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- Abstract

/\ A 7;— - o, - ] . N
‘'This study examined the extént to which sex, socioeconomic - '
. “\ . /.— R A R
- status, physical appearance, and nature of referral problem of a
X / , . | . ]
referred child biased the psychoeducational assessment and decision- ' .

- *

méking process and its outcomés. A total of lSQ“mZmbgrs of pupil
pl;cement tei%s were assigned to 16‘conditions in a computer—simulated 7 "
~- decision-making exercisgﬁ‘ Test usage was consistént,&crOss condi- g,

tioﬁs. Only the nétufelbf the’}eYerrgl problem influencedroutcome

4 ’ '
decisions.” Although test -results indicated average behavior, deci--

'Y : ) ps )
sion makers classified students referred for ,"behavior problems' as
emotionally disturbed significantly more often than aﬁyﬁpther clas-

«

. )
sification. Decision makers perceived scores on inbelligenge tests,

[y

—~ . \ achievement tests, and thé disparity between the two as most influ-
N ‘— \

\ . enti' on their decisions. Personality test scores and behgvioer .

L}

y rating data were seen as having a greater irfluence on outcome deci- )

sions When the student demonstrated behavior problems. Decision
o ‘ w ¢ i C,

makers perceived naturally-occurring pupil scharacteristics as

differentially influencing their decisions. . g

{

\
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. The Influence of Test Scores and Naturally—Obsurring Pupil
\

. Characteristics in Psychoeducatiponal Decision Making
LY . . - : ’ - .
4 School personnel regularly must decide whd, amohg those students
N ” ) '
. ‘ . i . - . )
' experiencing 'academic and behavioral difficulties, should be declared ) .
« . eligible for and receive speédal education services. Considerable
- . v . [

time and effort'go into the collection of -data for decision making

» L]

"and in the adtual deliﬁerations that .lead to deci?ions. Yet, little is

{

. known about the extent to which 'specific kinds of data'influence the

N Qecision~mak%§é process and its outcomes. s ~

-

. . . ‘
" Professionals charged With the task of making psychoeducational

.

>

+*decisions ‘about students routinely.admthis;er standardized tests or use
L '

\ .

the results of pupiyﬂperformance on these ‘tests during the dec@qianmaking . v

process. féSt data are collected to facilitate the making of’decisions )
. : \

- . . c s
related fo screening, eligibility/classification/identiff%gtion/plaéement,
intervention, and evaluation (Salvia & Ysséldyke, 1978);L'Apparently, test

" data aré collected because someone bélieves they are important to and usq;
ful in decision making. While a number of investigators have feportea

the frequency with which various kinds of tests are used in practice

(Levine, 1974 Santamaria,wl975; Silversteiﬁ, 1963;" Thurlow & Ysseldyke,

in pfess), no investigations specifiéally report tﬁe kiqép of %ests*u d ' ~
by different érgftitioners with'the same reffxred studénts, ana\no ééfa‘
‘ exist on the extent to which deLision makers péfceive different kinds of

test infor&ati;n as Influencing thé decisions‘éhef make. t '
Considerable data do exist Qﬁich demonstrate that both‘profeésional~ .

@ Vs

student iﬁterpersonal interactions and the assesgment process are differ-

- L)

entially affected by qaturally occurring pupil characteristics (e.gw, race, a

’ ., \

’ ’ ' "i_ ' ‘




sex, socioeconomic status, physicaI attractiveness, etc.). For V .

/(\ N . .
example, it has bgen demonstrated that teathers interact differently ’

& o s .
v with black and white stydents (Coe\es, 1972, Rubovits & Maehr, 1973), v
LY . ‘ ) 1) . r : '
and with girls and boys (Meyer § Thompson, 1956). It has also been -
- [ . ~ » *
- <", .
‘reported that-pupils' sex différentially affects the kinds of ‘dcademic

and social difficulties decision makers expect students to demonstrate

.

