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CHAPTER I

OMPETENCY-BASED l'EACHER.EDUfTION

.

Educatio .1 innovations arrive and depart.with predictable regularity.

Some impact in ways of thinking, change andtimprove the process by which

-teaching :ltd learning take place, and then are absorbed into the status quo.

Ultimat ly, these innovations are supplanted by other innovations and new

approa es. It is difficult to-estimate how many false leads and fads are

advanced for.eitery innovation that proves useful. Each educator, necessarily

dev ps methodS of reading the cues and data-that suggesft ithe imminence of

a ew direction. Responses are conditioned, ,as with otheOsychological and
:

q r
,

if
intellectual phenomena, by a multitude of fActors. Experience with previous

educational innovation accoUnth for much of the educator's responsiveness

or resistance to new 'ideas. Failure to adopt an innovation may be based

upon an unwillingness to take risks, largely a function of risk-taking in the

past which produ'ced undesired consequences. The Conti generation and
4

promulgation of new ideas in educationrkome, of whici __: fads, others genuini

improvements, and still others either preMature or p:L'2: usefulness--mu:

necessarily make the responsible educator Wary. Mis: nT the 'Doat may not

-nave consequences as great as commitment t'o one that not float!

Is C9mpetency-Based Teacher Education (CBTE)

tion s .riously Onsidered; evafilated, and g.tve-

t/
legis _tion, training program change, and quanc.

\

.iVely short period of time are it tic.

TAU:: CC as an important contemporary e'cluLat

---E's appearance on the educationa_ s

.once concerning its promise as aE

ete. It remains to be seen whethel.

.

or is it an innw

r trial'?

literature prc

=act, then CB'

i-mTuration. rE

relatively recent

pi ice is

:ce of CBTE actually
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. .

1-fOIlaWSthe-theory and constructs that produced it. The hallmark of CBTE is
C

.

'

.operational definition of goals and performance criteria, but def--

ns and terminology Used in CBTE programs are by no means universal or

common to'arl practitioners. These ambiguities may well be intrinsic to CBTE,

. or they may be due to the recency of work in CBTE prpgram development.
%

Of most interest to special educators, however, are the questions:

,N..1Whadoes CBTE have to offer to improve the education and habilitation of
s

h icapped children? What is ,the status of CBTE-in special education?

flave speCial educators "missec6, boat," or are they judiciously awaiting

evidenct:,ithat CBTE works? 1owcan specAl educators make assessments re-

gardingr (a) whether CBTE -is.an educational innvation worthy of active

consideration? (b) what is the status of research evidence and does it up-

hold or negate the CBTE forMulation? (c) which programs in special education

are- CBTE and by what criteria' do they qualify? (d) ,,4.a.t:aTe the commorali

and differences between CBTE programs2 (e) what nc may

about what CBTE can offer special* ducation

(f) what additional research an developme:,

tion raised by the CBTE formulation?

_11

-awn

lues

The present review is an attempt to answe- c. c-_:=.!st._ -is,

although some in greater detail than others. :
. t;:__,3 re-

view focy discussion about specific issues in prepa-L: to xhers of

handicapped children. Its ultimate objective iL to unco,.e7 those -blems in

periionnel"preparation which are in need of further resear:h.

What is CBTE?

Acc9rding to Elam (1971), a competerey-based program is one 1. -rich

performancet goals for trainees are specified in rigorous jetail ar ::greed

.c
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to in advance of instruction. The teacher or teacher trainee is required

to (a) demonstrate behaviors known, to promote desirable learning and/or (b)

demonstrate that s/he can bring about learning in pupils. The emphasis is

on demonstrated products or outputs. This definition, which appeared in-the

first publication of the American Association of College's for Teacher Educe-
,

tion (AACfE), Committee on Performance-Ba;ed Teacher Education,ls the most

frequently cited of all definitions in the CBTE literature.. The, essential

elements of a CBTE program f- J.

1. Knowledge, skills, :inc. A by a

derived from an explicIt

that a trainee's beha cz-pete
. .

assessed and made p_ . _c _ acivz:

2. ;Criteria employe_ essin

behavioral indicators and

con4iitions, and made- mibiLJ it ac,7z.

use on sr.-11i± ed

mast .der

3. .4;sessment o' a trainee canine emDlcs rmance as the

primary source evidence.

-X, The trainee's preg7es t.77.ouvi de rmined by dembr.strated

competency, rather than-by time cr completion (Elam, 1971).

The termCompet4h,c-Bitised Teacher Ecuzazion '(CBTE) has .been

changeably with the term Performanced-Ba eaqher Educat. ,n (F ).

fOrmer term is used in this review because CUTE implies a more general :71Cept

than that of perfOrmance. The AACTE COMMi7t adopted tne'term "performlance-
,

( ,
based" but indicated that the adjective is reiatively'unimportant as lo7- as. .

there is tonstnSus on what e1-ments'are es:c.ntial to distlirguish performance-or

competency-based programs from other types training (Elam; 1971, p. 6).
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-Public' statement of program .objectives. Whatever ten; is applied, the

' common -critical features of CBTE.' are publicly stated specifications of the

teacher's role and an evalLiation of the teacher's,i(or trainee's) competence
.

based on performance, The implications of these simple propositions for
.

,..

L)
. ..teacher education programs are considerable. At the outset, CBTE requires

..1 tii, ityrrotions goverrlii , "e aevelyproent ..-. a training program be

close _ -..-..--d, that .s be establishe.:., and that conclUsions

about of the progr= operationalized and "stated publicly" in.
/ advance er the futur- ma bold for CBTE. it is probable that .the

notion zit, publicl d of goa_. r.ta. specification, of operations

will ec re zui seful educatz.1.7.-..... practices. with'any innovation, the

pract. sTecifying and c- ionalizing tn± :oals and objective§ of

:an be abused: 111--. ic's response tc CBTE ofte,n relates to the

fa( : :~ewrit.ting in behaviors: rms of existing curricula and training

lecr: oni cal appli of systems analsis termi,nolOgy. may res ult

in a roduct t at takes the 7:or. Of a CBTE program but in no way reflects

its substance. Thus, critic.... CBTE often reject the entire concept, when,
-

5in fact, thir objections may relate to inadequacies of implementation
(

rather than tine practice itself. 1t
Evaluation of 'trainee performance. Trainee evaluation through per-

!

formance is thejecond major facet of CBTE. Most programs make .a distinction

between the trainee' s acquisiti.pn of knowledge about teaching and. the
.

trainee's acquisition of interactive teaching skills. In thi§-7reBTE pro-
gi,

grams closely parallel traditional prep ation programs. Yet one finds that
r.

. - -
.$ -many Programs purportedlyiompetencr-based also use the term "performance"

to' refcr to mastery or criterion-referenced testin'g Although the tr aineea
has the opportunity to retake a test to,demonstrate

mastery over content, not much else distinguishes this practice from tradi-
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- tional course offerings which terminate in a grade for 'assignments completed

and knowledge gained: Certainly this is "pe-rformance" in Lts broadest sense.

In CBTE terms however, performance is the active demonstration of teaching

skills - -the "doing" , of teaching as 4aisitinct .from "knowing"' about teaching.

It is in the performance of interactive instructional skills that CBTE pro-

-grains differ critically from traditional Preparatibry programs. The crux

of CBTE training is the spesdfication and measurement of 'teacher perfollunce

during the act of teaching. Howeyer, the specification and evaluation of

interactive teaching skills are both.technjcally &id administratively

difficult. Much program development in interactive instructional skills is

required for a true CBTE program, it specification bf. necessary. interactive
.

skills, s not likely to emerge from information available through previous ,

,reseaTch (Heath & Nielson , 1974). An' ongoing commitment to deal with

specification of instructional skills and evaluation of performance is

required if CBTE is to fulfill its promise. Technical-innovation in

measurement is particularly vital in this facet of CBTE.
a.)

Modurarization 'of instruction. The concept of the "module" as the

t

unit of instruction is also an importan4 feture of CBTE programs.' An in-
k,sti-actional module or trlining package is a unit of instruction which may

be formatted in

and conteips ins

for obtairqng in

anyinumber of ways (see,

truct i al./behavioral ob

formation, and criterion

Thi agaraj an, Senune 1 , & Sentinel, 1974)

jectives, information on. resources

-referenced tests . Modules are most

often self,-inStructional and require tnas.tery rather than a given dine period
a

for completion. Some CBTE p ograms, such as those at Weber State and the-'

University en rely ,modularized; most 'preparation programs,
.._ 4 .- 4,

i ,

however,' incorporate`ncorporate Modular components rather than depnd upon'..them ex-

clusively. Inherent in/the construction of a- module is, a kset ofneasures
- ,

_-,' e 6., .
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which assesses the trainee's mastery of terminal objectives. -Evaluation

measures are thus "built into" the module, thereby creating an ideal basis

,

for research on the 'effectg4 fsinstruction: Where performance tasks are
I . .1

.

built into the modular -unit, as, for example, in Special Education Placemedt'
/ ,

TKorba,-Cawley, & Papinikou,..1972Y, Cuiriculum Consultants for exceptional

CI d
'4,- Children (Meyen, Altman, & Chandler, 1972), Clinical Teacher Program

(Schwartz &'Oseroff, 1972), and BehjaVior,Modification Techniques for Teachers.

of-,the beVelopmentally Young (Andef4on, Hodson, Jones, et al., 19721,.then

I

successful completion of the givep tatts is:assumed-to be evidence of per-.$

formance competence! It is'important to keep in mind that modules wary

,greatry in the. settings for conducting the' performance tasks., and that

succeSsfuliperform 6e-in a laboratory setting or A simulated setting is

quite different from performance in the natural setting (Turner, 1972).

%
Consortium for teacher education. .Many CBTE models require inte-r-

4

institutional consortia in t' aifling teachers. 'The notion A' that a coopera-

tive effort' among local :educatiol? agencies (LEA's) and training institutionsr

is needed in both the specification of objectives and the provision /real

school, settings for trainine-and perfoirn nce evaluation of teachers. Per

this `stipulation of CBTE-,. a wide discrepancy, exists between objective and

practice. y. In order for a teacher apprenticeship to take plac-anappren-
a

ticeship under the guidance of a training program responible for specifica-

4

tion of goals and objectives--the relationshipbeic:eenthe LEA' and training

iin4itutions mist become one. of increased cooperation. But, given the i

nature of institutional change, ,this is not likply te occur unless strong ,,,.

r.%

measureshre taken.' The _frequent discrepancy,betweentheideal (consortium;
. . ,

,

in its,most literal sense}- and reality (fundamental institutional differences

.
.. i

. .
. .

between university-and local education agenCy) is a continuous source of

I_

II

A

1.1

V

1
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criticism of CBTE programs The resqlution of this problem depends as

much upon legislative and administrative" changes as ,upon the nature of

program implementation. In some states. where CBTE programs have been

mandated (e.g., New York, Michigan, Vermont), participatiOrCby consortium,
-..

. ,
\

in programHdevelopment and implementation' has been required, but it is
.

/ .

:, .

i

to(2.31y/
/

to determine the extent and effectiveness af,governance by

consortium.

storical Backaround of. the CBTE Movement

' Over the past five or six years, the term Competenc

Based Teacher Education

N
iof teacher educators in

innovation has been cont

been subject to. vagaries

The roots of the educati

- or Performance-

has been gradually introduced into the consciousness

the United States. Its reception as an eduCational
A

roversial; the.connotative meAninvoT the termivas

of interpretation by both partisans and critics:

onal movement associated with. these terms -can be ;

raced to several recent social, educ tional, political, and technolgki.cal-
(

developments, leach of which has been OXtensively discussed elsewhere (Ramilto
- -

1973; Lindsey, 1973; Silberman; 1970). It is interesting to note that..so

comparatively recent a development has generat

in so short a period of time. Several bibliog

(AACTE,'1971; AACTE, 1972; Cohen, 1973; Kay,}

. Memoranda, 1972-73) as weil"as_numerous techni

\' -
dexeroPment and colleqeepapers from symposia

4ed such extensive literature,

raphies on CBTE are avaiAabl

93;:reacher,Education

cal manuals on CBTE pro4airi

and policy studies (Arends,

.

Masla, ET Weber, 1971; Burns Klingstedt; 1973; flouSton, 1974; Ho stop. &

Illowsam, 1972; Joyce, 174; Multi -State ConsoAium'on PBTE, n.d.; Rosner,

1972).

Precursors of the CBTE movement. In the late 1960's, the rising costs

of public education -Coincided with mounting dissatisfaction by thOse .con-

sJ
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cerned with the educational -stattis ofe,cononlically Idisaslvantaged racial an

ethnic minsfrities. (Clark', 1g65; Cole Man et al., 1966; White., 1973). The
P

',result was a demand for "accountability" by local education agen-Cies,lhich,1

in_ItUrn, generated a demand' for 'accountabT.ty by teacher rainin4 institutions;

(Liessinger., '1971). :The notion of accountability, not unlike., the notion of
vtit)

the meaningCBT itself, rapidly became an educational .catch-Word and. slogan,
.

Of which varied with each advocat or critic One COnsiquenCe of the demand

for accountabilrix was the, emergence of performance contracting, a concept.

,often used synonymously ,with accountability (Vergason, 1973). As a factor
o

r.0

in' the development of BTE, the accountability 'demand meant that an educa-

tional institution, 'like :Corporate industry, was responsible for producing
) ,

tangible goods Ce.g., measurable pupil gain in reading) on a cost-effectiye
.

The accountability niOlveinent gave rise to si.ich educational experiments.
-

as' the voucher systgm (Jencks, 1970; Levin., 1973;" Levin, 1974), performance
°

contracting '(Lessinger, '1971), and a drive to reform teacher certification

(Andrews, 1971; Burclin & Reagan, 1971; Daniel, 1971).

The accountability movement had particular relevance to special education

progr : the pressure for demonstrable pupil. progress-brought to bear upon

LEA's by civil rights groups also gave rise to demands that LEA's document.

the educational efficacy of placing minoritygroup pupils in special classes.

The litigation in behalf of mino44, group pupils (Cohen & DeYoung, 1972;

Ross, DeYoung, & Cohen, .1971; Weintraub, 1972) and the controversy concerning

the justification for special class placement of minority group pupils were

refjected in the professional literature of special education during the

same time span ,(Diain,. 1968; Jones, 1973; Mercer, 1970).

Another educational_trend,which played a significant role in the

development of the CBTE moyeMent was the growing influence, in academic
r-

13

r.
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departments, of the field of educational technology, specifically the applica-

tion Of systems theory and systems analysis to the problems of instructional`'

management (Banathy, 1964; Briggs, 1970; Davis, 1973; Hamreus, 1968; Kaufman,

1972). Those aspects of systems analysis which have had the most widespread

acceptance, and application in restructuring educational programs are task

analysis and the restating 4f objectives in behavioral terms. The theory and

'practice underlying.thOe concepts were.developed independent of the CBTE

movement but have largely been incorporated int?o it. Behavioral objectives

in particular are integral features of all CBTE programs (Elam, 1971; Houston,

7' 1972; Schmeider, 1973). Any definition of CBTE includes the requisite that

goals and objectives be stated in behavioral terms (Elam, -1971; Houston &

c:Howsam, 1972), and,, in fact, the two notions of- CBTE and behavioral objectives

are often used interchangeably. Nevertheless, the existence of behaviorally

stated objectives in a program should be regarded as a neceary but in

sufficient condition for a program to be tonsidered competency-based.

Over th \same time period, the application of systems analysis was also

growing in importance in special education. .The-princiPles of task analysis

and development of behavioral objectives and performance standards gained

6

-great momentum through the convergence of these techniques with those of

Applied behavior analysis and behavior modification principles (Krasner E

Ullman, 1965; Lindsley,,1964; Quay, 1966) in the education and habilitation

of children.,with emotional disorders and learning disabilities. Task analysis

is integral to the development of programs based on principles of contingency

management. ,Some of the earliest CBTE programs in special. education are

those associated with applied behavior analysis or other behavior modifica

tion techniques' (Anderson? 1972; Greenwood, 1974; Hewett, 1968-; Hops, 1975;

McKenzie, 1969; Van Etten & Adamson, 1973).
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The elementary teacher training models project. Probably the mostsin-

lItential of all the historical sources of the CBTE movement was the funding

in 1968 of the elementary teacher education models by the U.S. Office of

Educatipn (Burdin & Lanzillotti, 1969; Clarke, 1969; Engbretson, 1969).

Originally, nine universities were selected to develop comprehenSive models

of teacher education. The first models and reports were completed in 1968,

and the programmatic developments growing out Of these models have been of

major consequence.in shaping contemporarypolicy, funding patterns, and

thinking in the field of teacher education.

In 1967, the USOE Bureau of Research issued a request for proposals (RFP)
1

for the development of a comprehensive undergraduate and inservice teacher

education program for elementary teachers. The RFP stipulated that the

models incorporate behavioral objectives and a systems analysis approach,

as-well as other features now regarded as components of4CBTE programs. Ten

projccts for model development were finally funded. There were aspects

unique to each of the models subsequently developed, but important commonalities
.

were discernible (Clarke, 1969; MOnson, 1969). Similarities between the

models included: a stress on individualization and self-pacing; a reliance on

technology, videotape, and computer-based programs; an emphasis on'per-
.\

formance criteria and definition of teacher tasks; fewer formAh courses;

more and earlier experiences with children; increased cooperation between_

university and public s ools; and utilization of laboratory experiences,

microteaching, and simu ations.

the institutions funded to develop the models in Phase I (programs)

and in Phase II (feasibility sIies) were Florida' State University (Sowards,

1968), University of Georgia (Johnson, Shearron, .& Stauffer, 1968), University

of toledo (Dickson, 1968), University of Pittsburgh.(Southworth, 068)-,
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ColuMbia University (Joyce, 1968), Syracuse University (Hough, 1968),l

NprthwestRegional Laboratory (Schalock, 1968), Michigan State University

(Houston, 1968), University of Massachusetts tAlien & Codper,'1968),.and

University of Wisconsin (DeVault, 1969): Engbretson (1969) summarized some

70 additional proposals received by the USOE prior to the final selection

of these 10 programs for the Phase II feasibility study. Summaries and

,discussion of the models can be found in Joyce (1971,) and Clarke (1969).

