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Abstract

A review of ‘literature on multidisciplinary teams indicates
problems in the teams' functioning center around four ques-
tions: (a) Who collects what information for the decision-
making process? (b) Is that information based on nonbiased,
technically adequate data? (c) Is there active participation
by all members in the decision-making process? and, (d4) Is
there consensus among the team members as to classification,
placement, and program planning? In the présent paper focus
is directed upon question (b). This study assessed the degree
of redundancy between the General Reading Comprehension Core
of The Test of Reading Comprehension: A Method for Assessing
the Understanding of Written Language and the reading subtests
of the Science Research Associates Achievement Series using a
canonical correlation'analysis. Results indicated that over
55% of the SRA subtest variance and 44% of the TORC Core

variance was redundant.



Problems of the Multidisciplinary Team

In November 1975, the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act, Public Law 94-142, was enacted by the United
States Congress. As a result of this act, a number of spec-
ialized personnel in the public schools have been required
to work jointly as educational decision-making committees.
Counselors, nurses, regular and special education teachefs,
administrators, reading specialists, school psychologists,
and speech/language therapists join forces with various so-
cial agents and community resources to form multidisciplin-
ary teams. It is these teams, with each member trained in a
different discipline, and therefore possessing unique skills,
that are the decision-making bodies as to the assessment,
placement, and program planning of the handicapped child.

Ideally, information about the child is gathered by each
team member in his or her specific area of expertise. That
information is shared and synthesized, alternatives are then
proposed and evaluated, and ultimately a decision that re-
flects the consensus of the entire group is made.

A review of the literature, however, indicates that most
multidisciplinary teams in the public schools do not function
in such an ideal manner. Pfeiffer (1980) reviewed the then
existing research on interprofessional teams. He found four
problem areas that he felt interfered with most teams' effec-

tive functioning:



Minimal parental and regular educator involvement,

an unsystematic collection and analysis of the di-

agnostic information, a loosely construed decision

making/planning procéss. and a lack of interdis-

ciplinary collaboration. (p. 388)

However, in a later study, Pfeiffer (1981) found that these
four problems were not those that team members perceived to
exist on multidisciplinary teams. Results of a questionnaire,
used in Pfeiffer's study and completed by one hundred forty-
seven team members, indicated that the two most pressing areas
of concern were: "too constrictive a set of team roles and
goals, and teams functioning under extensive pressure with
minimal support" (p. 330).

At the end of 1982, the author of this paper reviewed
over fifty pieces of literature on multidisciplinary teams.
The literature consisted of published articles and research
reports including direct observation, surveys concerning ac-
tual and perceived practices, and reviews of issues. The
author has discovered a tendency for problems in the teams'
functioning to center around four questions: (a) Who col-
lects what information for the decision-making process? (b)
Is that information based on nonbiased, technically adequate
data? (c) Is there active participation by all members in
the decision-making process? and, (d) Is there consensus

among the team members as to classification, placement, and

program planning?



Who Collects What Information for the Decision-making Process?

The problem of role identification, when applying the
team approach in the schools, has existed for a number of
years. Bennett (1970) referred to the difficulty in identi-
fying a.-single role of the school psychologist due to the
wide variety of ways in which he/she functions. Phillips
(1967), Newland (1970), and Sabatino (1972) each wrote of
the working relationships of the classroom teachers, the
special educators, and the school psychologists. The
authors encouraged school personnel to join their roles and
functions in the interests of the school children. Buktenica
(1970) aptly stated:

Success of the multidisciplinary team depends

-on the different disciplines leaving their 'role'
behind, as it were, and orienting themselves to

the school, with the team as a reference £roup.

(p. 222)

He warned that without common goals, those involved -:would be
in conflict and function at cross purposes.

The enactment of Public Law 94-142 in 1975 generated
more specialized personnel in the public schools. This has
confounded the problem of role idéntification on the multi-
disciplinary feam, and in the delivery of services to the
child. Territorial struggle among the various professional
personnel has been observed when the areas of expertise over-

lap. According to Lieberman (1980), the territoriality issue



surfaces in the form of who does what to whom. He reported
the issue is particularly relevant to resource teachers,
speech/language therapists, and reading specialists.
Lieberman warned educators of the "splintered nature of the
child's program" (p. 127), as an imminent result of the ter-
ritoriality issue.