(Algozzine & Ygseldyke, in press; Schlosser & Algozéine, 1079) Jackson -
’ ] '. ,0 \
’}nd Lahad?rne (1967) showed that pupil socioeconomic status differentially a
o N S v N
affects teacher-pupil interactions, while several investigators ' e

(Algozzine, 1975; Berscheid & Walster, 1974; Ross-& Salvia, 1975)

.

demonstrated that\a/pupil's physical agtractiveness diffexenﬂié}ly

‘ -

. . W
This investigation was designed to ascertain: (a) the extent to
$
which the assessment process differs as a function of differenges in ) .

af%ects both interactions and diagnostic outcomes.

A
-‘referral information on a student (i.e., diagnostic personnel actually

\
use different kinds of assessment information) (b) the extent to yhich

- b3
3

different naturally—occurring pupil characteristics influence the out-

come decisions Treached by diagnostic personnel, (c) the extent to which
~ v .

. decision makg;a"perceived different kinds pf assessment information as

’ * .

influencing their outcome decisions, and (d) the extent to which decision

makers perceived naturally-occurring‘punil characteristics as influencing
. Y .

L} . .

their woutcome decisions. The f&llowing specific research questions were

addressed: ‘ -—
-

" .
1. What specific kinds of assessment data are used as a function -

LN 1

"of referral information (puDil's1x, SES, appearance, and type

-

of Problem)?




N -
»

2.\;Bai3hat eytent do specific pupil characteristics (pupil séx,‘

. SE$, physical apééarance, Eype'qf problem) bias outcome deci-
. ’ ) n P v .

= -

. sions? R &

e 3. To what extent do décision makers perceive.differént kinds

.

bf assessment data as influencing their decisioné?
o 4. To what extent(ﬂo‘decision‘maké}s perceive naturally-occurring

characteristics.as influencing the decisions?

3

Subjects were 159 educators apd school

‘ . g .

who participated in a computer- simulated decisi

ychologists in Minnesota

-making program.

\

All° participants were professionals who had previoOsLy participated

. -‘ in ateleast two placement team meefings. Subjects“represéﬁted a broad

. . X . )
spegctrum pf disciplines and experience in providing both direct and in-°

direct gervices i;\;augational settings, and included 22 school psycho-

1ogists,:44’specia¥ education teachers, 52 regular'educétion teachers,

LY

' 13 administrators,'and 13 support personnel (counselors, nurses, social

workers, etc.). .

"' ¢
Procedure

—

Each subject was asked to read a case folder description of a child
- , ' »

and then particiﬂate in a diagnbstic simulation program developed

-

spe-
d

<ifically for ths research. The program permitted the subject. to
*. - !
access.information from an archive containingﬁghe results af a variety

. \ of assesdment devices. Specifically, scores were available for intel-

ligence, achievement, perceptual-motor, personality, and language tes

' performance on adaptive -behavior scales and the results of several Forefs 4

rs ~

. - ' D)




4 r ' ‘ i . .

of behavioral observation or behavior checklists were also—ihéluded
. . A . A

i

) ¢ LI ’ ’ [ '
in the archive, Tlhe subjpct was allowed xo'sqlqct specffic tests
. 4 ) .

* ‘e

_ (e.g., WISE:iéaiZiéf»etc.) from the seven domains until he/she .indicated

. -, £ .
. o Y -
readiness to ~“a diggnostic decision;'th program then presented a

series of decision questiong. 4Regardlbsé‘gf the specific devices o
: 7 '

-

LN
- -

. . _ ' . .
selected, the simulation program consistently provided the participants

with data indicating ;hét test performance was within the ave age range.

c\
-

The entire.sequencé of'gctivities required approximately 45 minutes to .

complete and each éubject.was paid SlO‘for bartiﬁipating. '
S ". : J ’ . ' . ' U i '. -
Referral Conditions _ : . ‘
Prior to receiving the iﬁitial case deécriptioﬁ, each gubject was
. ' 4 ., : ' R v
randomly assigned to one of sixteen treatment conditions.{ The sex," -
sdc‘k-economic status, type of referral problem, and attractiveness of
the child described in the case description were varied in the 16
-

A
e

conditions. The child's name 'was listed ap Phyllis or William, ‘and 3

-

the problem was said to be either academic or-behaviora¥ in nature. In
\ .

eight of the 16 tond#tions,. the referral folder contained information

-

AR

indicating that the student's father was a bank vice president while
the mother was a realtor (high SES {tionk: in the Other eight condi-

. ' / F . ‘
tions, the student's father was a bank janitor, and th¢ mother was .