In the years-since the initial development of the models, most in-

stitutions involved have continued program development along the lines set

forward in the models. In some instances, project directors involved with

the original model developments have continued to work on these programs

at other institutions. More recently, CBTE -Centers, which are a direct out-

growth of the models projects,, have been funded by USOE and are active in

the development and dissemination of CBTE.

Federal commitment to the sponsorShip.of CBTE programs has continued

.during the past five years. Programs emphasizing CBTE have been funded

tinder the auspices of the National Center for the Improvement of Educational

Systems (NICES), formerly the Bureau of Educational Personnel Development

(BEPD), which was. originally establighed by the ESEA Act of 1965. A summary

of USOE commitments by program and expenditure from August, 1967, to January,,

1973, an be found in-Hamilton. (1973, p. 42).

Centers of CBTE activity.. Much of the federal investment in CBTE has

centered on Teacher Corps Projects. The major dissemination and information

exchange functions have been carried out under the leadership of the American

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, Committee on PBTE, and the

Multi-State Consortium.. 'These organiztations have been-active in convening

national and regional conferences ancl in publishing and disseminating in=

-40
1 ,3
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formationi resources, and research concerning cBTE. A pUblications list

each of these organiza s is included in the annotated bibliography of

the present review.

With the recent decline

one mig%t have expected the

in federal support for educational research,

momentuT of CBTE program development

This does ngt appear to have happe7

is, now emanating from State-Educa-
z

Teacher Corps; with its commitmer

secure and continuous. The AACTL

leadership role in disseminating

fessional involvement in CUE. Cc

the AACTE Committee on PBTE is orlznr.

training programs. The other majc=

State Consortium, is also active in

although much impet4 for

enties (SEAq). Federal
ac

12

of

to diminish.

CBTE activity

support for

mpetency-based education, is apparently

4
zee on PBTE continues to play: a

A innovations!and stimUlating,pro7

:ent with'thi nature of, its Membership,

toward university and preS,ervice

zation involved in CBTE, the Multi-

rganization of professional meetings,

publications, and other-dissemination attivitjes. Consistent with its SEA

orientation, the Multi-State Consorti has .focused mainly on issues. of

certification, on the problems and iMplementatiOn of consortia, and on in-

service training. Cooperative proj have also. peen-Undertaken by the two

organizations, particularly in join t :=7on'Sor5hip of national -and regional

meetings.

Competency-Based Teacher Ceitifcatf4

Competency-based teachereducation

teacher certification and th

has major implications for the nature of

drive to structure the certification' of teachers

on, the basis of performance rather than course units completed. Changes in

state certification policy, both legislative and administrative, have been

numerous over the last fie years. Retent reviews by Roth (1972), Maurer

(1973), and Schmeider (174)_e-sent a varied picture

involvement in CBTE. Maurer (1:9.73) reported a survey

of the degree of state

of the states:which

1 7
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"ated that by 1973, 19 had competency-b4sed certification systems,

nine states h,ad rejected compot.e.icy-based certification, and the bulk of the

remaining states intended to implement competency-based certification at some

future date. Data returned froni 37 state education agencies indicated that

SEA's regarded the assessment of teacher con >etencies as the responsibility of

teacher preparation institutions. - Variaticns from state to state in the

critexi competency=based certification, well as the rapid nature of

change )ractice, make definitive S tements on the status of
.

cOmpet... )aSed certification impract AL. such statements are certain

to,,f)e quickly outdated. The Profile of :he States in Competency-Based Edu,ca-
/tion 1g74) is the most r4c, tabulation of state competency-

based :ducation policies, development Avities, key \publications, and

'unique program features., Although Sci der° does not summarize the .informa-

tion reported in the Profile, an exarr of the document shows the

accelerating momentum of state Competency-based education activities since

the reports by Roth (1972) and Nlaurer (1973). All states are now reported

to be at least "studying" the concept. Many,states have reported extensive

develc ?ment activities in both teacher >rtification and in requirements

fortraining institutions to establisl -.BTE teacher preparation programs.
o

Opposition to competency -based c::ification has arisen from two main

Sources: teacher unions and some teacher education institutions. Organized

acher groups , most notably the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) ,

ave voiced reservations about CBTE (Bhaerman, 1974; Feldman, 1972; Shanker,

1973). Some teacher training institutions have also questioned the imposi-

tion of,CBTE. For example, Sandoz (1974) recounted, the reaction of a number

of teacher training colleges and universities in Texas to the 1972 state

standards mandating conversion of all preparatiom programs to CBTE. He

(likened the impact of standard; requiring CBTE tojhe bombing of Pearl
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Harbor. The organized opposition by.colleges and universities in Te,Xas led to

challenges regarding the authority of the State Board of Education to mandate,

such standards. In an opinion rendered January 4, 1974, the State Attorney

General ruled that it is not within the authority of the State Board of

Education or the State Commis,sioner o ;education to tipulate,,ihat institutions

seekingApproval for teacher-education _;rograms "mu_ present performance -

based applications, but the Board. may promulgate rules and regulations

Whereby institutions seeking such approval could:choose between,alternative

plans. 1, ." (Walker, 1974, p: 4). The ruling, according to Walker (1974),

did not concern the legality of performince-based teacher preparation, since

,

it was concerned only'with the limits of authorkty of the State Board of

Education and the Texas State Commissioner of Educaztion. Thus, the case do

not appear'to have wide ranging implications for otherperformance7based

education programs. Rather, it appears to mean that--in this in-stan6--

legislation rather than administrative axthority is required fs mandating

action on CBTE.

CEC professional guidelines and standards project. In 1972, the

Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) iiitiated a project to vr and

revise its professional guidelines standards. The concern:- .ced in

the preliminary reports of this project reflect the impact of CB1,., since

the last such project was 9ompleted'in/1966.

In order to obtain basic data forthe projerct,"a preliminary survey was

conducted in 1973 (Reynolds E fenkins, 1973). A questionnaire was sent to

special educators to obtain their predictions on what changes would occur in ,

o%

the field during the coming'decade. Teacher education was the second most

frequently predicted area of change--respondents expected a "more,performance

or competency -based orientation." The sixth most frequently predicted area



f change

sec

.anc

t7aini.n-

T mber

A

was

estimate

of certain.

per se did

the item "-

was one Of

accountability. Respondents predir' "T-1-,- exp'" 't setting

yes in all grams. Irph;:s.

. N

den nds for 'cost,data. m01" e, S SLIrC

all, there were areas f expecte

_al educators whoresponded tc the ope
t

rt of .the questionnakre asked re,o0n

ach of 30 topics to the professix_al

tatement "moving tqward competenc:.

:ekrtification" receivedthe highest

mdew5s (127 out of 207).
;

Anre was 'subSequently gonduCted

:.)ecial educators of both the like'

mts occurring within the next deca

I appear on either dimension in Rqund

,acher rewards will depend' upon perc-rm

ye items showing the,L2---

iihood desirability. The same 1 j vere c

Reynolds -3) conCluded,the survey re'vc..led that " p _al educators and

their close colleagues wish to shift the emphasis to performance as the

criterion for certification, rather than to settle fo mere process criteria"

(p. 47). There was also an indication of concern thaOcertification be

provided on a short -term' basis and that performance criteria be applied in-

gful

plar.: and

::age preaicte

questicinnai

indicate thr

a standa : "ds

act --based,

reatesi

d't: obtain

de: irabilir.

CBTE.

urve , but

:ime credits" '

,ancy between

ed in Round Ir.

certification renewa4.

Khether CBTE sserts a more direct

program planning in the future will, in

influence on special education

some measure, be influenced by the

final guidelines which emerge prom the project. Indications from the pre-
p

4 ,J
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liminary project publication are that stgndards in special ,-ducrItion will -indeed

be influenced by y of thl tenets of CBTE.

Research in Teacher Education

The critical, innovative aspect of CBTE the setting ' performance

standards for effective teaching. Th. s implies that tea :he, ducators eithei
-J., . -.., ;.,

knOw' or can demonstrate that a given behavior constc_ at -7 of behaviors
. .

- t

stratezies, patterns, et., rOsults iin deSirable -wItcc 'Up ls, The

A,
debate 'over CBTE centers an 1t -his iyssue. In th

I
-sear&

literature, several authorities (e.g., Heath ti

F, rst, 1971) have taken the position, Pased
'1r
on

ocuAtion research', that there is currently
t

upport CBTE.

Since the measurement of "performance" IL,

JaIs, the model re4uires that -performance

the ou For this reason, one outcome of

ach

CL :0/

)rmance

objctives be mace explicit

;the US6E' elementary teacher

training models project was the detailed listin, of hu of

performance criteria (Rosenshine Furst, 1971) Roser_sh_: nd Furs: (1971)

have criticized the model programs for.their fa_lure to Aow articular

crit5ia were selected. Since the initial development of these teac_ ing'

models, however, there haS been a marked tendency to employ "expert appraiSa

in the, selection of performance criteria. Thus, in lieu. of an unequivocal

empirical data base, 'CBTE program developers have chosen to establish per-

formance criteria on the basis of input and ratings-- by. eineks, in the.. field.
1r

This input is usually accomplished by employing such survey methods as the

Delphi Technique (Helmer, 1966), which has been. used extensively for this

purpose.

21
4
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developed through appl_._

were fUlfj
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ogle c _amnies of obv_-_-siveS'

of ;-:x-pe:: i inion. Gt defines

ries

-ack ;aska, & Nei -or:

procerres and also include( L h (/ 2t des

this
,

latter program is fount in apt

Tp9\well-known series comper:- an di ear)ri d chit-

tiren, ,prepared under the at a Hf

the 1950's, was iraluenti. it _ut educat1 i'

ai

,

_

a during'

teacher preparation.' do :1 1: of .-t-le-'cOmnetencL

qualifications, and prep -rat i pf . ac. -_-.s bl in r,Mack e & Dunn, 195..

teachers of the inentali; retasi d W.i. al i a1s , & 1.:157)-, teachers goi

of children who are socially ;- d emot _ona y disturbed (Mackie, Kvara-z:eus,

& Williams,' 1,957) and teaches of cripple," children and children special

health prob-1 fis (Mackie, 196]

In th ir review Of teach. r-performance research, Rosenshine & Furst

(1971) focused on rocess- roa ct studies, that is, studies of classroom

processes obtained either fro rating scales prepared by observers (high

inference) or from observatiq, system data (low- inference). Five teacher

behavior' variables yielded th( ingest relationships with measures f

student achievement: clari rithusiasm, task orient,

and/ot businesslike behavio- , 1 student c- rtunity tt) learn: Th
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less4strong of student

us' e of cri- use of structuring

of Multiple le-- of disc irobing; and perceived,

. -46
relationshi: re positive for 10 -of these

se of-criticisr.. Rosenshine 4 Furst are

che course.,

ad negative

:neir conquE.

imnrovemem: 10 enhance ti

search. _cit in thei7

wi_ f(;)

NielsOn'M

findin

hist they, sugge-t se ral methpdological

ulness of fut7:77, teacher - performance re-

.fusion is the T t iurWt h at better research

-oved teach'br p:oparatiop.

han, .have rejected Rosenshine

teacher D: -pupil outcomes because of

methl_dolog_ .L)aknesses iT -h- original de ; selected by Rosenshine r
and Niels . :74) have Juded that teacher education

provams , ba upon researc:: present: =:iducted, will nevi- provide an
ofIT

adeciLate e7.-ol: al basis, for Coil: :

:first tli research literature on the c lation between teacher be-
an,_ student achievement does not affer an empirical basis for

t le presc-2iption of teacher - training objectives.

Second, this literature fails to provide .such a basis, not ,because
of minor flaws in the statistical analyses, but because of sterile
operational definitions of both teaching and achievement, and because
of fundamentally weak research. designs.
Last, given the well,ddeumented, strong association between student
achievement and variables such as socioeconomic status and ethnic
status, the effects of techniques of teaching on achievement (as
these variables and defined in the PBTE research) are likel' to be
inherently trivIal. (p. 18)

Alo

Heath & Nielson's argument on tke absence of hard-data suppo t for PBTE

cannot be easily dismissed. However, their second conclusion that no strong

data base currently exists due.to "the sterile operational definitions of
til

both teaching and achievement" seems to lqnd support to, rather than

refut, the case for PBTE. ith its emphasis on operational dellitions

explf stated inobehaviora oNectiye'terms and derived from analyses
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...,

of the educational ;task, bBTE would appear to be an-ideal basis for 'research
i .4,

.

into cdncepts and behaViors , that m4be operationally A5fined if' they are
, , - , - . i
to be useful in research-. 'A CBTE program should facilitate research1 through

. o
1

. .

a greater commonality' f- Objectives*, tertnindlogy, and measurement strategies

between and within training programs. Their final conclusion,,,' which has

been extensively debated elsewhere (Mosteller & Moynihan, 1972), has rel-
I , el .

evance to educational research' amd-ttfAilbsophy in general rather than,,to

CBTE in partictilar. 1
,----

Teacher education research and program evaluation stuilies.° A distinc-
h

tion -is made between (a) research evidence on the relationships

between teacher behaviors a)d pupil outcomes and (b) research evidence on
,L,`

11"
\ e,

the effectixieness of ar-particular ram or intervention in producing the
Ai ie- 1.

desired goals'. At this juncture, an important question must be considered:

can research evidence which demonstrates: specific relationships in the

teaching environment (teacher behaviors and pupil outcomes) provide. a valid

base for CBTE program development? Some authorities assumephat suci re-

search will, in time, provi-d#the needed empirical base for developing a

CBTE program (McDonald,. 1974; Rosenshine, 1974; Rosenshine F Furst, 1971;

Schaliock, 1974). Others counter this a/trurnent (Bhaerman, 1974; Broudy,

- 1973; Heath & Nielson, 1974) by pointing out the lack of conclusive

evidence regarding process-process or process-product relationships in over

.5O years of research. Heath and Nielson (1974) summarize two basic arguments
IVagainst the 'derivation of educationalgoals from empirical studies: 'First,

the methodology of educational research has been inappropriately applied
,

(i,.e., statistical assumptions of data analysis have been violated in so

many dies, that, the corpus of.sound research is quite small1)%, Second,



I

I

1 4,

educatibnal outcomes are the consequence of factors outside, the control of
a

educators (e . g . socioedonomi fact ors , pupil individual di fference) . ' Mese

20

factors account' for so much of the variance of pupil performance
J

and pupil. t e'

outcomes that the teacher effects uncovered through research are necessarily,

(Mci Od, 1970).'.
,

. .The debate over the -appropriateness of-deriving educational.goals from

empiirical studies, although imparl:.ant,- is het likely to be. resolveCin the

-)1.1 ear future. fhee unce Inties notwithstanding, the, need to educate

handicapped children and t train teachers to educate child/ n remains a
,,.,

.social imperative.. Scienti ically obtained, data and' assumpt on... derived-
'I'' ,

. i

either fogi cal ly or empirically must undergird any educational. innovat bn

It ;is °11r contention that the competency-based tmcher. eduction Ito can
----.... !

.

provide education researshers with the mepns for better purs.uing the answers
/

to pertinent empirical questions. It is futile to expect. that an innovation

such as CBTE will spring forthwiq. ,air established empirical base and with

e.
...,.valuation data reifying the effectiveness of ttl.lie program. What can be

1.

realistically expected is that the process of CBTE program development will

generate the research necessary for a 'growing data base upon which to build

subsequent programs.

Competency' -based teacher education has great advantages as an applied

model. Its implementation should result in the production of new empirical

data upon.which to base goal adjustments and other program modifications.
c

Similarly, total program evaluation should pioduce data upon which needed

adjustments can be made. Gage (1974) has`suggested the use of fafctorial

designs as, a mtihod for evaluating the component pats of a complex training

program. Other useful.evatuation methods can also be applied to this prob-

lem (Borich,. 1972; Provus, 1971,, Stake, 1967; Stufflebeam, 1971). pat is

2u

J

C
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.

,most important is that, for research results to be meaningful and therefore

1
r

useful, in,subsequent progiPam modification, revision, and-planning, the pro-
.

, '

gram itself must define and implement its precepts in a way that measure-
. .

ment--and hence evaluation --.is possible at any point in the program. GiVen

its ,specificity,'7.then, the dBTE model can'serve as the facilitator of an

. ,

impirically oriented training vrdgram, even'thoUgh fis value in this xtgard
,

As n4t eyet ben proven, Only through.cop,tinued-prog aM,impIeMentation,),
: .

.

.

4'.

/

attendant measurement, and evaluation can there'deveiop some quantifiable

basis for assertions about education and,training.

In summary," we suggest that competency-based teacher educat on is a

concept worth continued investigation because its salient features facilitate'

research and evaluation: educational goals must be empirically derived,

made explicit, and publicly stated; training must be based on specific be-

havioral objectives derived:from-explicit goals; teacher trainee competence

must be measured against a criterion of knowledge and ability to perform

to criterion the skills required for teaching.