Before each individual member can define his particular
role on a team, he must be cognhizant of the goals and ob-
jectives of the team, as a whole, However, Fenton, Yoshida,
Maxwell, and Kaufman (1979) found in a study of 1,428 place-
ment team members, that not only was there a lack of agree-
ment as to the duties of the team, but team members were not
fully aware of those duties. It was reported that more than
60% of those teams surveyed had less than a three-fourths ma-
jority of their members who recognized the team's responsibili-
ties in making specific decisions.

The effectiveness of a team functioning without know-
ledge of its goals and objectives is cerfainly questionable.
It seems highly improbable thaf valid decisions as to place-
ment and programming are made when team members are unaware
of the designated task. Furthermore, without delineated team
goals, members have no basis for defining their individual
roles and responsibilities;

The importance of role definitions has been emphasized
by a number of authors. Pfeiffer (1980) stressed the im-

portance of the clarification of roles to promote team ef-



fectiveness by ensuring that team activities are nondupli-
cative, coordinated, and mutually reinforcing. Yoshida (1980)
came to a similar conclusion in his report on Planning Teams.
His study involved principals, school psychologists, special
education teachers, and regular education teachers. As mem-
bers of the team, they were asked to indicate which activities,
-from a list, they perceived as appropriate for their own role,
and which they perceived as appropriate for each of the other
three roles. He found within-role consensus to be low. Even
more ambiguity was found across roles.

Butler and Maher (1981) have warned of the negative con-
sequences of unclear role definitions. "The lack of under-
standing about what is expected in one's role as a team mem-
ber can lead to negative side effects" (p. 63). These side
effects, in terms of job effectiveness, Jjob satisfaqtion. and
decision making, are a result of intrapersonal and interper-
_sonal_conflict. Goldstein, Strickland, Turnbull, and Curry
(1980) have suggested that limited attendance and passive par-
ticipation of team members are consequences of the lack of
clearly defined roles and responsibilities.

For a team to function effectively, it is essential that
each member be cognizant of the overall team goals, and his
or her role in attaining those goals. In addition, each mem-
ber needs to be aware of the other members' responsibilities
to the team. Lieberman (1980) purported this can be accom-

plished with the writing of role definitions or job descrip-



tions in conjunction with all other special staff to clearly
and concisely determine who does what to whom.

Is the Information Based on Nonbiased, Technically Adeguate

Data?

Federal regulations have established procedures to assure
that testing and evaluation materials and procedures utilized
for the purposes of assessment and placement of handicapped
children are nondiscriminatory. However, a review of the
literature indicated discrimination and bias can still be
found in the decision-making process. -

Ysseldyke and Algozzine (1980) found bias existed in the
classification of children as emotionally disturbed, as early
in the assessment process as the time of referral. Education-
al decision makers,.in a computer-simulated decision-making
experience, ignored standardized test information indicative
of average performance and "failed to reject stereotypes en-
gendered by the referral information regarding the type of
problem the referred child was thought to exhibit" (p. 7).

The authors stressed the importance of making classification
decisions based on objective data.

Bias was also found in a study by Frame, Clarigzio,
Porter, and Vinsonhaler (1982) in which twenty-four practicing
school psychologists assessed a simulated learning disability
case. On most diagnostic statements, interpretation bias due
to the child's race, SES, and achievement level of the child's

school was not observed. The simulated low SES black child,



however, did tend to be classified as not eligible for special
education much more often than did the white or upper class
black.

The influence of child characteristics (sex, socioeconom-
ic status, physical attractiveness) on decisions was found to
be minimal in a study by Thurlow and Ysseldyke (1980). This
study involved 536 educational personnel who had been partic-
ipants previously in team decision-making meetings. Informa-
tion on academic scores was believed to have a greater in-
fluence, with achievement and intelligence scores having a
significant effect.