.- t

employed as a check-ous- clerk at a local supermarket (low SES cendition).

Additionally, previously judgedephotographs were attached to the case

.
. «

folders to prodube an "attractive" er "unattractive'® child. '

~

Dépendent'Variables. After reviewing the case folder and accessing'
.~ L .

- N .
the desired assessment information, each subject answered a series of

78
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questions. All wWere in.Likert: scale Qéfnft/and asked the participant.
. . . . \.0 . ‘ [ ] . . . ..
.three diagnostic questions“(efg., to what extent.do yoabbelieve the

-
-

) \ ' L ’ " ’
referred 'stydent is learning disabled?),'three prognOstic questions
] ’

(e g., to what exteﬁt do you believe the referred student will have .o X
4 :

,difficulty acquiring math skills’), questieds asking them to rate the R N
perceivedsinffuence of,differént kindé of scores (e.g.,-to‘what extent
did the ﬁupil's scores‘on‘intelligence éE;ts influence your decision?),
and questions ashing them to rate the perceived influence of pupil‘

+ tharacteristics (e.g., to what extent did the pupil's sex influence

: : \
. 3 SN .
. . . ,

Data Analgsis . . : , s -

your deéision}). . S

XY
L 4

\ .
The computer simulation program recorded each bf the specific tests

Y

‘used by each participant, anﬂ the data were.treated descriptively .

The effects of naturally—occurring pupil characteristics (sex,

SES, appearanqz, and nature of presenting problem) on diagnostic and.,'

L

" prognostic decisions were analyzed using two separate four=factor (2X2X2X2)

-

multivariate analyses\of,uariance ( OVA). Significant multivariate

/
v

effects were subjected to univariate analyses *for each dependent variable

as appropriate; any further effects were ;analyzed using t tegts.

~ . : R . D

Regearch questigns on the perceived influence of assessment data and
_ . N N -
'naturally~occurring characteristics on- devdisions were addregsed by multi-

variate profile aiialyses (Morrfson, 1976). ° o
: '
. \““ . e N
v Results .
The simulation prygram recdtded the tests used by each paqticipant
- - ~

4
These are listed by;feferral condition in Table 1. 1In 14 of £he 16 '/

L)

conditions, achievement tests were the most frequently used assedsment _
N .

devices.




. for -academic or behavioral problems.‘ Univariate follow—up anLlyses

- e mm em em em mw  em em em Mm@ em e @, e

. v . . .- '

The second research .question concerned the extent to which specific

-

7 N LI
naturally-oecuxrring pupil characteristics blased wutcome decisions.

T« -
t
-~

MANOVAS were run separatety for the two outcome variables, diagpgeis
and prognosis. The MANOVA for diagnosis yielded one- significant effect;
the Wilk's Lambdg for type of problem was significant (p < .02) and sug-

gested that the mul'tivariate centroids differed for the child referred

-

[ 3

'yielded significant main effects only for the diagnostic decisiofl of

) .

emotional disturbance. The case stUdy child Las more likely to be rated .

as disturbed When the presenting problem was behavioral (X = 3.2)'than

»

when it was academic in nature (X = 3.8). : ‘ 0

’

Visudl inspectigh of the data indicated differences existed in

. )
participants' ratings of the extent %o which the\child was ED, LD, or

. , )
MR. A comparison of the overall means for each conditions suggested

?

that'subjects rated the child as likely to be learning disabled ki =.‘

\

' . - {
2.2)€1very unlikely tb be mentally retarded (X = 4.8), and Enlikely

;. . _
to be emotionally disturbed (X = 3,5).