This chapter has, of course, stated the case for CBTE in, ideal terms.

The actual conditions required for realizing the research and evaluation

potential of CBTE is the main concern of the present review. Selected re-

-search on teaching, teacher behavior, and selected special education CBTE

programs is examined ins.pbsequent chapters to determine whether this

'potential for data generation and feedback of empirical'informa on for pro

_gram modification and developmentis indeed reflected in current practice.

-

It irS anticipated that this revieviwill generate a reasonable set of judgments

about the needs and direction for, futuresresearch and development geared

,!!?'

toward improving the preparation of-teachers of handicapped children.
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CHAPTER II
.1

REVIEW OF TEACHER BEHAVIOR RESEARCH

. Research on teaching has been the subject of a growing number of

critical reviews, many of which are related to the models of elementary

-
js

education discussed in the - preceding Chapter. Many teviews have'been

Undertaken specifically because ofthe empirical requirements of CBT

programs (Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Flanders, 1973; 911, 197; Heath &

Nielson, 197t Joyce, 1971; Peck & Tucker, 1973; Rosenshine, 1971; Rosenshine

& Furst, 1971; Turner, 19.75). - .these reviews address ,the specific issues of

teacher-pupil behavior in the classroom setting, as well as the methodological

issues involved in conducting researdk and reviews of research. Hoever,

there appears to be a lack of compaTe redew lit'Ature on teacher-pupil

behavior research in special education.

The present review covers several topics,in specialeducation research'

which impinge upon the establishment of an eMpirical'database for CBTE

program development. This review is a-brad examination of related igsearch

rather than an indepth study of any single topic.' This, approach was adopted,

under the .assumption that such a sampling of reseah or major i les. the

field ke.g., teacher competencies, teacher performance, effectiveness criteria,

pUpil growth relatt&to teaching) would indicate major trends, provide in-

formation on research strategies employed, and suggest directions for further

research.

-f

Ai

The review oci-esearch which comprises this chapter is .presented in

three major sections. Thefirst section is a critical narrative summary of

position papers and research reviews related io CBTg issues in special education.

The second section is a summary and commentary on the studies reviewed, which
lk

are presented in tabular form in the last section.
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iheigeneral education literature includes much ditcussion and contro-

versy about competency-based teacher education, but only a few papers are

specifically addressed to CBTE issues in specia' education. The reasons

for this discrepancy between special and regular education may be due to

differences in terminology rather than to substantive differences, _to

differential priorities, or to the fact that special education practitioners

focus their efforts elsewhere. Nevertheless, there are some publications

concerned specifically with special education CBTE issues (Adelman, 1973;.

Creamer & Gilmore, 1974; Shores, Cegelka, & Nelson, 19713; Stamm, 1974). In

addition, there are a number Of reviews of special education research that

deal at least to some extent with CBTE-related issues (Blatt & Garfunkel,

1973; Guskin & Spicker, 1968; Jones; 1966, 1973; Semmel, 1975; Vergason,

1973).

Position and Review Pipers

Before CBTE became a widely known educational innovation, Haring and

Fargo (1969) discussed the preparation of teacher's of emotionally disturbed

Children in terms which closely parallel the CBTE-formulation. These authors

placed particular emphasis on establishing program effectiveness
r
criteria

ti

through measurement of the effects of teaghing on children's behavior. They

pointed out that explicit statements of behavioral objectives for each child

are requisite to any procedure for measurement, that pupil performance can

be "observed, counted, and analyzed," that changes in pupil behavior due to

intervention can be measured, and that continuous, structured evaluation of

teacher performance over time is the best measure of skill development. The

precision teaching program developed at the University of Washington (Haring,

1968)_was cited by Harineand Fargo as an example of a program ill which
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d .

evaluation of teaching performance is dependent upon measuring and recording

pupil behavior and upon explicit statements of behavioral objectives for

pupils.

In a review of ,several issues associated 'with CBTE'in special education,

ShOres, Cegelka, and Nelson (1973) found that only a few programs actually

produced competency statements to support their claims of operating a com-

petency-based program. These authors. located a number of published coni-

petencystatements in the professional literature and found that all state-

ments were based on expert opinion. Sobe programs had validated the coM-
,

peteneies defined by experts against the judjments of practicimg teachers

e.
(e.g., Bullock & Whelan, 1971; DOrwood2I963; Mackie; Jbraraceus,

1957; Meyen, Altman, &'Chandler, 1971). Since this 1973 review, the genera-
\

tion and publication of competency statements in the field has proliferated

(e.g., Black, KOkaska, & Nelson, 1973; Brolin & Thomas, 1972; Reynolds, 1973;

Stamm, 1974; Strauch, 1974).
)

Shores, Cegelka, and Nelson' also discussed,the special education ritera

ture related to teacher personality variables and chiI4-behavior, direct

observation oftteachers, and problems of criterion measures. cOnc uding

that "the specific effects of teacher behavior in the perntrianca- f

hafidicapped children are largely unknown," they suggested that the most

effixacious method of studying teacher behavior may'be through direct

observation of the teacher interacting in his or her classroom.

Stitt= (1974) presented a general systems model for the design of com-

/ '1petency-based special education professional preparation'programs. This

input-process-output of presage-process-product (P-P-P) paradigT. was derived

from mitipi (1960). Stamm outlined the -major attributes subsumed'under the

P-P-P paradigm and offered it as a guide to CBTE program development which,_
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e

covers all the relevant aspects of CBTE. Particular emphasls was placed on

the need to obtain, data on the outcomes of preparation programs which

demonstrate the deired changes in, pupil behavipr. Stamm's paradigm for
I

CETE program level ent provides a brtd-conceptualizotion o? preparation
programs. The model also addresses the issues, procedures, and problems

associated with the evaluation of teacher 'competencies-

Adelman (1973) developed a manual for special education training pro-
,

gram development and implementation which covered a wide range of topics.

This manual, titled Competency-Based Training-in Education, presents a Em-

Tess model for filanning, implementing, andevalua4ing teacher education

,programs. Accbrding to Adelman, "what is needed is not ad hoc itemizing of--r--
(Competencies); bui systematic conceptualizations rand empirical investigations

of what is required for sful peTformance of various school roles and

fuuctions with differing populations"l(pi 25). He concluded that, although

program evaluation is contingent upon a body of Oowledge about relevant

processes, criteria for program evaluation should be in items of "general

contribution to educational services, training, and research, rather than

in terms of such narrow criteria as pupil. achievement in the (3 R's) or per

,capita costs with reference to immediate pupil benefits" (p. 158). This

latter conclusion seems to imply that CBTE cannot get underway Until all

relevant behavioral data are-available.

In the Second Handbook of Research on Teachipg (Travers, 1973), Blattr!

% and Garfunkel reviewed a wide range of research studies and problems related

to teaching the mentally retarded. They reported a "dearth of research deal-

ing.specifically with variables of home and/or community," especially these

studies bearing directly on social,rotional,,an1Cognitive aspect of

a
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school behavior. No rationale was Offered to explain the importance of such

studies for improving teaching. Blatt aqd Garfunkel also-noted that p-rocesses,

have 'received little attention in studies of children in achool.Aey.cory-
.----.

cluded th4 such studieS have not been conducted because processes are less
,4

4

amenable to study than other variables.

In a parallel review for the Second Handbook of Research on reaching

(Travers, 19.73) ;,Hewett and Blake reviewed research studies relattd to
4

teaching the e tionally disturbed :'hey indicated that much_published

information on the topic is based on opinion and experivce rather than

research evidence. They cited yhe finding by Kounin, Friesen, and Norton

.(*(1966) that teachers' effectiveness in group management is a critical teat
0.

skill for handaing_problem thifdren in special or regular classes. ewett 1 47.--

L"7-',4" , : ''

I. (. and Blake conciUded that,mAnagerial competence and sound academic' \eaching'
C.:-..:

are very important in training programs fOr the emotionally disturbed. They

also reiterated Glavin and Quay's (1969) suggestion that teachers should

focus on immediate behavior problems and remediation of learning problems,

rather than aim at "ambitious restructuring of personality."

In their review of research related to the education of the mertlly

retarded, Gusk-in and. Spicker (19680 analyzed several studies investigating

a humber of educationally relevant variableg (effects of preschool intervention

programs, eduCationallarrangements, etc.). Although their discussion of

teacher effects centered on of expectancies (e.g., R6senthal &

Jacobson, 1968), they did note that "a great gap in research is in the area

of teacher behavior" (p. 263).

Jones (1966) reviewed a series'of studies addressing such -input variables

as experience with the handicapped, attitudes of prospective teachers of the

handicapped, personality characteristics, and teacher perception of the prestige
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4

of special education. The' studies, reviewed werede.icriptive in nature, and

the major dependent variableteappeared to be the entry into and/or the
oor

7

/,
retention of teachers in the field of exceptioM41 children. Focusing on

teacher characteristics maybe useful in designing research studies.aimed-

'.at developing predictors of teaching sl4cess, but such4studiescan be useful

in teacher preparation programs only if criterion variables area adequately

operationalized ani:Cinvestigated empirically.,

I , :o

Larsen (1975) summarized a-series of empirical studies on the influence

bf teacher expectations and the phenomenon of the "self-fulfilling prophesy."

Most of the studies reviewed dealt with regular classes. Larsen foundr that

teacher's nelth ive set or expectation was consistently related t teacher

perception and/o information about the child's ability. One of the major

variables affecting teacher expectation was pupil sex--teachers expected

girls to perform more favorably than boys. Teachers also evidenced lowered

expectations of black pupils and children from low socio-economic classes.

Other CBTE-related papers." Vergason (1973) addressed the issue of

accountability by comparing the program effectiveness of regular versus

special class placement. He suggesfed that the voucher system pay, be a

stimulus to improved education for exceptional children. He also maintained

that the drive for accountability should result in a reexamination of the

role of teacher expectancy, teacher planning, and the application of be-

havioral objectives: as well as the relationship of these variables to

teacher education. According to Vergason, teacher use of behavioral'objec-

tives and standards for pupil performance should be standardized and made

known to parents and other school personnel. Furthermore, workable acCount-
,

ability requires administrative support of teachers through consultative and

other resource services.
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a:paper addressing the application of systemati classroom otservatiori

ttie
_

study, and modification Qf pupil-teacher interaction, Semmel (1975)

suggested that little current evidence distinguishes the skills Of "specially,

ItriAled"teachers from those of regutar teachers; "or that the c rriPula and

s. programl.specifically developed for spec* education are act lly the pzo-

g implemented in the special class. Serigel concluded that "if we wish

ID...attribute pupil outcomes--to a particular set of educational experiences, ''

0
-.

we must reliably descri,be_the?se experiences through di\rect obsefiration and
,

. ....
,1-

)regarding in situ."

In their introduction to he published proceedings of a conference on,

the design of CBTE in special education, Creamer and Gilmore (1974) discussed

the inconclusiveness of rese rch an.effecti*teaching and the lack of

"developmental continuity" i this research. CBTE program aevelopient war

seen as gendrating an "active professional concern with the potential. gains

to be accrued from the systematic study of teaching and its'effect upon

learning behavior" (p. 1). The papers presented at the conference provided-

useful CBTE program development descriptions, but they did not address the

.

theoretical or empirical questions underlying the-exi-gencies of,program

organization andand implementation.

. Observations pn the review literature. This examination of the review

and position papers on special education telicher preparation and resear9h on

teaching supports Creamer and Gilmore's observations regarding the present

inconclusiveness of research on teaching. Assuming'that the papers summarized

in the preceding section are an adequate representation of the review litera-

ture, it appears appropriate to conclude that teacher education research is

not as yet a topic of major interest to practitioners in the field. With

few exceptions (e.g., Semmel, 1975; Shores, qegelka, U Nelson, 1973; Stamm,

j t
'1974), teacher education research is regarded as but a tangential aspect of

1!J
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a general concern fbr the education of the handicapped child. For,the most

part, the, ieviejr1,itetature Blatt ,& Garfunkel, 1973; Guskin & Spicker,

1968) documents' questions on child placetent alternatives, the merits of

curricular approaches the social and psychological factors affecting the

handicapped child, and diagnostic procedures.

Not only is there a paucity of literature in this area, but the litera-

ture which does exist does not reflect a clearly discernible focus of interest

2

on a particular set of variables related to teaching and teacher education.

The studies . reviewed in this section dealt variously with empirically derived
.

teacher competencies (Shore, Cegelka, & Nelson, 1973), classroom observation

of teacher behavior (Semmelc 1975; Shores, Cegelka, &'Nelson, 1973; Stamm,

1974), characteristics of special education teachers (Jones, 1966; Larsen,

1975), and accountability (Vergason, 1973). The special educator might

'expect to find greater evidence of discussion and debate in the special

education literature on these and other major issues concerning teacher.

training and performance. Among the salient teacher education issdes.that

could benefit from debate and..critical review are the questions of (1)

appropriate methodopogy and design for the conduct of teacher education-

research; (2) assessment of teacher perf6rmance by measurement of pupil

achievement; (3) teacher behaviors amenable to modification; (4) appropriate

teacher perfor ance criteria and measurement of performance; and (5) the

relationship between teacher knowledge-and utilization of a particular
4

curriculum and teaching skills

41
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'Empirical Itudies

This review assumes that beh ioral research 'related to teaching is a.

necessary precondition for the sound development of teacher education pro-

grams. Two ancillary assumptions are that: (1) teacher preparation programs

must bear a rational relationship to a given educational philosophy and to a

set of goals derived from that philosophy and that (2) research into be

havioral phenomena of teaching is necessary in order to align program goals

and to modify program" dOelopments on the basis of current empirical evidence.
b

Attention to both research methodology and research results are requisite

areas of concern in teacher preparation programming.. Therefore, the present

review is addressed to these two interrelated areas.

Sources of research studies. The studies reviewed in xhis chapter

2
were obtained frbm a variety of sources. An ERIC 'search was conducted which

included, among others, the following descriptors: exceptional child re-

,search, teaching, teacher characteristics and performance, studqnt behavior

and classroom research. The journals- of Learning Disabilities, Special

Education, American Journal of Mental Deficiency, Exceptional Children,

Education and the Training of the Mentally
/
Retarded, School Psychology,

Volta Review, and the American Annals of the.,Deaf were searched for studies

on teaching and teachers conducted during the last ten years. A few studies

completed prior to that time,period were included because of their significance

to current research. Other sources'of.information were U.S. government

publications, reports tprofessional organizations, and recent project-

reports made availableeby the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped,
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An attempt was made to obtain published studies and syntheses of studies

of special education teacher characteristics related to teacher performance

(e.g., the effects of motivation, attitudes, abilities). Of particular

interest were studies related to competencies of special education teachers,

teacher performance in' the classroom, and effects of teachers and te'aching-

upon the growth of handicapped children. These facetsf research in teach-

ing were-examined in terms of the instructional setting in which teaching

takes place, as well as in terms of the instructional content delivered iby.

the ,teacher. Problems of methodology and research design in the study of

teaching were also examined".

Organization of the review. Assessment. of the extant research on

teaching requires an organizitional plan that logically relates the available

research to competency-based teacher education program objectives. To'

accomplish this purpose,, the model for the study of clas( room teaching developed

by Dunkin and Biddle (1974) was used to'organize the empirical studies ob-

tained. The model oonceptualizes the relevant parameters of study as ,a

series of relationships among (1) imput'or presage variables, (2) context

_variables, (3) process variables, and (4) product-variables or outputs.

As indicated in Figure 1, the:presage variables are comprised Of:teacher-
,

formative experienoes, training experiences, and teacher characteristics

(properties). The context variables are subdivided into pupil variables,

including both pupil formative experiences and pupil characteristics; and

into contextuarvariables concerning the school, community, and classroom

setting. Process variables focus on obServed pupil and teacher behaviors

in the classroom. Product variables are divided into short-term and long-

'tert effects of antecedent variables, upon pupil growth.
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The relationships described by the model permit the classification of

.research into studies of relationships between presage-presage, presage-

process, and presage-pro dact variables. Descriptive studies of classroom

processes are classified as "pl:ocess occurrence" research. The balance of

the process linkagess are the process-process and process-product studies.

Purely descriptive presage studies or studies that relate sets of

presage or context variables were not included in the review. Studies which

deal with such variables as the status of trainee attitudes, abilities, and

personality have-relevance for personnel selection criteria, but they offer

no information about trainee performance--the focal interest in the determina-

tion of competencies. Presage studies were included, however, in those in-

stances where presage variables were employed to predict teacher behavior or

performance, or where presage variables were used as baseline dependent

variables for an intervention study (e.g., the effect of training program

on trainee attitades).

Tabular summaries of research. The studies of teacher behavior reviewed

in this sects are summarized in two sets of tables: Tables to 6, Descrip7

tion ables lAto 6A, Methodology and Out4mes. For both sets of tables,.

numerical designations correspond to the folloWing classifications derived

from the presage-process-product model: (1) presage-presage, (2) presage-

process,.(3) presage-product, (4) process occurrence, (5) process-process,

and (6) process- product.

The set.of tables labeled Tables 1 to 6, Description, lists the author(s)

and year of each study, along with the independent and dependent variables of

In the case of process occurrence (descriptive) studies, the

variables reported are summarized in a double column labeled "Observed Be-

haviors." /Tabulated in the last two Columns of this set of tables are the

4
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type and number of subjects used in the study and the name or type of in-

struments used to collect data. Reliability coefficients (if reported) are

also indicated, with distinctions made between intercoder reliability or

agreement (Ir) and coder agreement with criterion (Cr), and instrument.ore-

Iliability (r) (e.g., test-retest, split half, equivalent farms, etc). Re-

liability coefficients are not reported if the instruments used were stan-

.s.' dardized achievement or personality tests.