According to LaGrow and Prochnow-LaGrow (1982), before
a test may be used as a nonbiased assessment tool, it must
meet certain criteria as to norms, reliability, and validity
for technical adeguacy. Tests selected for assessing those
students referred for placement with special services have
been studied. During computer simulations of placement deci-
sion-making, Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Regan, and Potter (1980Db)
found that school personnel initially selected adequate de-
vices with regard to norms, validity, and reliability. As
the number of devices selected increased, however, the qual-
ity decreased. Technically inadequate devices were selected
more often, during the computer simulation, as the decision-
making process continued.

Wright (1982) criticized the methodology employed by

Ysseldyke et al. in the computer simulation of placement de-



cision—making. He proposed the results of the simulation
study were affected by the varying disciplines of the 159
professionals included in the sample. He suggested an ex-
amination of "the aculty of selection by certain subgroups of
the sample such as the 25 school psychologists"” (p. 541). It
‘was also suggested that subject performance was influenced by
the diﬁinishing pool of adequate tests available following
each selection.

LaGrow and Prochnow-LaGrow (1982) followed Wright's
suggestion, and investigated the technical adequacy of tests
selected by school psychologists when there were no restric-
tions placed on the pool of tests. The results of this study
were similar to those found by Ysseldyke et al. (1980b). Only
two (18%) of the eleven tests most commonly used by school
psychologists in the LaGrow study were rated as technically
adequate as to norms, reliability and validity. In other
words, according to this study, 82% of the most commonly used
instruments by school psychologists do not ensure nonbiased
assessment.

Is There Active Participation by All Members?

Another line of research has been the investigation of
the participation of members on the multidisciplinary team.
The word "team" implies the active involvement of each mem-
ber in the gathering and sharing of information relevant to
the individual case, generating alternatives for programming,

and finalizing decisions. Armer and Thomas (1978) found that
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shared decision making was critical to the successful func-

tioning of pupil personnel services teams. Shared decision

making included the sharing of suggestions and ideas, joint

planning/mutual decision making, and reciprocal teaching and
learning. Equality of influence exerted by representatives

of one discipline or another, and flexibility of roles were

not essential elements of interdisciplinary collaboration in
the study by Armer and Thomas.

As this writer reviewed the present literature, it was
noted that authors differed in the ranking of members in terms
of their participation on the multidisciplinary team. In an
investigation of methods of conflict resolution in child study
teams, Hyman, Carroll, Duffey, Manni, and Winikur (1973) found
that school psychologists were the most highly trained and ex-
perienced, most often team directors, and most often made the
final decision. However, in the process of resolving the con-
flict, the psychologists generalized feelings of discontent
among the other professional'groups. Hyman et al. questioned
the effectiveness of the democratic practice of majority vote
when real discrepancies occur in the power,Atraining, and ex-
perience of the team members to make clinical and educational
decisions.

More recent research by Gilliam (1979) found parents,
social workers, regular education teachers and principals
ranked low in terms of contributing to the_decisions made by

the team, Special education teachers, special education con-
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sultants, and psychologists were ranked first, second, and
third respectively. He suggested this ranking was due to

the fact that those highly ranked roles have access to more
hard data and thus contribute information based on test scores,
records, and diagnostic reports.

The lack of participation of the regular education
teacher was also found by Yoshida, Fenton, Maxwell, and
Kaufman (1978a). Their study showed school psychologists,
social workers, counselors, central office administrators,
and principals generally had higher participation scores than
did medical personnel or special and regular education teach-
ers, in the following five necessary decision-making activi-
ties: contributing information; interpreting information;
proposing alternatives; evaluating alternatives; and; final-
izing decisions. In this same study, Yoshida et al. found a
strong relationship between levels of participation and sat-
isfaction with the decisions made. While school psychologists
were ranked highest in participation and satisfactidn, regular
education teachers were lowest in participation and were gen-
erally not satisfied with the team process and the decisions
made. As Yoshida et al. so aptly concluded, this dissatisfac-
tion on the part of the regular education teachers is most
unfortunate, since it is they who are most often directly re-
sponsible in the implementation of those decisions made at
the team meeting. Therefore, an increase in the participa-

tion of regular classroom teachers in the decision-making pro-
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cess was recommended. Since little involvement could result
in negative attitudes towards the decision-making process,
Yoshida et al. proposed the reassessment of whether it is
necessary for certain members of the team to attend all deci-
sion-making meetings.

