver information to design habilitation

programs for severely and profoundly handicapped young children (USOE
Grant No. GO08001794).

Rivera, K., & Noboa;'A. (1982). State of the art in bilingual special

education (USOE Grant No. GO08100278).

Seibert, J. M. (1982). The relationship between sensorimotor develop-

ment and communication in the young severely handicapped child (USOE
Grant No. GO07802091).

Sharp, E. Y. (1983). Analysis of determinants impacting oﬁ“educational

~ services of handicapped Papago students. (USOE é}gnt No. G008101607).

Spellman, C. R., Cress, P. J., & Sizemore, A. C. (1982). Research and

development of subjective visual acuity procedures for handicapped

preschool children (USOE Grant Ng, GOO7901961).

Talley, ' R. C. (1979). Evaluating the effects of implementing the

system of multicultural pluralistic assessment (USOE Grant No.
GNO7800003) .

Ulrich, D., & Wessel, J. A. (1983). Evaluation and revision of a motor

screening instrument (USOE Grant No. GOO8000024). y
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Winnick, J. P., & Short, F. X. (1982). The physical fitness of sensory

and orthopedically impaired youth (USOE Grant No. G007902258).

witt, P. A., & Ellis, G.  (1982). Development and validation of a

standardized leisure diagnostic battery (LBD) to assess leisure

functioning of handicapped children and youth (USOE Grant No.
G007902257). |
\
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Appendix B

. Assessment Research Coding Sheet

PROJECT ID#: YEAR:
GRANT NO.: , GRANT PERIOD: YEARS
PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION: FIELD  STUDENT INITIATED RESEARCH
TITLE: |
AUTHOR(S) : '
INSTITUTION/AGENCY:
DISSEMINATION (Numbers):
Journal Articles: ___ Published _ In Press ___ Submitted
Unpublished ManuScx{ipts: __ Available ___ In Preparation

Conference Presentations:

NUMBER OF STUDIES:
Reported:

Reported in Detail: _

STATED PURPOSE(S) OF PROJECT:

National/International

___ State/Local
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PROJECT 1D#:

STUDY: OF

FOCUS OF PROJECT:

Development of an assessment instrument

Validation of an assessment instrument , 4
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