The first column in the set of tables labeled Table lA to 6A, Method-

ology and Outcomes repeats the name of each study cited in Tables 1 to 6.

The next column summarizes the design features of the studyby utilizing

Campbell and Stanley's (1963) descriptions of experimental and quasi-experi-

mental designs for educational research. In the next column, the unit of

observation or analysis (e.g.,. classes, teachers, pupils in classes) is

indicated. The last column notes results, unusual features of the study,

and supplementary information not covered. in the other columns.

0

a



42

b.

Summary of Empirical Studies
0

The studies on teachers and teaching behavior summarized in the tables

f-
(pp. 59-79) reveal alwide diversity of interests. For discussion irrposes,

the studies were classified according to the presage-process-product schema

suggested by Dunkin and Biddle(1974). For the most part, this classification

para4gmproveduseful,but,inconsistencies did appear in the application of

the model due to differences inherent in simultaneously considering studies

of " teacUers" and studies of "teaching." The outcome or product variable of

teaching studies is always pupil-related. In studies of "teachers,",however,

the independent variable may-be a preparation program or other intervention,

but the outcome or product variable is teacher-related.' To this degree, the

model was not entirely applicable as a vehicle for the classification of

studies about teacher behavior. To account for this incompatibility, teacher

behaviors were classified as presage or process variables, depending on the

nature of the measurement of the dependent variable. When the outputs of a

teacher training program were teacher attributes or properties, these were

classified as presage variables. When such outcome data were obtainelfd by
q,..

observation or rating of reachev performance in the classroom, the outcome

of teacher training was classified as .teaching behavior and thus considered

proces4varible.

Presage - Presage Studies

About half of all studies included in the revie involl linkages with

resage variables. Studies of presage-presage relationships focused mainly-

upon: (1) the effects of participation in a workshop or other course of

study apd (2) the relationship between teacher attributes or placement and

,

.,,leacher competencies or attitudes. There were too` few studies on the effect

of training to. permit conclusions, but significant knowledge gains were re-
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port d in studies where the amount of teacher information about handicapped

child h was measureoC(BrOoks 4 Bransford, 1971; Minskoff, '1972; Vitello,

Sedlack, 4 Peck, 1972; Yates, 1973). .Results of research on teacher attitude

change as an outcome of training were inconsistent. In one ease (Yates,

1973), teacher gain in information about the handicapped was accompanied by,

increased pessimism regarding the outcomes of integraticn.

While it is probable that a large proportion of special education train-

ing programs obtain pre-post evaluations of information gains, attitude

change, self-asseSsment of competencies, etc., few studiur training out-.

comes are published in research journals. For example, several of the pro-

ject reports which describe the special education CBTE pr6grams analyzed in

Chapter ,III contain such ,data (e.g., Courtnage, Brady, Suroski, 4 Schmid,

n.d`.; Deno, 1973; McKenzie, 1969; Sitko, 1975;'Shea, 1974; Strauch, 1974;

SylvesgA Vblf, n.d.), but few of these projects have as yet published evalua-
F

tion studies in a form suitable for research journals (i.e., in other than

destriptive form).

A problem inherent in.most studies of the-effects of training is the

gel eralizability of results, and the studies reviewed here were no excep-

tion. Each of these studies was tor :lucted on a particular trainee. popu-
?

lation, with no evidence concerning the generalization of program effec-

tiveness to other settings, geographic locations, or trainers other than

Rk,
program developers.' Thus, data. evaluating the effective-

ness of the training programs maynot be published in research'journals

due to the situation--specific conditions under which these studies were

....-

conducted. As a consequence, there is less dissemination of program informa-

tion than of experimental studies, Sand thus program innovations are less

subject to professional scrutiny than published research.

O
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Descriptive studies. There have been a large.number of investigations

4'
into the characteristids of special education teachers, particularly th i

4

attitudes and motivations for teaching the handicapped (Cawley, 1964;
4.

Gottfried & Jones, 1964; Heller, 1964; Jones & Gottfried, 1966; Jones, 1971;

Rudloff, 1969; Semmel E Dickson, 196); Willman, 1966). These studies of the

characteristics of teachers or prospective teacherS of tile handicapped are

descriptive in nature -and therefore provide background information of
ea.

potential use in program planning and trainee selection. The utility of
."

these studies for CBTE is limited, however, due to the absence, in most

cases, of criterion measures of to hing performance. Therefore, such

descriptive or presage status studs were omitted from the present review.

[2..)

.

Presage-Process Studies

The presage-process studies examined, concerned mainly the 1-,-1 Itionship

between: (a) teacher or pupil variables, c,_3rooM settings, and/,:.. training

methods and (b) proCess and transactions in the classroom. r t for a study

. by Dobson (1972) which used a rnting scale, all i, :.tigaLionL ..iployed low-

inference obsetwation systems to obtain data on Classroom processes.- The class-

0

room interactions examined were of three types: (1) classroom climate variables

ploying the Flander Interaction Analysis System (IAS) or systems derived

from Flanders (Craig E Holman, 1973; Fine, Alien, and.Medvene, 1968; Schmitt,
- -

1969; Stuck & Wyne, 1971; Weaver, 1969); (2) cognitive interaction systems

(e.g., Aschner, Gallagher, Perry, Ofhr, Jenne$ E Farr, 1965; Indiana Cogni-

tive Demand Schedule (Lynch E Ames, 1972), or deviations from these scales

JLynch E Ames, 1972; Minskoff, 1967; Semmel, 1975), and (3) pupil task

behavior and teacher management systems. Most:Of third type were developed

for classroom observation of behavior modification techniques (Buckley E

Walker, 1970:;'''Cooper, Thomson, E, Baer, 1970; Kounin, Friesen, E, Norton, 1966;
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Werry & Quay, 1969).

,Unique in the presage-process group was, study of Ball (1972), which by

assessed pupil perCeptions of nonverbal teach r behaviors by means of video-
'

tape simulations. This unusually well-documented study showed thft pupil

race and race of teacher hpth played significant roles in EMR pupil's per-

ceptions of nonverbal behavior, that EMR.,, ,.:re not particularly astute

in differentiating between types of teacher nonVerbal'behaviorS.

Classroom settings. Craig and Holman (1973) compared open classrooms

with traditional classrooms for deaf children and found that the percentage

of pupil-initiated talk was higher in the open classroft, but the percentage

of teacher-initiated talk was lower. Lynch and Ames (1972) compared regular

and mate!,, Li_lermediat6:ErP classes and obtained large within-group differ-

ences or tlle levels ^ ,nge. Differences were also obtained

'etween I, rind spL_1. i classes -1 -gular teachers spent more time inter-,

ac( 1g with pupils they rated as having high ability; special alass teachers -k

did not show a similar bias with EMR pupils. Employing Flanders' IAC, Stuck

and Wyne (1971) found no significant differences when comparing verbal inter-

actions in regular and special classes. Similarly, ftrie, Allen, and Medvene

(1968) found no overall differences between Special classes and regular

classes. How er, EMR teachers did spend less time in extended talking,

and there w s more pupil-initiated pupil-to7pupil, pupil-to-teacher talk in

special classeS.,'

Behavior management. The sties of classroom management were primarily

conducted by researchers interested in applied behavioral analysis. Buckley

and Walker (1970) showed that, prior to intervention:40% of the interaction

between teacher and deviant pupil concerned inappropriate behavior. Werry

and,Quay (1969) found that-"behavior problem children" awaiting placement in
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special classes wetestibificantly different
/
from normal children in the

frequency of attention to work and the relative amount of positive teacher

attention received. Kounin, Friesoni d Norton (1966), who obtained similar

findings on the frequency of work involvement, also found that teachers'

management played a significant role in the behavior of ED children. Teachers

successfulin managing non-ED children were also successful in reducing off-

task behaviors in ED children'.

Teacher training. Minskoff (1972) found no differences between a control

group and teachers who received, in an experimental curriculum, training on

the frequency of productive thinking and conclusion questions. Weaver (1969)

increased frequency df cher acceptance of etudenVideas by employing the

Computer-Assisted Teacher Training System (CATTS), which provided instant

feedback to teachers during teaching. Schmitt (1969) also employed CATTS

to train teachers to increase their use of broad questions. In both cases,

CATTS was instrumental in modifying teacher-trainee behavior. However, in

'the Schmitt (1969) study, the change in teacher behavior did not affect pupil

responses.

Prediction of teacher behaviors. 'A number of studies attempted to

predict successful teachers and/or teacher behavior from data on teachers or

teacher trainee characteristics (Blackwell, 1972; Dobson, 1972; Meisgeier,

1965; Semmel, 1975).' Prediction studies require the application of multi-

variate analysis procedures which ate complex and require skillful statis-
/

tical interpretation. Treatment of data would thus seem to be the major pro-

blem in such research, but an examination of these predictive studies suggests

that their major weakness is an absence of adequate criterion measures for

assessing successful teaching.
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Presage-Product Studies

The focus of this group of studies was the relat4fiship between teacher

training or teacher characteristics (e.g., attitudeS, expectancies) and pupil

outcomes, (e.g., growth, improved self-concepts). Jones' (1974) study wn,,

the only one in this group which investigated the effects of pupil presage

variables on pupil outcomes. Studies of the effects of teacher expectancies

also fall under this classification and are subsequently discussed.

Of particular interest is Stowitschek and Hoffmeister's (1974) study on

the effects of a math mini-course on pupil achievement. This investigation

attempted the "acid test" for assessing the effects'of teacher training--i.e.,

measurement of pupil outcome--and also gathered, process data on experimental
,

subjects.
4.
Effects Of training were demonstrated by increasesi,in the use of

prompting and general praise by experimental teachers, as well as significant

increases in achievement obtained by pupils taught by the expvimental
4 -

teachers. Stowitschek,and Hoffmeister also reporteethe results of a

questionnaire in which experimental and control teachers batfi estimated the

average daily tutoring time during two periods: (1) the month preceding

the study and (2) the last month of the study. The estimated mean time in-,

crease between these two periods was +12.93 minutes for the experimental and

-4.50 for the control group, Although the results of,mini-course participa-

0 -;1110

tion were impressive, the difference between control and experimental tOchers

in the ashount of time spent tutoring must be counted as an alternative ex-

planation for the increases obtained.

The importance of amount of'instructional time has. been the,subject of

discussions by Winne (1973) and Harnischfeger and Wiley (1975) Alere is no

question that the utility of teacher education research is severely limited

by the absence of sufficient controls 'over anti /or data abodt,time as.a facet
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of treatment: Stowitschek and Hoffmeister accounted for treatment time on a

post Hoc basis; but very few studies account for, duration of treatment at

all.

Labeling and expectancy studies. Studies on the effects of labeling

and expectanciespresage studies which encompass both-process and product

relationshipshave '.been the subject of much interest in special education

research:

The social-psychological background variables associated with special

classes for the handicapped or with mainstream placement of the special child,

as well as the social-psychological phenomena of labeling and acher ex-

pectancy, can be conceptualized as presage and/or contextual va fables which

influence the processes and outcomes of teacher-pupil interaction. Studies

on the effects of labeling (Guskin, 1962; Jones,, 1972; Meyerowitz, 1962;

Mercer, 1970) have been used in argument's both for and against mainstreaming

and other approaches to the mitigation of social consequences of labeling

and segregation (Guskin, 1974; MacMillan, Jones, Aloia, 1974; Rowitz, 1974).

Teacher expectancy studies have also redpived considerable attention in

both regular and special education. There appear to be two approaches to the

study of. expectancy effects on classroom interaction and pupil, growth: (1)

induced expectancies, in which false information. about pupil potential, is

supplied to the teacher (Babad 1971; Beez, 1968"; Gozali F, Meyen, 1970;

Haskett, 1968; Rosenthal A Jacobson, 1968;, Weaver, 969); and (2) naturalistic

studies% in which teachers are askedto rate pupil achievement, or in which

pupils are classified according toavaiiable achievement data (Good; 1970;

Haskett, 1968; Lynch & Ames; 1972; Willis, 1972):

A number of studies have supported the hypothesis that teacher's'in

regular classes sh9w a marked preference for interacting with high achievers
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or pupils who are perceived as high achievers (Brophy & Good, 1970; Good,

1970; Lynch & Ames, 1972; Rist, 1970). It is not clear whether the same

preferential interaction pattern appears in .the special class. Lynch & Ames

(1972) found that regular class third grade teachers interacted more fre-

quently with pupils they rated as high achievers, but a comparable group of

intermediate EMR teachers did not show such biases in classroom interaction.

Haskett (1968) studied the expectancy hypothesisbyisupplying teachers

of EMR children with accUAbi'information about pupil achievement but false.

't

information about pupil social, development scores. The study indicated that

teachers' predictions about social and academic progresswere significantly

correlated with pupil achievement and social development. Haskettis results

differed from those obtained in similar studies by Gozali and Meyer' (1970)

and Babid (1970)., Neither of these investigations was able to show. significant

effects, related to induced expectancies or pupil achieAment.

Although the outcome of expectanHes varies soMewhat, both natural an
.1-

experimentally induced: expectancies have been shown to influencbteaCher

behavior in enough instances,to assert the validity of the'phondMenon (Brophy

'1974; Luskin, 1971). There are 'some aspeots of.teaefier behavior

related to expediancies
.

warrant further investigation, however. '>

Among these are questio about the nature Of pupil data available to'a

teacher and the role of sources and amount of information available to

determine teacher preferences. In addition, there are some indications from
4

previous;!research (Jordan & Proctor, 1969; Semmel, Garrett, Semmel, &,

Wilcove, 1973; Yates, 1973) which suggest the needfor a controlled study

of the effects of teacher preparation on teacher expectancies. Studies that,

examine the operatibn of expectancies under natural classroom or training

program conditions have the greatest potential utility. Continued study'. f
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. experimentally manipulated teacher behavior cannot be expected to produce,

information on the operation of these same conditions in the normal school

environment. In .the case of expectancies, the mode of transmission of

forniation to the teacher may be as potent a factor in consequent teacher

,behavior as the information itself:

Process Variables

The need to obtain objective information on what transpires in the

classroom has been a major impetus for observational studies. There are

several alternative methodological approaches to the study of behavior in

the, natural environment, but all a-re variants of two main lines of procedure:

naturalistic, ecological, approaches (Barker & Gump, 1964; Gump, 1969;

Williams & Rausch, 1969) and observational category systems.(Medley & Mitzel,

1963; Simon & Boyer, 1974). 'iwo recent publications deal extensively with

the methbdology and.application of obserVation systems for special education:

Observation of pupils and teachers in mainstream and special education

settings (Weinberg & Wood, 1975) and Observation systems and the special

education teacher (Semmel & Thiaiarajan, 1973).

Process Occurrence Studies
d.

Process occurrence studies which are entirely descriptive, are distin-
.c

guished from prodgsS-process studies in that'no,hypotheses are posited con-

cerning-causal relationships between processes. Nevertheless, these studies

are rich sources Of hypotheses about the nature of classroom interaction.

Ind4d, many of the process-prodess studies were the result of initial in-
.

Vestigations which described the status,of classroom interactions.

The vari.ous types of classroom behavior that have been reported in

process occurrence studies are shown in Table 4 and Table 4A of the next

section. Paris and Cairns! (1971) study is intetestingin that the EMR pupils ,
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who were the subjects of classroom observation had initially participated in

an experimental, laboratory studylto determine the effectiveness of three

different types of social reinforcers. In the experiment, which involved a

discrimination task, pupil learning was found to be superior when negative, .

4

evaluative comments were given. The study was followed by an examination

of the natural learning environment in which these same children functioned.

Observation data showed that positive teacher statements occurred frequently,

indiscriminantly, and in a variety of functions, whereas negative teacher j

comments were infrequent and generally conveyed information.

Process-Process Studies

Almost all the studies dealing with process-relationships investigated

r-7! some asps of _pupil' management (e.g., attention to tank, work involvemenu

deviant behaviors). A number of these studies were conducted by researchers

interested in behavior modification.' In general, the research bears out the

positive effects( f reinfordeme t procedures in improving pupils' task be-
.

haviors (Brent, 1972; Hall et al., 1971; Hulten & Kunzelmann, 1969; Kazdin,

1973; Kazdin & Klock, 1973; Parsonson, Baer, f, Baer, 1974; Walker & Buckley,

.1970). The balance of the process-process studies concerned the effects of .

other specific teacher behavicil-s on.pupil behaviors. Kounin & Obradovic

(1968) , in a study 'replicating Kounin, Friesen, and Norton (1966) Were-able

to reproduce the earlier finding that teacher management effectiveness

generalizes to all pupils, including ED pupils, in the regular class. They

also obtained significant, positive correlations between teachers' "group

alerting" and "accountability" behaviors, and-ED childrens' work involvement

in recitation settings, although these findings did not hold for seatwork

settings.
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Process-Product Studies

Only a few studies investigating observed classroom Processes and their

relationship to pupil outcomes were located. In Semmel, Sitko, and Kreider

(1973), TMR pupil& who showed greatest gains on the communication subscales

of the Caine-Levine Social Scale were in classes-taught by teachers who were

observed to be less verbally restrictiveLand direct than teachers of low

gain pupils.. Hunter and Meyer& (1972) found that teachers who manifested

verbal acceptance and low rejection, but maintained classroom control,- were

more apt to have better pupil attendance,t progress), and attitudes among

,

children with('learning problems. Dalton and LynCh (1974) compared the

effects of teachers who asked ,pupils to' draw from their own experience in

responding to'questions (episodic condition) and teachers who restricted

pupil answers to specific lesson content (semantic condition). They foiind,

not unexpectedly, that pupil verbal output as greater in the episodic con-

ditiOn than in the semantic condition. They also found that teachers gave

more positive feedback to appropriate pupil responses during semantic

questioning and that recall was significantly better under the semantic con-

dition. .4

5'6
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Methodological Consideration's

Understanding classroom processes, classroom climate, and cognitive

and management aspects *oz; teacher-pupil interactions ij critical in setting

teacher competencies and performance criteria: There are, howevest .a
..

number of difficulties associated with accurate collection of such data.