Lower satisfaction with the decision-making process on
the part of the regular classroom teacher may also result if
the data provided are not the information considered most
useful in the planning of instruction for the handicapped
child. Thurlow and Ysseldyke (1980b) in a nation-wide sample
of 49 school psychologists and 30 regular education teachers,
found that both groups mentioned standardized tests most fre-
guently regarding assessment procedures for instructional
planning. However, while school psychologists favored this
type of test almost to the exclusion of all‘other types of
tests, teachers identified informal measures almost as often
as standardized devices. An adequate profile for a meaning-
ful and functional diagnosis, according to Raccioppi (1982),
must not only include data from standardized test batteries
but from sensitive observations and informal assessment pro-
cedures.

This suggests that although standardized tests are ap-
propriate for classification decisions, they are perhaps not
as relevant as other types of evaluative techniques to the
planning of the individual education program. "The challenge

lies in our collecting the appropriate data for the decision
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to be made" (Christenson, Graden, Potter, Taylor, Yanowitz,
and Ysseldyke, 1981, p. 24).

Is There Consensus Among the Team Members?

One of the proposed advantages of a multidisciplinary
team 1s more accurate decision-making. Ideally, relevant
information gathered by experts in their specific areas is
shared and synthesized, thus forming a total picture of the
student. Appropriate decisions, reflecting the consensus of
the team members, are then made based upon that information.

Consensus between regular and special education teachers
has been reported by Moore and Fine (1978), and by McHugh
(1982). The study by McHugh was designed to compare the di-
agnostic and prescriptive decisions made by reading special-
ists, learning disabilities teachers, Title I teachers, and
classroom teachers about a child experiencing difficulty in
reading. The results refuted the belief that teachers and
specialists pay attention to different bits of diagnostic
information. Furthermore, it was found that teachers and
specialists made very similar diagnostic and prescriptive
decisions. The study by Moore and Fine compared regular and
special education teachers' descriptions of a hypothetical
~educable mentally handicapped child, a hypothetical learning
disabled child, and a hypothetical normal child. No signif-
icant difference was found between the three groups of teach-
ers' stereotypic behavioral perceptions of these groups.

Less consensus and agreement is found among the more di-
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versified, specialized personnel of the multidisciplinary team.
Variability in the decision-making process is reported across
the various disciplines, within each discipline, and within
the individual members of the team. Epps, McGue, and Ysseldyke
(1982) reported little agreement in the classification of the
learning disabled student among judges who had experience in
psychoeducational assessment, in research on learning disabil-
ities, and/or placement team decision making. Not only were
the judges in little agreement with each other,_but also inac-
curate in their classification. The lack of agreement was a
result of the judges using different variables in differenti-
ating between learning disabled and non—learning disabled stu-
dents. The report concluded pessimistically, "There is con-
siderable doubt that school personnel can accurately and
reliably identify such students" (p. 219).

Difference in placement recommendations may be due not
only to the different variables considered, but also to the
weight assigned each variable. Matuszek and Oakland (1979)
found that both teacheré and psychologists considered IQ,
test achievement, class achievement, and home-related anxiety
important variables when recommending a student for a specific
type of placement. However, teachers and psychologists d4if-
fered in the relative importance they assigned'thé variables.
This difference leads to significant differences in recommen-
dations for placement.

Not only is there disagreement between the various dis-
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ciplines involved in the diagnosis of the handicapped child,
but also within the disciplines. VNcDermott (1980) randomly
selected seventy-two school psychologists with various levels
of experience. He presented them with three child case stud-
ies, and asked them to render diagnoses. He found that diag-
nostic agreement was absent at all levels of experience.
Furthermore, disagreement among the school psychologists
tended to increase as their training and experience increased.

Ysseldyke, Algozzine, Regan, Potter, and Richey (1980a),
while compiling a report describing the process individuals
follow as they make specific kinds of decisions about specif-
ic kinds of students, found a surprising amount of variabil-
ity in the decision-making process within individuals.
Variability in the process, according to Ysseldyke et al., 1is
due neither to the role and knowledge of the decision maker,
nor to the type of students about whom decisions were made.
Variability in the decision-making process is produced simply
because more than one individual is involved.