The MANOVA for prognosis yielded one significant effect; the.Wilk's

Lambda for type of problem was significant (p < ,01) and suggested that

.

the_multiVariate’centroids differed for the child referred for dcademic

‘or behavioral problems. Univariate follow-up ana?yses ylelded significant

main effects only for the prognosis of math difficultv. The‘Ehild was

predicted to have significantly more math difficulties if the redason
‘ \ . . 1]

far referral was academic (X = 2.6) than if, the problem was behay}oral

[N
q - »

()—("""2.1). ' T » .
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A profile analysis was used to examine the extent to ‘which decision

makers perceived‘different kinds of assessment data as influencing their L# L
outcome decisions (research question three). Sex, SES, appearance, and . .-

-

, referral probiem were treated as indepéndent yariables, with dependent

“

variables being Likert ratinmgs:on the perceived usefulness of scores
+ - . - :
on intelligence, achievement, perceptual-motor, adaptive behavior, per- s
Y s - . ‘
_ / R . : )
B2 : sonality, and language tests, ability-achievement discrepgncies, and

. t

subtest discrepancies. Table 2 1ists the obtained means for the per-

~ - .
. . - - N
7 ‘ ceived influence of each of the nine sources of information by referral y S
: : - < _

condition. e R , . . , ;

- Vet em e e mm am e e mm  ew e e See e ae e

‘RAn ANOVA was conducted to look at the extent to which there were

e,

main effects for types of assessme ‘a perceived as influential as
a function of the different kinds of referral information. Results revealed

no main: effects for sex, SES, problem statement, Or appearance. e
. [y .
The parallelism of plots was examimed to look at the extent to which _ -

N

_'v o . . .
‘ _there were interactions between the referral information and the specific

kinds of data %eréeived as useful. The Wilk's Lambda for problem-state-

w ° ment was signiffcant; post hoc analysis rgvegiéd that data on personality

\ and behavior recprdings were seen as more influential in. conditions in

which the student was referred for behavior problems. “ - >

\ » . ,
The plot of means fof the perceived influence of different kinds of

informat is reproduced in Figure 1. TInspection reveals_thaf scores
‘on ﬁeaSur of personality and behavior recordings were perceived as )
\__\_’ R . )

having essentially a neutral.effect (neither significant ‘nor insignificant

effect) when students were referred for academic problems.. In those

> . ._ . . “/?7
-
. . ' . )

- 4y -
A .
. q.
,




R S .
R4 . 'instances where- the student was¥referred for behavioral problems,‘ S \
1 8

' o . *
s N . ‘ , , ‘ '
"* . ... . data. from personaldty tests and behaviotr recordings were perceiv
“ - 4 . . . * . P

. - [ .
’ A . - '

Lo having greaterl'influence on decision making, though the data still were-
‘e ’ . ‘ - v - i - ¥! s*

A not'ypercteived -ag having a si\gnificant influence. The ratings were dif- . o
’ : ' ) a . - - . - . $’ .- g ) ’ i"’/ ) > “ - ’x l o.’.7 | o
S ferent.aough in the negtral range._ vy , - -

o LT , ._'._.:—_'__4,-—‘.«__..--‘_-.___.

. ’ ® . . -
.. . - . " e
v ’ I M - .

*‘A.third analysis relative to reseatch. guestion three exqmiued the,
v e
. - extent tg which there were Yﬂffe nces in the specific kindb qf dat},a B
' . . : P ’ . . . 3
oA ‘ that were perceived, 4s useful. 8 the’!‘,onditions. The obtained '1'
N - L4 .. *

. +

-\' e _':_,-, yas significant (p <-.00801), indiJcZing thatnth:ree kiﬁksﬁ data’ (‘Bﬂ’ores )
> . o

8 on aghievement tests, scores on ipt&i‘g'e:ce tests, ‘and the eubility—

.

achi‘Vement discrepancy) were perceived as significantly mgfe'influerit'ial .

o < ? » ’
: . ) than other kinds of data. ¢ ' - : . .

ey © “'".’ © ¢ - ' - & \

The fourtfi research question concerned the extent to wh;lch naturally—

L ’ C u{, )
_ L occ‘ﬁtrring (pupil characteris ics ”re perceived as havifng in ih{luence on - .
i - N .

) >
v v the dec,isions made. Medns for ed’ch of tha conditions are listled in Tabl’é .