These difficult4es limit the, conclusions that may be drawn from observational

studies and, indeed, may play a role in the failure to obtain relationships

between observed classroom interaction and pupil outcomes ( McGaw, Warda,

& Bunda, 1972). Extended dis.cussions of the methodological problems

associated with the ,collection of obse v.(ational data can be found in Frick
, and Sem6e1 (1974) , Herbert and Attridge (1975), Johnson and B-okstad (ir3),.

McGaw, Waldron, and Bunda (1972), Medley and Mitzel (1963), and Rosenshine

and. Furst (1973) . MM.

Frick and Semmel (19,74) suggested that one major ,source of error in

observation studies' is the failure.to separate the statistically related but

conceptually different measures of observer agreement and reliability of

observational records. Adequate observer agreement required pretraining

observers and conducting maintenance checks to assure that observers continue

to code at levels achieved during initial training. Only a few of the process

studies reviewed cited provision for maintenance testing of observers (Semmel,

1975).

Frick and Semmel also suggested that a comparison of coders' scores with

a criterion measure would be a superior indication of reliability in terms

of the objectives and definitions of the categories of 'observation. Thi-s

assumes that the criterion measure i1 a precise reflection of the definitiorjg

of eactt category in the system. Such a criterion measure is best effected
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through the use of videotaped examples of the observational categories (Frig.

a
& Semmel, 1974; Medley. & Norton,. 1971). In Vie present review, only Ball

(1971), Stowi chek and Hoffmeister_(1974), and Semmel (1975} employed

observer agreement with criterion measures as an indication of reliability.

The second area of concern is the collection of classroom process tlata

re,lated to the reliability or stability of the observed behavioral phenomena.

There are major sources of error which result from setting or contextual

differences between observations. These sources of error compound the un-

reliability of attempts to measure unstable behaviors and contribute to eror

in measuring stable behaviors (McGaw et al., 1972). .Among the context

variables that may influence the reliability of observation are differences

in subject matter, class size, seating arrangements, group structure, nature

of teacher pupil task, time of day, week, etc.

In the present review, only a few classroom interaction studies were

found which reported any attempt to control for one or more of these sources

of variation by specifying or limiting the conditions gilder which observational

data were obtained. Among these studies were Werry and Quay (1969), which
r

sampled only in individualized Academic seatwork situations, and Craig rand

Call ins
_ .

f1970),14hichAnalxaed observational-data in terms of three different

t
-,setting variables (language dependent instruction, specialized instruction,

and informal activities). The data in Semmel (1975) were all obtained during

30 minute tutorials set n the same laboratory setting. Similarly, the

Stowistchek and Hoffmeister (1974) data were obtained from videotaped micro-
,

teaching tutorials.

Research,desizn. The. design classification systei used into. jumn 1 of

Tales 1A/t6 6A to, describe teaching/teacher behavior studies was a modified

version of the categorization scheme recommended by Campbell and Stanley (1963)
7

60 O
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for experimental and quasi-experimental designs and the categories,, recommended

by Bolt and Gall (1971, pp. 329-341) for correlational and nonexperimental

designs.

Of all the studies reviewed, only six could be characterized as true

40
experimental designs with control groups. The largest number of silodies

employed a time series paradigm (qua5i-experimental) and reflected a behavior

modification orientation in the way variables were .manipulated. There were

an equal number of causal-comparative and correlational prediction studies.

Sbrveys, pre-experimental designs, and descriptions were the least frequent

methodologies encountered.

In those studies which required randomization of seleCtion and/or assign-

ment of subjects to groups, only four studies reported the use of randomiza-

tion procedures.

The unit of statistical analysis in approximately 30% of the studies

reviewed was inappropriately designated as individual children and/or teachers
(2,

in cases where subjects were exposed to treatment canditions'as a group.

Data analyses varied considerably across studies; descriptive, non-

parametric, and,parametric options were equally represented. The several

research designs encountered--surveys, descriptions, causal-comparative

studies, correlational prediction studies,'"time series, and experimental

designs - -are considered in more detail below. Particular attention isiven

to randomization, documentation of reatment(s), assumptions of specific

statistical analysis techniques, and generalizability. The trends identified

both within and across lesign categories suggest a need to change many present
6

practices and priorities in special educational research.

y
Randomization both in selection for and assignment to groups is always

a problem for those engaged in field-based behavioral research. It is more
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expeditious to survey, describe, or "treat" intact groups. Control groups,

if included, are often "assumed" to come from-the same, representative,

fhomog ized population as the experimental groups. Only a few of the studies
..,

reviewed used adequate idgmization proCedures (Gozali & Meyen, 1970;

Greenwood, Hops, & Waller 1975; Paris & Cairns, 1971; Stortitschek &

Hoffmeister, 194). to consider.rdndomization is -reflected in all
./'

L

other studies, regardle!`flf)esign. In surveys and descriptive analyses,

this deficiency is of minimal concern since there is usually no intent to

generalize characteristics to a larger population. Th4,is particularly

.T7'N
true of all but one of the process occurrence studies summarized-in Table

4A, in which the emphasis is on documenting teaching events or o serving -

behavioral correlates of teacher characteristics. Similar commell s are

applicable to the Hunter and Meyers (1972) and Vitello-et al., (1972) surveys.

Although randomization is not a precursor to time series paradigms, ,it is a

requirement for all other options (i.e., experimental, causal-comparative,

and correlational prediction designs) if variables are to be controlled

adequately and if generalization is to be permitted. Even when presented

with intact groups, investigations should attempt to incorporate some modified

form of randomization, particularly in the experimental designs where group

differences are intended to be the result of treatment differences. Several

studies would have benefited from the use of randomization procedures (Dalton

& Lynch, 1974; Schmitt, 1969; Shotel, Iano, § McGettigan, 1972; Weaver, 1969;

Yates, 1973): In several causal comparative and correlational prediction

designs dimensions of group differences are subject to charges of methodological

error on several grounds (i.e., 'failure to document selection procedures,

failure to select comparison groups.from the same larger population, failure

to obtain representative random samples from the appropriate population sub-
,
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groups, and use of small sample groups) (Dobson, 1972; Fine, Allen, E

Medvene, 1968;'Lynch E Ames, 1972; Meisgeier, 1965; Sch4Uer, 1971;

Semnel, 1975).

Documentation of treatments \s also an obvious defect in most studies,

pgAticularly in long-range pretest/posttest designs. Only minimal attention

is given to thb documentation of control group activities concurrent. with

any treatment activities. This paucity of information not only restricts

the ability to initiate legitimate replications, but also does not permit

sound interpretations of the interval validity of a study. The-documentation

of treatments in Ball (1972), Buckley and Walker (1970), Fargo (1967),
1445-

Minskoff (1967), Schmitt (1969), Stowitschek and Hoffineister (1974), Walker

)'and Buck ey (1974), and Weaver (1969) was comprehensive an useful, but these

studiesare definitely in the minority. Winne (1973) has suggested that due

to the limited space available for methodology in research journals, authors

should be required to prepare comprehensive met ology sections for their

7.anprepared texts to accompany requests for reprin sJudging from thisreview,

this suggesting has considerable merit.

It was not possible to evaluate in detail the extent to which causal-

comparative, correlational prediction, and expeTimen
t
al

t
studies took into

account the assumptions of specific parametric analyses. However, numerous

errors in the unit of statistical analysis selected were noted. This basic

infraction, when adjusted, would likely nullify the results of some studies

because of the considerable reduction in group N's (i.e., Gozali f Meyen,

1970; Jones, 1974; Richmond E Dalton, 1973; Scheuer, 1971).

Time series designs reviewed employed the only descriptive data reduc-

tion procedures which did not involve the violation 'of assumptions about score

distributions qr variances, but, as ,a-result, inferences about generalizability

are not possible. ever, most, time seines studies did control for most
as
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sources of internal invalidity except instrumentation and history.

ft
58

The foregoing discussion suggests that the results of many of the studies

reviewed can be questioned or arScounted because of one or several methodological

errors. Although some errors are common to all designs, others are more

idiosyncratic: Conversely, some designs are stronger than others in terms

of their control of qxtraneous variables.

Sampling, documentation of errors, and application of appropriate.

statistical analyses will be relatively easy to improve in future research

efforts that focus on teaching and teacher behavior if researchers assume. a

'higher level of experilinental rigor. Not so easy to remedy will be the quality
si.--

and value of future research efforts. Currently, there i a lack of con-

tinuity of research in teaching. Studies, are idiosyncratic isolates inNhich

the degree of commonality across Atudies is incidental,or the result of a

reviewer's ex post facto synthesis.

Empirical Basis for CBTE

The studies reviewed here present a fragmented picture of the effects"

ti

of training and behavioral variables and thus proh.bit a coherent statement

about desirable teaching competencies oribptimal ironments. They give

only marginal support to the teacher trainer's search for an empirical base

for competencies and training procedures. As a result, teacher trainers

have resorted to collecting "expert" judgment in the establishment of com-

petencies and in the design of systems for program planning and revision.

Selected training programs-which have coped with these problems within the

context of CBTE are documented in the next chapter.

_t
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Table 1. Studies of Teacher Behavior; Description

Presage-Presage Studies

t
Study

Independent

Variables 7,----
.,

'Dependent

Variables Subjec'ts'/ N .

Instrument/

Reliability

1, B oks & .

Bransford,

1971

i

Participation in Affec-
t ive workshop,

Change n attitude toward
8 special ed. 'concepts.

1,

10 administrators,

20 regular class teachers.

.

_
Semantic differential

;

on 8 concepts; no

reliability infor-
illation,

2. Minskoff,

1972

4

Workshops it-iuterper-

sonal skills, attitude
toward minorities, & ,

language instruction,

Self-rating on interper-
sonal skills, self accep-
tance, attitudes toward
minorities, language',
teaching skills.

Preservice trainees, 3 ex-
perimental groups: Aterp,
N = 1 control group, 16,

Interpers, skill clues-
tionnaire, r.61 ;
self - acceptance scale,

r.74; attitude f,. value
scale, r,76; linguistic
rating scale, r.65 (all
sil f-rat in ) .

3. Shotel,

Ian &

McQettigan,

1972

.

Teachers in integrated

resource room schools,

Teachers in schools,
w /self -cont. special

classes.

Tea is attitude toward
integration of handi-
capped.

),

59 experimental,'"

55 control.

/

Attitude questionnaire;

no reliability inforia.
tion.,

4. Vittelo,
Sedlak, &

Peck, 1972

CAS- course in early

identification of
handicapped children,

Teacher attitude toward
course, Teacher self-
report on ability to

'identify handicapped.

31 regular elementary

teachers.
.

16 item questionnaire;

no reliability in-
formation,

,

S, Yates, 1973 Continuing education

program.

Teacher knowledge Of

special education.

Teacher attitude toivard

integration.

40 regular grade,
Y-5 teacheo; ,

i

Dogmatism scale criti-

cal thinking, appraisal

special educiition in-
formation. fi,.

OS = Observation System

= Rating Scale
r = Instrument Reliability
Ir = Coder Agreement

Cr = Agreement with Criterion 0

(



'Table 1A, Studies of Teacher. Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes
.;

Presage-Presage StudieS

Study,' Design Statistics /
Unit of Analysis Sig? ,

Results &,Supple- ,,

mentary Information

1. BroOks &
,,

Bransford)
D 19 71

wry

,T-test )0 .workshop participants 3 of

8

hypoth

Sig, positive change in att. toward
special ed., prevention, 4 integration,

2. Minskoff,

1972

.

0 xa 0'
0 ,xb 0

0` xc 0

0 x10

1
/ ,

:ail square

,

Trainee grqups
, .,

, ,

On

long.

skills
,only

.

Group in lang, workshops showed positiVe

feelings about ability to teach. No

difference between control group & othex

workshop grols.

3. Shotel,

Iiho,,&

McGettigan

19 72

0 x 0

0 x

Chi square Teach rs

0

Yes Teachers in resourece room schools were

less in favor of °integration, of MR by end
of school year.

4, Vittelo;
197/

, Survey Vs: Teachers in course 'Yes

°':.,,cytissroom:

Favorable to CAI course & utility in

5, Yates, 1973
.

x 0

x 0 '

ANCOVA

, ,

.

Gr6up ,

i

Yes

, 0.:

Sig. dif ',,,t0'4, ...,.,..ci,,a1 e ,.

information belie fi,.:,..?,..'., 4,:g , ' i6 of
t ;....

`limited- 4 seizure -pry e oils obtained
by experimental group.

/ ,,

*0 = Observation

x ='!aiment
xa, b, c,.= Experimental
xi = Control

6 0-* c,
5 1-1



Table 2.. ,Studies of Teacher Behavior; [;escription

Presage rocess Siudies .0c4.41,1

.7
e' ) I

y.,----,

Study,

Independent

Variables

/
Dependent

Variables Subjects / N
Instrument/\
Reliability,

l., Ball, 1972
\

Pupil SES, race. Pupil perception of'non2:

verbal behaviors. i

) ,

84 jr. high EMR pupils,
y

AA,

.

Visual- Person Percep-

tion Test. Videotape

examples of 7 Galloway

OS categories; itno

test- retest
\ vdiaflifd'atemi'on

julla...

EdWards Pers. Prof.;

AI; personal data

sheet; teacher compet.

rating scale,

2, Blackwell,

1972

Teacher attitudes ,&

personality.
Supervisor ratings of
teacher effectiveness,
-.,

\,'\
70 teachers of EMR.

3. Bucliley &

Walker, 1970

Pupil placement in

token economy, class-

room for two months,.

,

Maintenance of attending

behavior in regulay
class. ,I

44 children exibitinj
, deviant behavior.

(normal IQ) 44 reg.

class teachers of
deviant children.
2 special class
eachers,

Classroom observation.

system; Ir. 80 .

,

11

4. Cooper,

Thomson;

Baer, 1970
. .

Training to modify `al
teacher attention by,..
providing feedback.

Teacher :a on to

appropriate child ber
, havior, t,

headstart, teachers.

t9Il

, .

Observation system;

Ir, 73 to 95.

5 Craig &

'\11b1mans,

'19'73.

Open clan oo tra
tional claksrdom for
deaf children.,)

,

Observed teacher-pupil

classrooit.interaction.
3 teachers, 24 deaf chil-
dren'in school for deaf,

,

i,

Craig Collins adapta-
tion of Flanders,

Pittsburg Rev,I.A.,
open classroom ver-

sion; no rel, info,

ri



Table 2. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Description

Presage-Process Studies (Cont.).

Allc."
'II-, ' '....'

Study

j7----

.

, Independent

Variables

Dependent

Variables

7.
Subjects / N

Instrument/

- Reliability .

. ..--------
28 student teachers in

residential schools &

classes for ED children,

1

. .

Standardized per

ality tests. Bio-

graphical questionnai

Observer Ratint,Scal .''

6, Dobson 72

. . -

Trainee psychological

variables,

,Ratings of observed trainee

behavior.
?4_,

i

7. ,'Pine, Allen,

/ & Medvene,

1968

Regular claSses.

Special classes.

.

Verbal interaction

patterns.

4 upper elementary EMR,

4 reg, 5th & 6th, grade

classeS 3 >a..4 reg. grade

2nd & '3rd grade classes,

Tile Verbal Interaction

Category System (Aimdor

F1 Hunter) ; 94% agree-

ment.

8. Kounin,

Friesen, & ,

Norton, 1966

ED pupids, non ED

pupils.

Work involvement deviancy. 30 classrooms containing

at least one ED pupil,

.
Vid otapes of class-

roo observation

sys em; Ir.92

Lynch &

Ames, 1972

a. Intermediate EMR

closes, 3id grade

classes,

b. Teacher rating of

pupil ability.

. Cognitive interaction,

. Prequency of inter-

action with high

ability ratees.

10 EMR classes,

10 3rd grade classes.

Individual Cognitive'

Demand System (ICDS):

Ir="adiquate."

10. Ivleisgeier,

' 1965

, 4

Trainee psychological

characteristics.

(

Cooperating teacher &

supervisor ratings of

successful student

teaching,

,

..

41 student teachers of

MR & physically handi-

capped.
,

7 standardized per-

sonality & ability

tests. Personal in-

formation blank,

Evaluation record

for teachers of handi-

capped; r,82,

11,, Minskoff,

1967,

32 training sessions

in experimental

curriculum F1 induc-

tive teaching.

Pupil productive thinking

F4 conclusion questions,

9 experimental EMR

classes, 8 control EMR
..4

classes, 17 teacher's of

,EMR

Gallagher-Aschner

Clas'sification System

(0.S.); Ir.80.

.

/4

*Reliability measured by Congr0-'

! ence of 3 independent ratings.



Table 2. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Description

Presage-Process Studies (Cont.)