The lack of consensus found among the team members in
the decision-making process may be due to a lack of communi-
cation between the mémbers. Morrow, Powell, and Ely (1976)
investigated the effect of relevant information on the deci-
sion to place students in special education services. They
found the Admissions, Review, and Dismissal Committees ap-
peared to make decisions "in a vacuum of other professional/

salient information" (p. 190). Their decisions were neither
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influenced by social history’data, nor by a psychologist's
recommendation.

In a study by Christenson, Graden, Potter, Taylor,
Yanowitz, and Ysseldyke (1981), "the majority of team mem-
bers reported that theilr perception of the student had not
changed as a result of the meeting” (p. 28). This implies
that each member has come to a decision, based on whatever
data he or she has collected or has had access to, before
the meeting takes place.

Since Public Law 94-142 was enacted in 1975, the present
author has participated on multidisciplinary teams 1n public
schools as a resource teacher, and at the present time is
active on such teams as an intern school psychologists. Prior
to thlis time, she served as a classroom teacher, and was
trained as a reading specialist. Therefore, she has had the
opportunity to view the functioning of the multidisciplinary
team from various perspectives., She has been aware of the
four problems discussed in this papér: the lack of (a) role
identification, (b) test adequacy, (c) participation, and
(d) consensus. Of particular interest to her are problems
(a) and (b), as they relate to the academic area of reading.

The Nebraska Department of Education Ru;e 51 has not
mandated that the reading specialist be a member of the multi-
disciplinary team. However, it does designate basic reading
skills and reading comprehension as two of the seven areas of

functioning to be assessed in determining that a child has a
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specific learning disability. Furthermore, federal rules and
regulations state that tests and other evaluation materials
are to be "administered by trained personnel in conformance
with the instructions provided by their producer"‘(Federal
Register, Part II, p. 42496). Recognizing that it is the
reading specialist who has been trained specifically in this
particular area, it seems appropriate that she/he evaluate
reading skills and comprehension, and thus become a member

of the multidisciplinary team.

The author has found, in her experience, that a large
percentage of the children who qualify for special services
are children who are lacking reading skills. This is con-
firmed by Gaskins (1982), in his review of the research re-
garding reading disabilities and learning disabilities. He
found reading disorders to be the most frequently noted
learning problem of learning digabled children. The great=
est academic need was to improve reading. Rosner, Abrams,
Daniels, and Schiffman (1981) wrote:

A National Survey of Individualized Education Pro-

grams (IEPs) for Handicapped Children reports that

about 63% of handicapped children, according to

their IEPs, are receiving special education ser-

vices in reading and in oral or written English.

(p. 43R)

The authors continued to report that the percentage increased

to 73% for 13-to-15-year olds.
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Recognizing that a number of learning disabled children
are also reading disabled, it is of utmost importance that
tests adequate as to reliability, validity, and standardized
norms be administered in the assessment of reading skills and
comprehension, Lieberman (1982) wrote of the inadequacies of
reading tests. He stated, "tests are poor substitutes for
reality and can literally be discarded when they are discrep-
ant with regard to reality" (p. 186). Although the present
author agrees with Lieberman as to his criticism of some of
the available tests, she wonders: Who determines reality,
and by what form of measurement?

The International Reading Association (1981) felt so
strongly about the misuse of grade equivalents, which they
stated promotes misunderstanding of students' reading abil-
ities, that they adopted a resolution to abandon the practice
of using grade equivalents to report performance of either
individuals or groups of test takers, and further resolved to
write to test publishers to urge them to'éliminate grade
equivalents from their tests. The association encourages the
use of norm-referenced scores which they feel are much less
susceptible to misinterpretation and misunderstanding.

Breen and Prasse (1982) reaffirm the importance of using
standard scores in the initial assessment or reevaluation of
learning disability needs. Their study was a comparative an-
alysis of grade equivalent and standard scores on the 1976

and 1978 revised editions of the Wide Range Achievement Test.
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They cautioned that grade equivalent scores are susceptible
to large fluctuationé, and therefore contribute to error in
initial diagnoses.