. ¢ B _ _

- B
. rl\ . K R . . . . 1
i ‘\v"__'. . R - . L DRI N . . / ®
- - e
* ) »

..+ » The results of -an ANOVA used ‘to examine main effeots’ a‘re Summarized
\ ¢ » - »

. - " in Table 4-. A significant main effect‘as obtained for ?Eq post hoc

” - ana‘lysis indlcated that SES was,rated as having signifitantly less per-
[} v " ! " !

ceived influence when the ‘student was*low SES than when he or she was

high SES" (X = -4. 08 v 3.67; t = 2.35, p < .01).




: Ko .
P

=
-~

2

profiles of meani\yere parallel fﬂ; the different referre} conditions:

: ¢
*.  The’ means are graphica}&y displayed in Figure 2 M%NOVA results,

summarized }n.Table 5, revealed that the Wilk's Lambda
statement was significant (p < .04). Post hoc analysis

‘

. 4 \
the departure from paral*ef&smjcourd be attrihpted to the ge

: \\e A final analysis for researcW/question four involyed an examination

A3

of the extent to which the mean,rag;ngs for perceived influence of the
naturally occurring characterigtics differed over all conditions

dombined. Aﬁalysis via the T2 statistic indicated that the means were
' v )
not eqyal (p < .00001). pPost hoc analysis revealed that problem state-

o ;

ment was perceived as significantly more nfluential than SES,;sex, or

\\wattractiveness. Further, SES and at iveness were perceived as sig-
nificahtly more influential than sex. : .
. A :
Discuesion U .

Data collected in assessment should be functionally useful in
educational decision making. In this investipation educational decision

makers were presented referral infarmation. varied only in terms of

the child's sex, socioeconomic status, physical appearaﬁte. and type

' A profile analysig was nducted to exa?ine the.extent to whicﬁ the -

,

pd .




. ' : ) 3
10 \' \,' : : , . . - o.

~

of referral problem. They were given an opportunity to select specific

kinds Pf assegément.data (all of which indicated pupil performance  and

.- v e e

bebavior wﬂ{hiﬁ the averagé ﬁhnge),-were asked to make diégnostic ahd
. . . * .. -~ - \p -

. \ : : : . _
prognostic decisions, anq were asked to report -the extent to which spe-
cific kinds of.testl data_and néturall§ occurring pupil information in-

fluenced their decisions. - i

’ - ]

. Decision makers did not use ddfferent kinds of tests as a function

-~

v .

‘ of the sex, socioeconomic status, physftal attractiveness) or reason for

referral. Rather, across’ conditions, achievement tests were usedimost

often. ' ' e ' \\\\

*

Referral informatién did affdet the outcome decisions made, but

“only for one of the four 'independent vatriables. The referred student's

the diagnqstiq and prOgnosE}é‘deciéions|pade.‘.Reason for referral did

it P

Vad
v N o r
P »

N L B .
sex, socioeconomic'status,-ang physii7l appearance had no effect on

significantly affect the decision. Although all assessment data indicated

. A

ayverage or normal performance, students referred for behavior problems

-

tests, scores on intelligence testd, and the disparity between the two 7

”~

were significantly more often diagnosed and labeled as emotionally di:]
"

turbed than were students referred for academic problems.' The statemeént
» 4 . . .

-
o

of referral problem biased outcome decisions:
Decision makers perceive diffeagnt kinds of assessment data as . '

atfecting their outcome decisions. Overall, scores on achievement

4

+

were perceived as most useful and influential. However, scores on per-
sonalig§ tests and hehavioral recording dath were perceived as having 'a-
greater influence on outcome decisions when the referred student demon-,”

strated pehavior problems than when he or she demonstrated academic

L]

* ° . ¢
problems. . | o .
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L0 '\‘ Decision makers did perceive .naturally occurring pupil charac- ° .

teristics as influenting the decisions they made. Specifically, socio-

) . . .

v , economic status was said to influence decisions more when the student

was from a high than from a *ow gocioecpnomic envirohhent; Secondly,

L .. f\ )
sex, socioeconomic status, and reason for referral were said to have N

" a greater influence on outcome decigions than did physical appearance, |

(3
.