_

study
Independent

Variables

--,
Dependent

Variables

,
,

Subjects I N
Instrument/

Reliability

12. Schmitt,

1969 '

CATTS feed ack (in-

stant-visual). Subject
matter areas: social
studies F4 math..

Use of broad westions by
teacher broad responses
by pupil (% of classroom

interaction in these
categories).

12 teacher trainees,
21 EtT, boys,

.

,,,,,,.

Modified Flanders CATTS

automated data collec-

tion; Ir.84 to ,92.

,

13. Semmel, D.

1975

Trainee personality,

experience, &

ability.

Tutorial teaching,

)

23 special ed. pre-
service, trainees,,, 15
EMR pupils in lab

class.

Cog-Man Obs. System

Cr.79; standard person-

ality F4 ability tests.
Biographical question-
naire.

14. Stuck &

Wyne, 1971

Intermediate EMR

classes, primary &
intermediate reg.

classes:

Teacher-pupil verbal

behavior,
,,

/ ,

/

9 interned. EMR

classes, 9 interned.
reg. classes, 9 pri-
nary reg, classes,
27 teachers. v

Flanders IACS; Ir. 84. ,

'

,

t.)
15. Weaver, 1969

,

t

Cthputer 'assisted

training feedbaCk

(CATTS) induced ex-

pectancy,

Teadier. acceptance F4 use

of stddetit ideas. Student
initiated responses.

18 preservice trainees.,'
30 EMRPupils;

Modi; led Flanders `II,

CAT,TS ata collection;,,

Ir.83 o .88.

1

16. Werry &

Quay, 1969

,/
Nornai children, Con-

,duct problem child

.

.

Observed deviant) F4 attend-

ing behaviors. '

1-
,

,

,

3 groups of conduct

problem " childiln:

N=11, N=12, N.11)

1 control gioup oi ,

normal children: 010

Obsezvation sys ern;

Ir.63 to .96. ,4

.i

e .

.)-

fl



Table 2A. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Me)hodOlogy and Outcomes

Presage-ProCess Studies

,Study Design Statistics Unit of Analysis Sig?

Results & Supple-
ki

mentary Information

1. Ball, 1972.

.

x 0 _Oikk

I, Regression

Analysis

17 groups of SSs in each

assignment stratified by

race & SES

.

Yes

1

.

Race of Ss influenced perception of non-

verbal behavior. EMRs did not differ-

entiate teachers nonverbal behaviors.

Race of teacher affected Ss responses.

2. Blackwell,

1972

_

Correia-

tional

Predic-

tion

Study

Multiple

Regression

Analysis

Teachers

0

Mixed Teachers rated high likely to be women

working at preschool level. No relation

between competency f no. yrs. schooling

or teacher experience.

3. Buckley f

Walker, 1970

Time

series

baseline,

treatment,

& mainte-

nance

Rate and

mean gain

Deviant pupil f teacher

.

Yes 40% teacher-dev. pupil interaction was on

inappr. behay. Sig, increase in teacher-

attention to appropriate pupil behavior

after treatment. Correlation of teacher-

pupil behay. increased from treatment.

.

4, Cooper, ('

Thomson,

Baer, 1970

Time

series-

baseline,

treatment,

& mainte-

nance

Rate Teacher

I

es Teachers showed increase in attendin tqu,

appkriate :child behavior after feedback

training. Rates of attending to dis-

ruptive behavior unchanged. . ,

IS. Craig &

Holmans,

1973

0 x 0

0x1 0

%'s Pupil & teacher No %ro&eacher initiation low; % of pupil

Anitia4iiproductive categories higher in

opn'classroom.

6. Dobson, 1972

\,

'

Correia-

tional

Predic-

tion

Study

High-low

score

comp., re-

gression

analysis,

chi square

Student teachers f._.,=

,

SO of

70 pre-

`dic-

tions

Biograph. data best predictor of warmth,

i
'enthusiam, & organization. Creativity

scale
v
predicted classroom creativity. Per-

sonal. adjusting coping abil, net. corr.

with observed behay.

,___

i)

*Ss may have been entire jr. high pop. in school distti t.

(0 . H

f.n



Table 2A. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes

Presage-Process Studies (Cont.)

.

Design Statistics Unit of Analysis Sig?

Results &'. Supple-

mentary Information

7.

.

Fine, Allen,

& Medvene,

1968

Causal

compara-

tive

R.O. correla-

tion

.

Classes° Mixed

,

Overall patterns same for both groups`, .

but EMR teachers spcnt less time ih ex-

terided,talking, More pupil initiation
,

in 1MR classes. i

8. Kounin,

Friesen,

Norton,

1966

Causal

compara-

tive

Spearman r

t -te

1:ED & 2 to 8 non-ED

Children in each class,

.

Yes
i

ED, children showed )ss school appro',

'behavior than non -ED. TeaCherS successful

in managing non-ED also successful with

ED children, ."Withitness" F program

, variety corr. with pupil behavior:

9, Lynch F

Ames, 1972

Calial

compara-

tive

Ss .

random-

ized

Mean fre-

quencies,

ANOVA

Clpsses
.

,

.

a.No

b .Yes

a. Large Within group 4ff., on %, instruct.
time in read., rate A cog: interchange

deghnd level,,information feedbaCL

b. Reg. .3rd tAtlb teachers had more cog.
.(

interchange w/pupi ls judged hie;
,

achievers, Sp*ial plass teachers did.

not favor high rate 'ItapiW

10.

0

\

Meisgeier,

1965.

Correia-

t idnial

Predic-

tion

Study
.

Factor

ar llys is
t...,

( ,

,

Special'edj. student-

teachers

/
i '

es

.

),,

,

Sig. Ills.'-toir, ihetwee successful student

teaching & scholastic aptitude El- aChiev.,

,8 personality measure & 3 measurers of

educ. interest & at tulles.

a

1 1 .

(

Minskoff,

1967

Causal

compara-

tive

Ss

random-

zedized

Mean %'s

U test
.

Spearman, r

.'

1

17 teachers i , .

'ii

,

,

,

No exper.-control group Jiff. on pr

tive 'thinking F contlusipn quest,

teacher Rue's, 88%' cog-mem. , 5% ev

4% convergent, 3% divergent.

,

(
,

-,.

'cluc-

xper,

uative,.



Table 2A., ,Studies of Tikacher Behavior: Methodology anthOutcomes

Presage-Process Studies (Cont.)

-77
i Study Design Statistics Unit of Analysis ' Sig?

, Results VSupple-
, ientary Information

, ,

12. Schmitt,

1969

ex 0 ANOVA

xi 0 ""
i

3 groups of teacher

trainees, 21 EMR boys

Mixed

)

'

.
Use iof CATTS feedback increased trainees'

usyf broad quest.; did not affect pupil
le oases. Greater use of broadaquest.

in' soc. squdies than in math:

13, Semmel, Coirela- ,Muiti-variate

1975 tional & factor \,

Predic- analyses

tion
Study '1

Trainees

i

,i

No

., 1

No sig, multiple corr. Sig, corr. between

',experience w/children & lower rate or off7

task behay.; experience jiegatively Corr,
w/rate of pupil initiated talk. .

\
7

14. Stuck & ' Causal MANOVA

...-riityne, 1971 compara-

tive

Classrooms (27)

140.

Nod Verbal behavior of teachers ,in special

classes not sig, Jiff, from reg. class ', -

teachers.
. s It.

15, Weaver, \ 0 x 0 ANOVA

1969 6, xi 0 ' ---' e

I

18 teachers assgned to
6 exp. groups, 10 EMR

\:hildreli \

, .
.

3 of
18

hypoth.,

i

CATTS feedback trainees showed greater

gains iti time intidiv, cateiblies. High

expectancies were better, during baseline:,

low Expectancy group was better during

training., .,

,

16. Wetly .& Causal Mean fre-

Quay,,1969 compara- guency %'s
PI tive mean com-

parisons

Groups e
S' . ;

,
,

.

Mixed
i, c

Late proportion of classroom deviant be-
%

.
.

h-aihor was non=specific. Treated problem

children ria sig. Jiff, frOm normal' 'Pre-
entry probler, chi l'eren were sig,,, less .
attentive . eceiyed,greatdromount of,
positive teacher attention than normals.

-



Table .3. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Description

T. Piesage-Product tudies

.,\ ,

Study

Independent

Variables

De acndent

Variables

,

'

Su 'ects I

t .

Instrumentt,

Reliability

1. Greenwood,

,Hops, & *
Walker, 1975
.

,

r

Teacher pAparati in
program on group be -'

havior management.

"Program foracademic

survival ski Ils :"

.

. °

Pupiltehavior. Standard-.

ized 'achieVement in read-

ing and math.

.

. Low achieving, low

survival skill, noma
IQ, 1st, 2nd, F 3rd
grade pupils. 54 ex-

perimental & 42 control,

in 17 classes in 2
schools. 6 target pupils
per class. , ,

Academic survivl'skill
system; Ir.92 WRAT,

(

.

2, Gozali &

%yen, 1970

Teacher expectancies, Pupil achieve ent, , , 16 EMR classes, 16 EMR

. teachers, 162 pupils.

. . e

Stanford Achievement.
1

3. Haskett, 19.69 Teacher expectancy of

pupil social develop-,
ment. ,

Academic social ,267
achievement of EMR.

.

EMR pupils in 32

'EMR classes,. (-----'
(7

,

Metropolitan Achievement

Test. Syracu4e Scale of

Social Relations. .

Jones, 1974'
.

. .

,

Degree of phisi;cal de-

pendency'.

Q

Athieyetent & interper-

sonal relation-ships,

,,locus of control. _,

102 children', CA,6 to

16 in special school
, for orthopedically
disabled,

Bialer Locu?, of Control

Scale. No reliability
information on teacher

"questionnaire on pupil ,

ambulati on, achievement.

Richmond &

Dalton, 1973

'

Teacher rating of
pupil (hi-low) on,

social, acaikic
status;emotional status,

0

F4

'Pupil self rating on

social, academic, F4

emotional status.
.

100 EMR pupils.

8 teachers,
Perform. Profile for
Young Mod, & Mild Re-

tarded4 R.S. Coopersmith

Self-Esteem Inventory..
.

6, Scheuer,
,

.1971

t4

Pupil perception pf
teacher, Supervisor

ratings of effective-
ness:

Pupil gain.

. ,,

169,,ID boys in resi-

dentCcenter, 20 ,

siondaiy teachers,
4 supervi,sOrs.,

,,

Teacher competency check,'

list, teacher-pupil re-
lationship invento

(pupil form, teach r
form), Stanford c

ment, C

7

U



Table 3. Studies of Teacher Behavior. Description

. Presa Product Stud es (Cont.),

Study

Independent

Variables

Depepdent

Variables Subjects / N

Instrument/

Reliability

.

7. Stowitschek

f HoffMeister,

1974

,a

,

Math Mini course**

,'

,

Observed tutorial'be-

haviors, 'Pupil math

achievement.,,

.

15 EMR teachers & classes

(experimental): 10 EMR

teachers4 classes

(control).

Observation syttem for

15'Math Mini curse

skills; Cr.62 to 1,0.

i

**Presage-process-product study. Tutorial Behaviors are lsq
r

Independent, Variables; Achievement is Dependent Variable

It

S5



Table 3A. Studies. of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes

Presage- Product Studies

Study

i

Design Statistics,

.

Unit of Analysis Sig?
Results & Supple-

mentary Information

1. Greenwood,

Hops,' &

Walker,,

1975

R 0 x 0 0
R 0 xi op

4

ANOVA Pupils

, ,

Yes

.

Control group sig. improved in survival

skill behaviors during both math & read-
ing. Behavior maintained one week after
program terminated. Behavior changes sig.
related to achievement for first grade
only. ,

2. Gaza li &

Me en, 194704

a.

,R 0 x ANCOVA

RI x 0, , ,

Pupils ''15'8 degrees of
freedom,

No

,

Only vocab, subtest approached signifi- .
cance. , ..."' , 1 6

3. Haskett

,, 1968

x 0 Canonical

analysis I

r

Pupils

A.
-,..

Yes Sig, pos, correlation qtieen teacher'ex-
pectancy and student social development

and achievement., .3

4. Jlies, 1974

0

'Causal ANCOVA

compara- chi square
tive .

'Pupils'
.

-
,

,

No Physical dependency & impaired mobility

not related to achiev.. & relations w/
teachers :& peers, Some relation between

higher achiev, & internal, locus of cop-

trol, irrespective of degree of mobility.

5,' RiChmond &

Dtiltal,

1973,

,-

Causal ANOVA

compara- a,
.

.tive
'..,',.

2..

Indiv dua EMR pupil

(

Miffed,

...

Teacher rating of academic status related
to several, reasures of pupil self-esteem.
Teacher rating of social status.not relate'
to self esteem. .

_,

6. Scheuer,

1,971

f,
,Causal Peai4son

compara- p.m. r
tive .

.

-Pdpils
,

,
,

4,
.

.
Mixed

.1 4.
No sig.: relation between teacher & pupil
forms of T.P . I . , or between pupil percept,
of teacher & effectiveness rating. Sig.
rel . betwen 'Pupi 1 percept, ,of teacher &
flupi 1 04 i

'\i
7.1, Stowitschek

&,

r. Hoffmiesterz
8 6 . 1974

7
*Teachers ANCOVA

R 0 x 0 0; Means F SD's

Pupils

R 0.x 0

Teachers .., .

.,

!.. .

Yes

1
° 3.,

_gain

4

Exper. pupils sig. better on content ref.
. ,

test & on:IRAT. Large increases in tofrr
use of speck verbal praise. S or no
incr, in use of\prompting & . praise, Q:

01
E A

.

leathers volunteered but assigned randomly to experimetiPet control group. .

= Randomized.,



A )

Table 4. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Description

Process Occurrence Studies

Study

Observed Behaviors

Variables Variables "

\\

1. Subjects / N
,

Instratent/

Reliability.

1. Craig f

Collins,

170

.

Pupil-teacher verbal interaction in 3 school

levels: Eleven modes of communication.

,

94 deaf pupils in 12 sOicial

classes in 3 schools (2 res-

idential, one public day).

4

Expanded version of

Flanders;. Ir. to

'.98. ClassifiCation

of mode of communica-

tion; Ir.90 to .99.

2. Etber &

Greer, 1973

TeaAer's response to failure to communicate

orally with hearing iliaired child.

10 teachers It school for

deaf and their pupils.

No information.
/

,

3. in 1972

.

.

_

18 categories of, pupil` off -task behaviors and

teacher management techniques. ...,7
, c

15 classes for ED. Fink Interaction.

Analysis O.S.,. Ir.85.

4. Hurley 1968 Linguistic analysis of transcripts of - teacher-

pupil verbal interaction.

5
i

.

19 children in 2 EMR .

classes.

Linguistic coding

system; no reliability

information.

S. Lasher,

Holzman,

RotbeTg, &

Braun, 1970

.

Verbal and nonverb4f behaviors of teacher ",,

trainees and preschool ED children.' * .1

5 teacher trainees, 1 ex-

'pehenced teacher, 3 groups 'lived

of preschool ED children,

. 4 or 5 per group. 4 .

Coded transcripts 47

from, VTR '&7

observer notes; no

reliability informa-

ton.

0% .Paris &
.

Cairns, 1971

o

.?;,.._

'(Ind. Var.) (Dep. Var.)

Lab. experiment: Reinforcement, ffec-

Three types of rein- tiveness,
,

.

fdrcement; pOsitive,
,

.

negative, & nonsbnse
,

woTd, .,

,

14

Cia oom observation teacher's evaluative

"comm s frequency of positive & negative

social teinfortement.

*
,

,

6 EMR

,

If
.

t
.

6 EMR classes.

.

,

,

Two chi' siscrImina-

tion
1

,

.

,

Videdtape of classes.

Classification of

interaction; Ir.70

to .90.

8:)
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'T.

so Table 4A. Studies of Tea er Behavi,or'''. Met odologpt Outce
t

FProcess OccUrrence Studies
4

i

:',tady

\..

Design

I
Statistics Unit of Analysts

,

Sig?

.1 .1
Results .,. I le-

mentary Information

1. Craig &`

Collins,

1970

Survey Frequencies

F %'s

, ,

)

Schools (3)

.

In lang. & subject'inst. teachers in all

schools &'at all leVels dominated com- ,

munication: Primary 80%; interned., 94%;

H, S, 75%. Oral mode' at primary 90%;

interned. 75 %; combip ed mode most freq.
i

Erber &

Greer, 1973

Survey ; %'s

.

Teacher

_

-.- Teacher response to pupil failure to under-
stand (in order of most freq. use) was
emphasis, repitition, structural change, F
supplementary information.

3. Fink, 1972

,

Survey

i

Frequencies Pupil and teacher

.

--
..

,

MOs.t freq. off-task behay.: verb. interact
%I/teacher; refusal-restive; verb, interact
w/peer; etc. Most freq, teacher controg,
were planned; igfioring; surface behay.;

auth'oritative refocus; etc. Pupils off-
task 60% of time.

4, Hurley,

1968

Q

Survey

fl ,

Linguistic

analysis-
rates F.
%'s 1

.,.

Single class (teacher,
9 pupils) '

,

itio

.

,

85% of all cla.s talk dying 2 hrs.
ot)serv, was by teacher. Pupils averked
less than one complete sentence peri,utIer-
,ance, teacher averaged more than 2; 171

of pupil sentences C78% of teacher

sentences were structurally complete.

5: Lasher,

['Oman,

Raberg, &

Braun, 1970

Descrip-

(tion
%'s & ranks

,.,

,Teachers (wOrking in

pairs) & pupils in
groups.

