Research Notes
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The Learning Characteristics Inventory:
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Level of Symbolic Communication Classification for
Students with the Most Significant Cognitive Disabilities
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SUMMARY WRAP UP: The two studies presented in this issue provide a view of who the students are that participate in
AA-AAS. The LCI examined the learning characteristics of students participating in AA-AAS and required teachers to rate
students’ performance on a continuum of abilities in 10 areas consisting of academic and daily living skills. The Level of
Symbolic Classification survey focused on categorizing students with the most significant cognitive disabilities by symbolic
communication level through teacher rating of students on 10 academic tasks. Results from both studies help us to better
understand the characteristics of the students participating in AA-AAS. Implications of these outcomes for states include
clarification and monitoring of students participating in AA-AAS.
IMPORTANT UPDATE: The Tool Kit on Teaching and Assessing Students With Disabilities represents a collaborative effort between the Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative Services (OSERS) and the Office of Elementary and Secondary Education (OESE) to assist states in raising the achievement of all students with disabilities. This
Tool Kit includes a set of papers titled Including Students With Disabilities in Large-Scale Assessments, with an executive summary and a glossary of terms, written by experts in large-scale assessments and the education of students
with disabilities. The Tool Kit also includes 14 technical assistance documents developed by OSERS' grantees. You
can access the Tool Kit at: http://www.osepideasthatwork.org/toolkit/index.asp.