Ysseldyke and Marston (1982) analyzed a number of stand-
ardized tests of reading. They found many individually ad-
ministered tests not to be entirely appropriate for placement
decisions, since they are not based on normative data. These
tests were found to be inadequately normed, and rarely re-
ported reliability and validity information. In contrast,
group administered reading tests were often found to possess
excellent technical adequacy. This presents a problem, since
‘pPlacement decisions are made on data collected from individ-
ually administered tests. The author 6f this paper believes
the answer lies in a statement by Ysseldyke and Marston: "On
the assessment of reading, each decision area introduces its
own unique set of needs and limitations" (p. 262). The pres-
ent author proposes that the decision to be made defermines
the data to be collected. Technically adequate (e.g., reli-
able, valid, normed) tests which compare the student's per-
formance with the performance of his peers must be given for
placement decisions. Then criterion-referenced tests, eval-
uating the individual child's functioning in specific skill
areas, would be used for program planning.

Statement of the Problem

In the multidisciplinary teams on which the author has

participated scores from the Test of Reading Comprehension
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(TORC) and the Science Research Associates (SRA) Achievement
Se:ies are often used as indicators Qf'the student's reading
ability. Although these two instruments do not svaluate
identical skills, some communality should exist, since the
specific skills assessed combine to form a total picture of
the individual's overall reading ability. The question arises
as to whether or not these two tests provide different infor-
mation. Specifically, "Is there an overlap of information to
the point that data obtained from only one of the instruments
is useful?” In other words, "To what extent is it feasible to
administer both tests?"
Method

Subjects

Subjects for the study were 97 typical fourth grade stu-
dents. The fifty-one male and forty-six female students were
from four elementary schools in a predominately white, middle-
class, suburban, public school district in southeast Nebraska.
Age levels ranged from 9 years 6 months to 11 years 10 months,
with approximately 64% of subjects aged 10.

Instruments

The Test of Reading Comprehension (Brown, Hammill &
Wiederholt, 1978) is a norm-referenced test for assessing the
reading comprehension ability of student's ages 6.6 to 14.6.
The test consists of eight subtests, titled General Vocabu-
lary, Syntactic Similarities, Paragraph Reading, Mathematics

Vocabulary, Social Studies Vocabulary, Science Vocabulary,
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Reading Directions, and Sentence Sequencing. Each subtest
measures an asPect of reading comprehension and yields a
standard score scaled to a mean of 10 and standard deviation
of 3.

The present study used data from only the first three
TORC subtests. These are: (a) General Vocabulary--the stu-
dent's understanding of sets of vocabulary items that are
all related to the same general concept, (b) Syntactic Simi-
larities--the student's understanding of meaningfully similar
but syntactically different sentence structure, and (c¢) Para-
graph Reading--the student's ability to answer questions re-
lated to sfory—like paragraphs.

These three subtests form a General Reading Comprehen-
sion Core. Their combined scaled scores are statistically
transformed into a Reading Comprehension Quotient which is
reported in terms of a distribution having a mean of 100 and
a standard deviation of 15.

Few research studies have been reported which address
the reliability and validity of the TORC. Twenty of the 24
internal consistency reliability coefficients reported in the
manual exceed .80, and Standard Errors of Measurement report-
ed are two or less. Three independent investigations of the
TORC 's validity are reported in the manual. Correlations
with achievement tests ranged from .33 between the TORC Par-
agraph Reading subtest and The Comprehensive Test of Basic

Skills Reading subtest to .86 between the TORC General Vocab-
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ulary subtest and the Reading Comprehension subtest of the
Peabody Individual Achievement Test. A median correlation
of .65 is reported between the TORC subtests and various
measures of intelligence.

The present study investigated the relationship of the
TORC 's General Vocabulary, Syntactic Similarities, Paragraph
Reading,vand Reading Comprehension Quotient with reading
achievement as measured by the Science Research Associates
Achievement Series (Naslund, Thorpe, & Lefever, 1978). The
SRA is a group-administered, norm-referenced test designed to
assess skill development in basic curriculum areas in grades
K through 12. The Educational Ability Series, Vocabulary,
and Comprehension subtest scores of the SRA were used in this
analysis. The EAS provides a general measure of verbal and
nonverbal ability. The EAS quotient compares students with
other students at their grade level rather than at their age
level. The Vocabulary subtest assesses skill in identifica-
tion of antonyms and synonyms, literal meanings of words,
meanings of idioms, and meanings of figurative expressions.
The Comprehension subtest assesses skill in understanding
sentences, grasping detalls, summarizing, drawing conclusions,
perceiving relationships, and understanding the author.