.

.t. '

.

.i
._

High intergroup, low intiagroup variability

iion teac
.

her actvty level. Teachers gave

more attention to disruptive children.

,'i

a.
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. Table 4A. Studies'Of Teadier Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes /

.

ProcRss Occurrence StudlesjCont.)

.

1

J
di

, ! .

e.----
. _ Results iLiapple-

iv - ' ..' I -9.

Study, '. Statistics : Unit of Analysis, , :Sig? ' mentary Information.

f't
\ ,

!'6, Paris & R xa 0 xb 0 ANOVA Pupils in each condition T.jYes No difference in performance between posi -

Cairns, t
tive & negative reinforcer. Sig. diff.

1971
,xc CI

,

. ,between'heutral and negative; EMRs

learned better w /negative evaluative

comments. .., .

/,
. .

4 4,

Observation ,Frequenties Classrooms
, Positive statements occurred indiscrimi-

nately, frequently, & in a variety of
;,.- ,

.,

.. ..

,

functions. Negative comments itere'used i

infrequently and infortatively.,
y.

.4

(

I or.

LI 4,

o r

Sr



Table 5. g 'Studies of Teacher Behavior: BeSCT1 tion

Process-Process Studies

Study I

.

lndepennt
Variable:,

.

Dependent

Variables Subjects I N
Insirument/

Reliability

1. Brent, (972. i

_...

Use oCtokens.
I .-,

Appropriate & inapprop. -

pupil behavior during/.

Jest period.. ..

..

6 deaf children,

,
,

Behaviopl chart.
r'
, _'

2. Fargo, 1967 Teacher taught con=

cept to sin* child:
Rate of reinforc nt

language used, materials \

used, teaCher-intent
questions. :-

, 4

4

15 teachers-3 experi,'
enced reg., 3 inexperi:

',enc-ed reg., 4 e
special, 4 inexpe

. special, 1 undergr .

14 EMR pupils, 15 normal,

1 deaf, I blind.

-
Videotapes e:i.ilserved

behaviors; r.( ,

,

3. Hall, Fox.

et al.,
1971

.

. .

Extinction of inap-
propriate behv., re-
inforcement of appro-

priate behavior by

teacher.

.

Level fof pupil app,ro-

priate F inappropriate
behavior.,

. .

6 separate case studies:
speciated. & reg. class.

Observation system;

11%85+.

gi

4. Hulten & °

Kunzelmann, .

1969

Teacher attention to
pupil.

Pupil, attending

behaviors,

1 thirteen-year-old
"underachieving" boy.,

Cumulative, observation

record. No reliability
information.

5. Kazdin, 1973

7--

Vicarious reinforce-
ment of pupils.

k ,
P ''l attending'
behaviors, '

.

Pupil attending

behaviors.

2 pairs of MR children,
2 target of reinforce-
vent, 2 ."adj acent peers,"

12 1R pupilSCA 7 to 10

1 teacher,
i

Observation s em;

Ir,9.1-1.00.

Observation systli;

Ir :1-1 00, , ,

,,

6.

.

Kazdin ,& .

Klock; 1973

Contingent; non-

verbal teacher
approval. .

7. Kounin &

Obradovic,

1968 , '' ..,

Teacher management

style in seatwork &

recitation. ..

, v

Pupil work involvement,

pupil deviancy.

,

49 classrooms:",1 ED child

;it each class, 2 non-ED
boys, 2 non-ED girls ii

' each class.

,"''
r,Ic' vation system for

pupil work involvement,

oleviancy, & teacher

managements tile; Ir.95

(coded from ridebtapesL
95



Table 5. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Descrfrtion

Process-Process Studies (Cont.)

Study

Independent

Variables
.

Dependerit

Variables Subjects /,N

Instrument/

Reliability

--. . ,

8. Pars'onson,

Baer, &

Baer, 1974

Observer feedback to

teacher,

Use of appropriate social

contingencies, j
,,

e

.

2 kindergarden teachers

of institutional MR.

.

.4,

''

.

Observation System;

It,65-99.

.

9, Thomson,

Holmberg, &

Ni Baer, 19'71

Feedback training

procedures. Teacher

use of priming & re-

inforcement of peer

interactions.

-

'Increase in pupil-peer

interaction.

.

14 preservice trainees,

2 grad. students, 7

headstart teachers, 10

headstart pupils w /low

"rate of peer inter-

'action.

Observation system;

,'Ir'80+.,

.0, Walker f

Buckley,

1970

,

1

Teacher consequenting

'behavior (amt. of

teacher attention).
,

Appropriate & inapprop.

pupil behavior.

Single, 5th grade class

of 31 pupils: 3 most &

3 least deviant pupils

in class.

School observation form

(0.S.); 1/%87-.90.

V

cri
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Table 5A. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes

Process-Process Studies

Study Design Statistics Unit of Analysis Sig?

Results & Supple-,

mentary ,Information

1. Brent,

1972

Time series

0 0 0 x 0

x 0 x 0

0' Group --
,,

Increase in appropriate behavior.

_

2: Fargo,

1967

xa 01 xb

0 x 0 +

Rates, %'s

linguistic

analyses

Teachers, pupils

.

Mixed Repetition of pupil response mere frequent

in teachers of pupils who were high

gainers. High ratio of teacher-to-pupil

talk.. No correlation of gain with

materials prepared by teacher.

3. _Hall,

Fox,

et al.,

1971
P

L

Time series

reversal
,

% frequencies

rates

Varied; individuals,

groups, etc.

.

Yes Teacher acting as experimenter & observer,

effected change in pupil behavior-,

,

,

R

4r' Hulten &

Kunzelmann,',

1969

Time series Means 1 teacher, 1 pupil

s

o

-- Teacher attention contingent upon pupil'

attention increased pupil attention & was

maintained when rate of teacher attention

was reduced.

5. Kazcin;

1973

'

i series

m ltiple-

b'seline,

r versal

a frequencies

rates ,.

2 "adjacent peers"

,

0

Yes Reinforcement of attentive behavior in 2

pupils increased the behavior in 2

adjacent peers.

.

6. Kazdin &

Klock,

1973 .

ime series

reversal

% frequencies

rates

Pupils

.

11 of

12

Pupil attentive behavior increased w/con-

tigent nonverbal teacher approval.

,

*Te,achns

+Pupils



Table SA. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Outcries

o.

Process-Process Studies '(Ccet..)

Study Design Statistics Unit of Analysis Sig?

ResultS & Supple-

1
mentary Information ,,

7. Kounin &

Obradovic,

1968

.

.Causal

comparative

,

1T-test

Pearson p.m.

49 pupils in recitation,
48 pupils in seatwork

F

Yes

, ,

4-

,
'No sig. Jiff. between scores of ED,& neon-

EDs, Corr, between ED & nonzED for,woit

involvement.', 76; deviancy .82 in recita-

tions; & .57 & .65 in seatwork,.

8. Parsonson,

Baer, i
Baer, 1974

Time series

multiple

baseline

% frequencies

rates

Teachers .

,

.

Yes'

.

.'

Gains in attention to appro. behay. & (

ignoring inappro..behay. were mpintained

after feedback was terminated:

9, Thomson,

Holmberg

'& Baer,

,1971

,

Time series

multiple,

baselines,
treatments,

& reversal

procedures

,

Rates & Vs-

.

Individual teachers &

pupils

1

,

Ye

I

,/

13 of 18 targit pupils' interaLtivp be-
haviors increased wfiricrease in teacher,
priming & cueing.

10. Walker &

Buckley,,

1970

Time series

baseline,
treatment,

reversal
'..._

Rates & con-

ditional' '
probabil-

ities

7

3 most & 3 least deviant

children in classroom &

1 teacher

.

No High probability assoc, w/teacher atten-
tion to inappro. behay. by deviant chil-
dren. Manipulation of teacher attention

did not affect deviant pupil rates of
appropriate & inappropriate behavior.

j 4
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Table 6. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Description

Process-Product Studies

Stu-dy.

Independent

Variables
Dependent

Variables Subject's / N
Instilment*/

Reliability

l. Dalto

Lyn 1974

iWo types of 'teacher

questions: episodic
& tieriftic.

Teacher-pupil verbal inter-
action. Pupil recall.

8 experirental & 2 con-

trol teachers, 8 BIC
pupils per teacher.

Video & audio tapes of

all lessons; Ir.98.
Control recall test.

2. Hunter

Meyers,

1972

Classrpora

varia1,4es: ac.cip-

tanct,it rejection ,

pr 10..centered,
re,ctiVeness, con-

trol.

up p behaviors: task
o ation; attitude
toward teacher schoOl &

class; achievement;

,attendance.

117 pupils in 11 classes
for EH: 10 or 11 pupils
per class (CA 7-10 to
13-8),

EH: non retarded with

learning problem.

Revised Withall Social-
'Emotional Climate Index;
Ir. 85 WRAT ; attitude.

inventory; Ohio Social

Acceptance Scale.

3. ,Sermel,

Sitko, &

Kreider,

1973 /

Te.ache pupi 1 verbal

interaction.

A

Classes showing high' or

low gains on CLSCS.

a.

12 teachers of MR: E

high gain CLSCSi, 6

low gain

° pup._ :,

-qanders I.A. scale
75 to .87.
ne Socia:

.,ncy Scal:

Jnicati7 subEzi



Table 6A, Studies of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes

Pro6ss-Product Studies

,

Study ); Design

.

..

Statistics'

.

,

Unit of Analyps Sig?

.
,

Results & Supple-

mentary Information

1., Dalton F

Lynch,

1974

xa D. xb 0 *

74 1 x

0

.

T-test

WA

Class as (que' _ions)

Pui*. -ocall)

t

1 of 3

hypoth

, .

In episodic question lesSons; pupil verbal

output was greater than in semantili

'2. Hunter &

Meyers,

1972,

,

:-..'

Survey

.

,\,,,,,

,..

.

cor..:7,sons

Class.:: 6 classes fo-.%

Otch .....:, _rison ,'

,

/
-,

3 of

hypoth

7 Acceptance, low rejection, & gen, control i,

favorable to pupil attendance, progress, &

attitudes. DirectivenesS & prob, centered

not rel. to pos, pupil effects', 'leacher

control R.0, corr. .75 with pupil effects;'

3, Semiel,

Sitko, &

. Kreider,

1973

Causal Aea:.

comparati iD'H

. Ann ' s

-te::
.

ms

.

,

,3 of,

8 cOm-,verbal

pati-

sons

Ratio of expansiil to restrictive ,teacher

behavior related to high comnunica-

'xion igain, High gain teachers were less

restrictive &, direct than low gain, Low

gain teachers were older .& more experienced,

*Episodic or semantic

a



80

REFERENCES
d

Adelman, H. S. Competency-based tt4ining in ediicati,on: A conceptual view.
Los Angeles: UCLA, Dept. of Psycl-.ology, August 1973,-.

Aschner,,,M rr,. J. , Gollagher, J. J., Perry, J. , Afsar, S. , Jenne, W. , & Fa,. H.
A system for classifying thought..processest in_the Context of classroom
verbal interaction. Urbana: University oi" Illinois, 1965.

Babad, E. Y..- Effects of learning potential and teacher -expectancies in
classei for the retarded. Studies in .fiarning Potential, 1971, 2(24),
ED058706.

4

-Ball, H. G. 'Educable mentally retarded students' perceptions of tea chers'
- nonverbal,, behavior. 1972, (ED -071 225). ,

A

Barker, R. G. E Gump, P. V. Big school, small school. -Stanford, Calif.:
Stanford -U. Press , '1964.

Beez, W. 'Influence of biased psychological repoi-ts on teacher behavior and
pupil performace. Proceedings" of the 76th Annual Convention of the
American Psych/Oldgicuritissociation, 1968,s, 3,- 605-606.

Ae
v

Black, E.,,,,k
s

okaska, C. E. Nelson', C. Guidelines for the trtining of special
_education teacher : The report of .,_a special study institute. Sacramento,.

Carif. : Dept.4of Education, .1973. ...

, . , 4 .

Blackwell, R B. Study of effective Iiind ineffective teachers of t Irainathe
`mentally'mentallY retarded. Exception& Children,,1972, 39, 139-14.

V \
Blatt, B. E Garfunkel, F. Teachin,g the mentally retarded. In R.M.W.-Travers 1

. (Ed.), The Seeond Handbook of Research on Teaching. New York: Rand - /
McNally, 1973/.632-657. P.

..
Brophy, J. & Goqd, T. Teacher's -communication 'of 4.fferential expectations

for childrens' classrooM performanee. Journal oC)rducational 'psychology,'
,,.. 1970, 61,'365 -374. -

.

. , .1.
... I .i

Brophy', & ,J. E. Good, T.. L. Teacher-student relationsiips. New York: Holt,
Rinehart, 1974; .1 .

, 1,)

\ -'`

'Ou-s.

Borg, W. R: E Gall, M. D. Educational research: lAn introduction. New York:
David Mcifty, 1971.

Brent, The use of behavior change in pupils as a c riterion for evaluating
efeetiveness. 1972, ED 093 867.

Brolin, D. 4 Thomas, B. Yreparingteachers secondary revel- educable
mentally/retarded: A new model. Final Report. Menomonie, Wis.:
UniVe-V-ity of Wisconsin-Stout, August, 1972.

Brooks, B. L. E Bransford, L. A. Modification of teachers attitudes toward
exceptional children. _Exceptional Children, 1971,,38, (259=260.



**.

, 81

guckley, N. C &Walker, H. M. Free operant: teacher'attention to deviant
Child behavior following treatment in a speciAl. class. Eugene, Ore. :

UniVersity of Oregon, Dept. of Special Education; 1970.
^N; ,

,

Bullook-, L..M.- & Whelan, R. J. Competencies peeded by ,teaChers of the

'emotionally/disturbed and.-socially maladYtisted: A comparison.

;

Excep-

tionaa Children, 1971, 37, 485-489. .

_.-

Campbell, -b. T':, -& Stanley, J. C. Experimental and quasi - experimental designs

for research. Chicago: Ralld McNally, 1963:
-

/

Cawley, S. F, Selected characteristics, of individuals oriented toward
,,

.. mental retardation. Paper read at the Council for Exceptional Children,

.---- Chicago, April 1964. ,

-

7 .

.

,...
.

CooPer, M I., Thomson, C. L,., i Baer,'D. M. The experimental.modification
of reacher Attending ehavior.- Journal. of Applied Behavior Ama sis,

1970, 3, 153-157. '

__.

Courtnage, L. , Brady, R., Suroski, A. , & Schmid, R. Preparing competent,

teachers: = A non-categorical Competency-based teacher training model

for special .education. Unpublished manuscript. Cedar Falls, Iowa:

University of Northern Iowa, ?t.d-1. .

, _.,
,

..

. .
, /7

iCraig, W. N. &. Collins, J.= L. Analysis of .communicative .interaction in

classes for deaf children. American Annals 'of the Deaf, 1970, 79-85.

0
.; * i,

Craig, H. B. & Holman, C. L. The "open- classroom" in. a school for the deaf. ,

. American Annals of the Deaf, 1973, 675-681.
,

s,s . -% . ..
.

Creamer, J. -J. &_:ilmore J. T. Design for comp tence based e,ducation. in .
4..

special education. Syracuse, N.Y.: Unive ity of Srracuse-, Division

of Special Education and Rehabilitation, S ool oii.:Educationl 1975.

Daltlort, R. & Lynch, W. W. The effects of an "episodic" style Of teacher

questioning on EMR pupils lesson performance and learninz of orally

presented materfal. Bloomington: Indiana university, Center for

,
Innovation in Teaching the Handicapped, Final Report, June :1974.

, k ,

Deno, E. N. The Seward-University, Project: A cooperative effort to improve

school services .and university training. In E. Deno (Ed.), Instructional
Alternatives for Exceptional Children, Reston, Va.:, Council for Excepz '

tional Chitrylren, 1973.
-

,

Z. ''.. 1

Dobson, J. Predicting and evaluating student teacher behavior. Exceptional

Children, 1972, 39, 29-35. . 1

,

7

Dorwood, B. A. A comparison of the' competen'dies for regular classroom
.t.echers and teachers of emotionally disturbed children. Exceptional

Children, 1963, 30, 67-73:

-
Dunking, M. 'J. G Biddle; B. J. The study of teaching. Now York: Holt,

Rinehart,, 1974.



82

''Erber, N.,P. & Greer, C. W. ComMUnication strategies used by teachers at an
oral school' deaf: 'The Volta'Review, 1973, .480-485:

, .

Fargo, G- "A. -Investigation of selected variables in the teaching of spedfled
.

objeCtives Co rventally'retarded students. Honolulu:, University of
Hawaii, Final-Aeport, 1967 (ED 023 462).

/

,--
Fine, M. J., Allen, C! A.; j.& Medvene, A. M. Verbal interaction patterns in

regular and special clasSrooms. psychology in the Schools, 1968; 5,
265-271. '

:Fink, A. _.HL Teacher -pupil interattiOn-in,classes fOr the emotionally
handicapped.' EXceptional Children, 1972, 38, 469-474.

Flanderi, N. A. Knowledge about teacher effectivenegs: Paper presented at
the meeting of the AmericanEducational Research Association, Ne.
Orleans,'February,_W.. to

it)

Frkk,'T. §,Semmel, M. I. ,Obsebationai recoids: ObServer-agreement and
reliabilities. 'iBloomington: Ilidiana University.; Center for Innovation
injeachiklg the Handicapped, 1974.

