


136 Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli, and MacFarland

frenuengy of carvica and Thic nndatad viars; an nadavannn masdan b,

mode of provision (e.g., direct, consultation). In many of experts from 12 national organizations representing |
cases these decisions are made unilaterally by p.rofes- a variety of related service discinlines. special ednca- i
sionals and then communicated to other team mem- tors, parent and consumer groups, and general educa-

bers (Giangreco, 1990; Giangreco et al., 1991). Profes-
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reference to each listed support service. They were ing meant team members had reached 100% agreement
asked to write a plus (+) if they were “‘at least 80% regarding which support services were needed and not
confident that the support is needed,”” a minus (—) if needed in relation to each program-at-a-glance entry.
they were “‘at least 80% confident that the support is Posttest (Part 1) responses were used to establish a
not needed,’’ or a question mark (?) if they were ‘‘not post-VISTA reliability score for each participant using

sure, less than 80% confident in either direction.” For the same formula as pre-VISTA trlighility srores_This
b =

2

= .
s A=
B MJ:—
ﬁ
- =

C e—l
E D —————————————

i
Pa—

4‘
{

i

1
l
4

]

4

:
4
1
:
l

., J

[
;
i

|

—

. x

7 TTam §—
5 =










142 : Giangreco, Edelman, Luiselli, and MacFarland

was a big help in role clarification. The process helped Future self-study procedures should be expanded
us work together as a team.’’ This sense of satisfaction to: (a) establish agreed upon team norms for prepara-
extended to some team members who previously felt tion (e.g., ensure that everyone has read the same in-

excluded as team members. As one paraprofessional formation and understands it); (b) establish opportuni-
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narrowing of focus prompted by use of VISTA will
continue to be narrowed further over time as the im-
pact of support services is more closely evaluated. The
fact that the frequency of service provision remained
unchanged even though members consistently agreed

of paramount concern both in terms the quality and
appropriateness of students’ educational programs as
well as the economic impact of resource utilization.
Concurrent qualitative research (i.e., document re-
view, observations, interviews) has heen candnetad .
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educationally necessary support services: A qualitative SAS Institute, Inc. (1989). SAS System, Version 6.09. Cary,
evaluation of VISTA. Special Services in the Schools. NC:Author.
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