Percentiles, stanihes, grade equivalents, growth scale
values, and normal curve equivalents (NCEs) are available to
describe performance on the SRA. The NCEs are normalized

standard scores ranging from 1 to 99, with a mean of 50 and
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a standard deviation of 21.06.

Only information on internal-consistency reliabilities
is reported for the SRA Achievement Series. These reliabil-
ities were computed separately for spring and fall standard-
izations. Reliability coefficients for subtests of the se-
ries range from .54 to .94. Reliability data computed in
the Spring for Form 1, Level E subtests used in the present.
study range from .89 to .92.
Procedure

In the Spring of 1983 The Science Research Associates
(SRA) Achievement Series was administered to the 97 subjects.
In approximately one month's time the General Reading Compre-
hension Core bf the Test of Reading Comprehension was admin-
istered to these same subjects. Both tests were group-admin-
istered in the regular classroom setting. The national
percentile scoresvof the SRA were converted to standard scores
and then related to those of the TORC using a canonical cor-
relation analysis.

Results

Means and standard deviations of standard scores on the
TORC, SRA reading tests and SRA Educational Ability Series
(EAS) are presented in Tabie 1. The means of the two reading
instruments ranged from 103 to 107 with the SRA means slightly
higher than those of the TORC. - Consistent with the reading
standard scores was the SRA's EAS (X=107, SD=14). Collective-

ly, these means and standard deviations demonstrated that this



Table 1

Means and Standard Deviations on TORC and SRA Subtests

24

Subtest M SD

TORC
Reading Comprehension Quotient 105 14
General Vocabulary 105 14
Syntactic Similarities 105 14
Paragraph Reading 103 15

SRA
Reading Vocabulary 106 14
Reading Comprehension 107 14
Reading Total 107 14
Educational Ability Series 107 14
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sample of fourth graders was within the average range with
respect to their cognitive and reading abilities.

The correlations coefficients, presented in Table 2,
that were obtained between the TORC and SRA reading tests
ranged from .54 to .77. These correlations are consider-
ably higher than the .35 to ,44 correlations reported from
the same reading assessment instruments in the TORC manual
(Brown, Hammill, & Wiederholt, 1978). The SRA's general
measure of verbal and nonverbal ability (EAS) correlated
.72 to .77 with the SRA reading scores, and .45 to .62 with
the TORC scores. .

A canonical correlation analysis was performed between
the two SRA reading subtests and the three TORC Core sub-
tests to investigate the relationship between the SRA reading
subtests taken as a set and the TORC Core subtests taken as
a set. Only one variate was significant. Eighty-seven per-
cent of the variance of the SRA reading subteéts and_sixty-
nine percent of the variance in the TORC Core subtests was
explained by this variate. Standardized canonical coeffi-
cients for the dependent variables were: SRA Vocabulary,
.807; SRA Comprehension, .230. For the covariates the stand-
ardized canonical coefficients were: TORC Vocabulary, .666;
TORC Syntactic Similarities, .325 and TORC Paragraph Reading,
.150. The canonical correlation between the SRA subtest
composites and those of the TORC Core was .796. The redun-

dancy of the SRA subtests given the TORC subtests was 55%.
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‘The redundancy of the TORC subtests was 44%.

Discussion

As was previously pointed out, the multidisciplinary
team decision-making process includes organizing, analyzing,
and synthesizing information collected by each of its mem-
bers in his/her respective area of expertise. If a learn-
ing disability is suspected, two of the seven areas of func-
tioning to be assessed are basic reading skills and reading
comprehension. Among the possible reading assessment tech-
niques are classroom performance observation, diagnostic
reading tests, criterion-referenced and norm-referenced testé.
A general convergence of data from these various assessment
tools leads to a‘diagnosis and a decision as fo placement
and intervention.