. but only when the reason for referral was academic in nature. Parti-

cipants reported that reaébn for referral has a pronounced effect on

. - 4.
outcome decisions, having a significantly greater effect onmydecisions

-
"than did sex, appearance, or socloeconomic status. ., \
- A

’ . « . .
fRéferral information biases the decisions made about students.

Whﬁle tﬁere was no difference in the kinds of tests used by decision -
makgrs, differeﬁt outcome deqisions,wefé;reached under different referral
conditions. Furthermore, deéision makérs percelved differént kindﬁ of
data and pupil characteristihs‘as having infruenced'éheir:décts}oﬁl’

- .

and these differences were a function of the referral informatapﬁ}

/

o\
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A = 3
/ . .
4 ) ' . Ad . ' '
. . . “Table 1
. Frequency and Proportiofl qf Test Usage (by Dopfain) as a Function of Referral Condition
i N . - . . ] \./
PR 4 . — v
: . . . _Adaptive ¢ v .
- Sex SES Pt‘oblen‘ .Attribute Intelligence Achievement Perceptual ehavior Be.havioraf Language Personality Totals
. . - . : . . . Motor, Scales' Recordings . : -
, 1| Male High'  4cad.  Attractive fae .26 6 .106 -6 .105 "4 .070 0 © 8 .40 a1,
: 2 | Male 1igh  Acad.  Unattractive | 15 .230 13 .2 T 7-.100 4,061 4 061 5 .076 65 .
A - . .
A “ ~ ' - - ~ . .
3 Male High Beh. Attractive 11 .159 5 L0702 12 ,173 16 .231 3 .043 4 057" 69
N , S : : - . . ¢ .
4 | Male High Beh. ° :Unattractive 10 .172 5 .086 14 .21514 10 .172 o« 2 ,03 4 .068 g 58
s | Male 1Low . Acad.  Attractive | 15 .25%x 13 .216 - 7 .6 7 .16 7 .16 5 .08 6 .10 60 .
6 | Male/ Low  Acad.  Unattractive ) 16 .238 19 .283%* - 10 ".1aj 10 .149 ° 7 .104 2,029 T3 .044 67
N 7 | Male\ Low . Beh. Aptractive™ | 9 .13 15 .217% 12 ..173°- 12 .73 8 .15 ° 6 .086 7 .10 69
‘ 8 | Male " Low Beh.  Unattractive | 16 .258%x 16 .268%. 7 112 9 145 7 .12 3 .048 4 .064 62
‘2 %9 | Female High Acad.  Agtractive | 17 .246 19 -.275% 12 .173 s .072+ 6 .086 .- 5, .07 5 .072 69
¢ ’
~ . [ .
.. 5 10 | Female High  Acad.  Unattractive 14, .233 20 .333%. .9 .15 5 .083 5 .083 4 066 3 .05 60
& p v ' . .o -
S 1 Female High Beh. Attractive 113 .2 . 13 .2 , 5 .076 15 .234 10 .153 ‘4 }061 5 .076 65
. . » ('//
12 Female High Beh, Unattractive &0' .185- 17 .314 % B .148 -7 .129 5 .092 3 .055 4 ,074 54
. : o ¥ "
13 Female  Low Acad, Attractive 13 .240 19 .351+ 7 .129 3 .055 3 .05 2 .03 7,129, 54
14 Female Low Acad. Unattractive | 15 .22 23 .38+ 14 .205 4 .058 3 .044 3 .044 6 .088 68
15 | Female Low Beh. Attractive 1174 24 .380% ° 5..079 10 .158 , 4 .063 3 .047 -6 .095 63
’ I H N L i ’
16 Female Low Beh. Unattractive 10 .135 21 .283* 8 .108 14 .189 10 .135 . 3 .040” 8 .108 74
R [ __-_-_,-4_'_._“_---:.5\_ e e .
Actual ‘ . 200 286 I 140 109 52 . 85 1014
R DIPTSR SR SRS f e mmmn o e e . —— b} e e —
Note: An asterisk (%) Indlcates the mogt*fr‘equentily used domal\n gf tests in each condttion. - ' /

o
2

. + i ‘\ 4
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Table 2 ‘
Means for Influence of Assessment K
_ Data gn Outcome Decisions Co -
. L 4 . - —’.‘. . “
) B . " ‘L‘ ¢‘
_ Experimental Condition
|e F L . R v .
g Sex " SES Attr Prob. Overall .,
Assessment Data | Male | Fémale | High- [Low [Nes |No | Acad. | Beh. | Mean
Intelligence 2.06| 1.97 2.11 ‘1,93 Q.07 1.96| 1.80 | 2.24| 2.02
. . - / ~ . . o - 3 *
. -