Two reading tests frequently used as indicators of a
student's reading ability on those teams of which the author
has been a member are the Test of ﬁeading Comprehension (TORC)
and the Science Research Associates (SRA) Achievement Series.
In the process of synthesizing the data from these two instru-
ments some questions emerge. Specifically, What is the rela-
tionship between these two tests? What factors are measured?
Do other skills need to be measured in the assessment of read-
ing ability? Is one of the two tests superior to the other
as a diagnostic toél?

The present study indicates that when group admihistered,

there is a strong relationship between information gained from
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the TORC and the SRA Reading tests. Correlation coefficients
of .54 to .77 between the TORC Core and the SRA Reading test
obtained in the present study are considerably higher than
those reported in the TORC manual. Further analysis sug-
gests that the overlap of information between the two tests
can be accounted for by a single significant variate, vocab-
ulary. In other words, the recognition and understanding of
words appear responsible for a large portion of the overlap
between these two assessments of reading ability. It does
warrant mentioning however, that considering the relatively
high reliability coefficients of the TORC, the present anal-
ysis suggests a substantial portion (56%) of this test may
be yielding information about some variable that is specific
to the TORC Core.

The current study is limited in its implications for the
multidisciplinary téam in that both tests were group adminis-
tered. In the team on which the author has participated the
SRA is group-administered throughout the school district each
spring. Since federal rules and regulations reqﬁire "a full
and individual evaluation of the child's educational needs"
(Federal Register, Part II, p. 42496) the TORC is frequently
among those tests individually administered by the reading
specialist to those students referred for evaluation.

The question then emerges as to the appropriateness aof
individually administering a group test such as the TORC.

According to Salvia and Ysseldyke (1981) the use of group-
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administered achievement tests in classification and place-
ment decisions may be Jjustifiable under two circumstances.
First, 1if the group test is administered individually. Sec-
ond, if the group test contains a wide range of behavior
samples and the "tester goes beyond the scores earned to ex-
amine performance on specific test items" (p. 134). The
present study indicates that the SRA Reading test and the
TORC Core are not comprehensive measures of reading skills
and concepts. Only a single variate, vocabulary, was found
to be significant. Therefore, the use of the TORC as an
individual comprehensive test is not appropriate.

It appears feasible to the author, that if a group test
such as the SRA is traditionally administered throughout a
school district, its results be used as a screening device
to indicate the student's level of functioning and the extent
to which the student has acquired reading skills in compari-
son to his/her peers. By so doing, those students requiring
a more indepth, individual evaluation would be identified.
One possibility is to use the TORC Core as the individually
administered device. However, as has been pointed out, due
to the high correlation that exists between the SRA Reading
test and the TORC Core, very little information will be
gained. Time and effort can better be spent on the admini-
stration of a more comprehensive, diagnostic, technically
adequate test that assesées both basic reading skills and

reading comprehension, as designated by the Nebraska Depart-
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ment of Education, Rule 51. In addition to assessing the
strengths and weaknesses in reading development, the indi-
vidual test setting pfovides the opportunity to observe test-
taking behaviors that add information about the student's
ongoing behavior.

Reading is a complicated process involving numerous
and varied skills. It is the opinion of the author that
many reading tests availlable today measure only a few spe-
cific skills. The present study has taken two of the many
reading assessment tools available and through statistical
analysis has found a strong relationship. As a result of
this study, an argument can be made for the equivalent inter-
pretation of the SRA Reading test and the scores of the TORC
Core. This offers some guidance to the multidisciplinary
team in interpreting and synthgsizing a student's profile of
reading ability when data from both tests are available.
The present analysis also points out the limitations of the
two instruments. Since both tests have been found to meas-
ure only one significant variate, it is obvious that the
scores from this type of evaluation need to be supplemented
with other test data. Great care needs to be taken in the
selection of technically adequate (e.g., reliable, valid,
normed) tests. |

Tuture research should investigatc thec rclationship of
these group-administered tests to the more diagnostic read-

ing tests which are administered individually. 1In this way
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the strengths and weaknesses of the various assessment in-
struments can be understood. Ultimately, a battery of tech-
nically adequate tests that form a comprehensive measure of
reading skills can be developed. Thus the organizing, analy-
zing, and synthesigzing of information in the decision-making

process of the multidisciplinary team will be facilitated.
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