- . A Y o _ '
Achievément . 1.71| 1.82 |1.76 {1.78 |1.83|1.71(1.69 [1.85| 1.77
Percept-Motor . 2.80| 2.90 2.75 P.QS 2.90 1 2.79 | 2.66 3.04 2.85 »

N .

-+ . v ! :

Adapt Behavior 2.89| 2.96 |2.82 [3.03 '2.86 | 2,99 | 3.06 |2.78| 2.92
Abil-Ach Discrép | "2.05| 1.94 1.&6 2.03 [2.06 {1.92{1.89 |2.10 | 1.99
Personality 2,70 3.21 | 2.97 P.94 [2.86|3.05|3.26 |2.65| 2.9

Beh Recordings | 2.23| 2.61 |2.33 [2.50 [2.40 | 2.4é 2.69 |2.14 | 2.42

] —
Subtest Discrep | 2.68| 2.63 |2:65 [.66 {2.78|2.53|2.54 |2.77| 2.65
Language , 3.09 | 3.27 | 3.16v 3.19 [3.01 | 3.35|3.04 |3.32| 3.18
. ° LA a ) . v .
Average ©2:47 (0 2,59 | 2.50 P.56 [2.53{2.53|2.51 |2.54 \\
. , _ /

\']

Note: } = very significant influence, 5

)

tw iy

= no influence”®
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. ”  Table 3 4 S ‘
I} . to. ¢ i . .- N
" Means for Influence of Naturally Occurring 4(.
‘_ a h - Y v
N _ - Pupil Characteristics \ - \
! : < . Q ‘ - \  y - o
Experimental épndition .
oo, Sex " 4egES . Ares, ' Prob. Overall
Characgeristic ‘Male | Female High| Low. Yes No JbAgad.] Behs: | " Means
Lﬁ-v A\ ' i ' . ' : .
Sex ST 4.19 | 4.43 4,194 4.43 |7 4,27 §N§:34 4.29 L'4.§3 4.31.
. . e : . - MK 3 - K3
SES C3.73) 4.01 3‘%7 4.08 3.90 | 3.84 3.75{ 4.00| 3.87
. ' “ ) 1 \ -~ o
Appearance 4.14 4,01 3.96 4,19 4.10 4.05 4,22 3.92 4,08
. ] _ Y _ . {, ,
Referral J 1.83 ] 1.86 1.84 1.84| 1.79 ) 1.90 1.73 4§ '1.96 .84 |
Problem { ‘ *
Average .. . » 3.47 | 3.58 3.42 3.64 3.52 | +3.53 3.50 | 3.55

Note: 1 = very significant influence, 5 = no influence
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TaBle 4 | S |
~r ' . . ;_ . X . p
AgaIysis @f Variance on Perceived Importance' of ' ‘;
Naturally-Occurring Pupil Characteristics o
— ; P = P —
Effect ' N P ]
* ¢ LI
Sex * .26
] .
SES B 03% ' ‘
’ ' . Attractiveness - .84 . )
. Problem Statemeht .55
; - : _
\-' * ‘ ] ‘
' 5
A )
/
B 4 ! ’
q w
. . .
/
* /
-~
\ <
? . . .J
o , . }
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o - . ' Table 5 S
- Multivariate Analysis of Varilance using Wilks Lambda .
« . - . . ~ '
¢ . © B
L 4 ; '
R to -Test Parallelism Under Academic'and “ . - "
‘. ) ) ‘. 'Behaviaral Referralm Conditidps ..
) g - : ~
t = : . = P . s ¢
' Effect ! P , -
- Sex | | . .288 )
o SES N/.203
' ) /
. A . Attractiveness .776 .
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