Gall, .,M.D. The roblem of "student achievement" in research on teacher
effeltA. S 'Francisco:. Far West-Laboratory for Educational Research
and ffErel ent, Report A73-2, 1973.

.4
,

Glavin, J. F. &,Quay, H. Behavior disorders. Retiriew O f Educational

Research, 1664', 39, 8.3-102.

Good; T. Which pupils do teachers call on. Elementary'School Journal,
1970, 70, 190-198-

,-11N11,44

dottfried, N. W. & Jones, R. L. Career choice factors in special education.
Exceptional Children, 1964, 30,'218-223.

Gozali, J. & Meyen, E. L. The influence of the teacher expectancy phe nomenon
on the academic performance of educable mentally retarded pupils in
special classes. Journal of Special Education, 1970, 4, 417-429.

Greenwood, C. R., 'Ws; H., & Walker, H. M4 program for academic survival
Skills, (PASS): Effects on student behavior and achievement. Eugene,
Ore.: University of Oregon, Center,at Oregon for Research in the Be-
haviciral Education of theAhndicapped, Report No. 14, ,March, 1975.7%

1

Gump, P. V. Intra=setting analysis: The third grade classrooM as a special
but instructional case. In E. P. Willems & H. L. Rauch (Eds.),
Natura4stic Viewpoints in Psychological. Research, New York: Holt,
Rinehart; 1969.

Guskin,,S. L. Social psychologies of mental deficiency. In N.

(Ed.), Handbook of Mental Deficiency, New York: McGraw-Hil

Guskin, S. L. The influence of labeling.upon the perception of
in mentalli, defective children. American-Journal of Mental
1962, 67, 402-406.

R. Ellis
1, 1963.

subnormality
Deficiency,



83

Guskin, S. L. Role percqption, in teaching and learning. Reprint 11.4,
`Viewpoints (Bulletin .ofthe School of Education, Indiana University),
1971, 47.

Guskin, S. L. Research 'on labeling retarded persons: 'Where do we go from
here? American. Journal of Mental Deficiency, 1974 (Nov.), p. 262.

, :

Guskin, S. ,L! & Spicker, H. H. Educational research in mental retardation..
In N. R. Ellis (Ed.), Research in Mental Retardation; New York:
Academic. Press, 1968. ,

Hall, R. V., Fox, R., Willard, D.,,Goldsmith, L., Emerson, M., Owens,M.,
Porcia,,E.; F Davis, F. Modgication of disputing and talking out
behaliiorswith the teachers as observers and experimenters. Journal

: 'of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1971,.2, 141-149.

Haring, N. G. Application of a functional 'analysis of behavior by teachers
in a natural school setting. Washington,'D.C.: U.S. Dept H:E.W.,
Office of -Education, Bureau of Research, Interim Report, Project No.
7-0376, 1968.

Haring, N. G. & Fargo, G. A. Evaluating prograin for preparing teachers of
emotionally, disturbed children. Exceptional Children, 1969, 36, 157-162.

HarnisChfeger, A. F Wiley, D. E. Teaching- learning processes in elementary
school: A synoptic view. Chicago: Studies of Educative Processes,_
Report No. 9, February, 1975.

-

Haskett M. H. An investigation of the relationship,between teacher expectancy
and pupil achievement in-the special education class. University of
Wisconsin, 1968, lOzsertation Abstracts, No. 68-15, 988.

Heath, R. W. F Nielson,,M..A. The research basis for performance-based
teacher education. Review of Educational Research, 1974, 44, 463-484.

Heller, H. W. The relationship between certain background characteristics
' of special education teachers and their decision to leave special
education. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, Colorado State College,
1964.

Herbert, J. & Attridge., C. A guide for developers ad,.users of observation
systems and anuals.. American Educational Research Journal, 19751 12(1),
1-20.,

Hewett, F.' M. F Blake, P. R. Teaching the emotionally disturbed. In R. M.

Travers (Ed.)., Second Handbook of Research on Teaching, Chicago: Rand
McNally, 1973.

4

Hulten, W. J. & Kunzelmann, H. P. Teacher attention--a social consequence.
Mental Retardation, 1969, 11-14.

Hunter, C. P. & Meyers, C. E. Classroom climate'and pupil
in special classes for the educationally handicapped.

characteristics
Journal of

School Psychology, 1972, 10, 25-32. .



84

Hurley, 0. L. Linguistic analysis of verbal interaction in special classes
for the mentally retarded. Final Report. .Urbana, Ill.: University of
Illinois, 1967.

Johnson, S. M. '& Bolstad, 0. D. Methodological issues in naturalistic
observation: Some problems and solutions for field research. In

L. A. Hamerlyntk, L. C. Handy, &' E. J. Mash (Eds.), Behavioral
Change. Champaign, Ill.: Research Press, 1973.

Jones, R. L. Research on the special education teacher and special education.
Exceptional Children, 1966,33, 251-257.

Jones, R. L. Teacher education: Preferences for teaching intellectually
exceptional children. Education and Training of the Mentally Retarded,
1971, 6, 43-48:

Jones, R. L. Labels and stigma in special education. Exceptional 'Children,
1972, 38, 553-564.

Jones, R. L. Accountability in speci education: Some problems. Excep:
tional Children, 1973, 39, 631-642.

Jones, R. L. Correlations of orthopedically disabled children's school
achievement and interpersonal relationships. Exceptional Children,
1974,.41, 191-192.

Jones, R. L. & Gottfried, N. W. Psychological needs and preferences for
teaching exceptional children. Exceptional Children, 1966, 32, 313-321.

Jordan, J. E. & Proctor, b. I. Relationships between knowledge of exceptional
Children, kind and amount of experience with them, and teacher attitudes
toward their classroom integration. The Journal of Special Education,
1969, 3, 433-439.

Joyce, B. R. The promise of performance (competency)-based education: An

analytical review of literature and experience. Final Report. New
York: Columbia University, Teachers College, September 1971.

Kazdin, A. E. The effect of vicarious reinforcement on attentive behavior
in the classroom. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis, 1973, 6, 71-78.

Razdin, A. E. & Klock, J. Tlie effect of nonverbal teacher approval on
student attentive behavior. Journal of ,?plied Behavior Analyse:: 1973,
6, 643-654.

Kounin, J. S., Friesen, W. V., & Norton, A. E. Managing emotionally disturbed
children in regular classrooms. Journal of Educational Psychology, 1966,
57(1), 1-13.

Kounin, J. S. & Obradovic, S. Managing emotionally disturbed children in
regular classrooms. Journal of Special Education, 1968, 2, 129-136.

Larsen, S. C. The 'nfluence of teacher expectations on the school performance
of handicapped, children. Focus on Exceptional Children, 1975, 6, 1-16.

110



85

Lasher, M. G. Influences of teaching style in work with disturbed pre-
schoolers. Paper presented at the American Orthopsychiatric Associa-
tion Annual Meeting, San Francisco, 1970.

Lynch, W. W. &
special and
Center for
1972.

es,C. A comparison of teachers' cognitive demands, in
ryular elementa classes. Bloomington: Indiana University,

ation in Teaching the Handicapped, Final Report, June,

Mackie, R.- P. , Kv

sociall and
raceus,
emotionall h

Williams, H. Teachers of children who are
'dicaseed. Washington, D.C.:' USGPO, 1457.

MacMillan, D. L. Jones, R. L.,, & Aloia, G.. F. The mentally retarded label:.
A theoretical analygis and.,review of research. American Journal of
Mental Defi ienc , 1974, (Nov.); p. 241.'

:-McGaw, B., Ward op, J. L., & Bunda, M. A.' Classroom observation schemes:
Where are she errors? American Educational Research Journal, 1972, 9(11),

.13 -27.

McKenzie, H. S. (Ed.). The 1968-1969 yearly report of the consulting teacher
program: Vol. I. Burlington: University of Vermont, College of
Education, Special Education Program, 1969,

Medley, D. M. & Mitzel, H. E.. Measuring classroom behavior by.systematic
observation. In N. L. Gage (Ed.), Handbook of research on teaching,
Chicagb: Rand-McNally,.1963,

Medley, D. M. & Norton. The 'concept of reliability as it applies to
behavior records. Paper presented at meeting of OA, Washington, D.C.,
1971.

Neisgeier,"C. The identification of successful teachers of mentally or
physically handicapped chilcren. Exceptional Children, 1965, 32,.229-234.

Mercer, J, R. Sociological persp tives on mild mental retardation. In

C. H. Hayward (5d.), Social4cultural aspects of mental retardation.
New York: Appleton-Century, 1970.

Meyen, Ee/L., Altman, R. E Chandler," The. SECTractpyoject for preparation

of curriculum Consultants. ColUMbia, Mo.: University of Missouri,

'Dept. of Special Education, 1972.

Meyerowitz, J. H. Self derogations in young retardates and special class
placement. Child Development, 1962, 33, 443-451.

Minskoff, E. H. Verbal interactions of teachers and mentally retarded pupils.
New York, Yeshiva University, 1967. (University Microfilms No. 67-9669).

Minskoff, E. H. Increasing teaching efficiency through a program of personal
development and enrichment of perceptual-linguistic and motor skills
prospective teachers. New Haven: Southern Connecticut State College,

1972. '(ED 096 307).



86

Mitzel, H. E. Teachers effectiveness. In C. W. Harris (Ed.),-* Encylopedia
of educational,research (3rd. eu.) New York: McMillan, 1960,
1481-1486. '

Paris, G. &. Cairns,. R. B. Experimental - ethological analyses of
gvaluative expressions among retarded children. BloOmingtOn:
Indiana University, Center for Innovation in Teaching the, Handicapped.,
,Technical Report 23.2, 1071.

,-
Parsonsen, B. S., Baer, A. M. & Baer, D. The application of

generalized correct'social contingens. 'Journal of Applied
Behavior Analysis, 1974, 7, 427-437

Peck, R. F. & Tucker, J. A. Research,on
Travers (Ed.), Second handbook_of on teaching. Chicago:
Rand McNally, 1973, 940-978:.

Reynolds, M. C. Delphi Survey: A repo-
Standards and Guidelines Project.
Exceptional Children,, September, 1

Richmond, B. 0: & Dalton; Teacher. :aigi and self - concept reports

of retarded pupils. Exceptional 1973, 40, 178-1:83.

Rist, R. Student social class and teache: ::.:7ectations: The self-ful-
filling prophecy in ghetto educatic7 .arvard Educational Review,
1970, 40, 4112451.

r,education. In R. M. W.

ounds I and II. Professional.
.., Va.: The Council for

Rosenshine, B. Teaching behaviors and
Association for the Evaluation of
Studies, No. 1, London: National
in England and Wales, 1971.

stuaent achievement. International
Educational Achievement. ,IEA
Foundation for Educational Research

Rosenshine, B. & Furst, N. Research on teacher performance criteria.
B. 0. Smith (Ed.), Research in teacher'educatibn: A sy7osiUm.
Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice Hal:, 1971t

Rosenshine, B. & Furst, N. The Use of direct observation to study
teaching. In R. M. Travers (Ed.), Secund Handbook of Research on
Teaching,. Chicago: Rand McNally, 197::

Rosenthal, R. & Jacobson, L. Pygmalipn in the classroom. New York:.
Holt, Rinehart,,19()8.

,,..._

,.Rowitz, L. Sociological perspective on labeling. American Journal
of Mental Deficiency, 1974,'.(Nov.).

. _

Rudloff, J..S. 'Descriptive profile Of teachers of exceptional and non--
exceptional children with implications for recruitment. Journal
of Educational Research, 1969, 63, 130-135,

Scheuer, A. L. The relationship between personal attributes and effective--
ness in teachers of the emotionally disturbed. Exceptional
Children, 171, 37, 723-731.



87

Schmit Modifying questioning - orArprospective'teadhers ofr

ment,...ly retarded children throw:, umputer Assisted Teacher Training

" System. Ann Arbor: University of Michigan, Doctbral Dissertation,

1969.

Semmel, D. The relationship of selected special education pre service trainee

4haracteristics to trainees' 'initial teaching behaviors. Bloomington,

Indiana UniversitY','Conter for Innovation in Teaching the Handicapped,

Final Report, 1975.

Semmel, M. I. Application of systematic classroom observation to the study .

and modiEicat:i5h\of pupil- teacher interactions in special education.

In Weinberg- 'good (Eds.), Observation of pupil= 1 teachers in mainstreamed

and specia3 'ation settings, Minneapolis: r' 3ity of Minnesota,

Leadership ;_ng_Institute/Special Educat;

Semmel, M. I..F'ii. on, S. Connotative reaction allege students to

disability label-s,. Exceptional Children, 1S-7,6, 32, 443-450.

Semmel,-M. I., Garrett, C SemMel, D., & Wilcov(
behavior' cc.:. Mentally retarded and nonretard

16,3. Blocmington: Indiana'University, Ce7.

the Handicapped, 1973.

G. Anticipation.of cognitive
children. Final, Report

r for in Teaching

Semmel, M. I., Sitko, M.; & Kreider J. The _ionship of pupil-teacher

interactions in clarooms for the TMR to gain in communication

skills. Mental Retardation, 1973, 11, 7-1..

Semmel, M.,I.,& Thiagarajan, S. Observation system and the special education

teacher.; Focus on Exceptional Children, Dec.., 1973, 5(7). /

Shea, T. M., Witeside, W. R., Beetner, E. G., & Lindsey, D. L. Speci'al'educa-

tiOn miemteaching clinic,' Final Report, Edwardsville, Ill.: Southern

Illinogs University, Oct., 1974.
,

Shores, R. E., Cegelka, P. T., & Nelson, C. M. zmpetency-ba d special educa-

.
tiOn teacher training.', Exceptional Childrc 1973, 40, 192 -197.

Shotel, R.,P., E McGettiv J. F. reacher attitudes associated

with',the:integration of handicapped children. 'Exceptional Children,

38, 677-683.b

;IS: - ,.
:446. .110,-

Simon, E. G. (Eds.). Mirrors for Behavior II. Wycote, Pa.:

.Comm cation Materials Center,1974.

'Sitko, M., Undergraduate program for training teachers of the mildly handicapped.

Bloomington: Indiana University, Department of Special Educatioh, 1975.

Stamm, J. .M.: A general model for the design of a- competency based special

education professional preparation. Education and Training of the

Mentally Retarded, Fall, 1974.
d.

Stowitschek), J. 'J. & Hofmeister,-A. M. Effects of minicouAe instruction.

1 on teachers and pupil achievement. °Exceptional Children, 1974, 40; 490-495.



`1.

88

4Strauch, J, D. Training model for'coopprating.teackers in special educatiOn:
Mental retardation. Final Report, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Office'of
Edudation, bureau,of Education for the Handicapped, 1974, OEG-0-71-4138
(603) :

1

Stuck, G. B. & Wyne, M. D. Study of'yerbal behavior in special and regular
elementary school classrooms. American"JOUrnal'Of'MeritaIDefitiency,
1..°971, 75'0), 4&3-469. ,

'N.,
/

_ ,
.4, .

.

'
4,

SylVest D. & Wolf:1-J. ktwo-year study of the affects of . -,BRU workShop on
tsk instructional decision-m king- Final Report, Buffalo, A.Y.: State ._

University College.
, .

.

G u
Thomson C. L., Holmberg, M. C., & Baer, D. M. The experimental analysis

of training' procedures far preschool teachers. Paper presented at-the
Society ear Research, in Child Developrient; MinneapOlis, APril, 1971.

,...,..--

Travers, R. M. W. (Ed.-). The second handbook pf researdh on teaching.
Chicago: Rand McNally, 1973. ;

Turner, R. L. An overview of'research in teacher education..-In.K.-Ryan'
(Ed.), Teacher. .Education,,The Seventy Fourth Yearbook,of the National
Society for the Study of EdOcation. Chicago: UniVersity Of Chicago
Press, 1975, 87-110.

Vergason, G. A. Accountability in specialreducation. Exceptional Children,
1973, 39, 367-373.

Vitello,' S. Sedlak, R. , & Peck, A.
assisted instruction course on
Fhildrell University Park, Pa.
1972,' ED 077 868.

Follow-U6 evaluation of a computer
the early identification of handicapped

The Pennsylvania State University,

Walker, H. & Buckley, N. K. Assessment and treatment of deviant behavior in
children, Section Five: Consequating behavior and pupil performanc
Final Report; Eugene, Ore.: University of Oregon, 1970, ED-049 Si

Wealttr, P. EffeCts of a computer-assisted teacher training system and ti -.11er

expectancies on teacher-pupil verbal interactions. with EMR children. Ann
Arbor: University of Michigan;- Doctoral DiSsertation, 1969.

)
Weinberg, R. A. & Wood, F. H. (Eds.). Observation of pypils and teachers in

mainstream and special education settings. Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota, Leadership Training. nstitute/gPeCial "cation, 105.

Werry, J. S. 5 Quay, 1-1,_C. Observing the classroom behavior of elementary
school children.- Exceptional Children, 1969, 35, 461-467.

Williams, E. P. & Rausch, H. L. (Eds.). Naturalistic viewpoints in psycho-
logical researoh. New York: Holt, Rinehart, 1969.

Willis, S. Formation of teachers' expectations of students' academic per-
formance. Austin, UnfVersity of Texas, Doctoral Dissertation, 1972.

114

r-



:et

*4
Willman, C. ,E. A comparison of prospective special

teachers on selected personality characteristic
,f- A , of MichigaulkUniveTs ty

(1,

Winne,
an,

Ce:-

Yates,
Ex.

. al rLview of experimental
er- ac r cement. - Palo Alto: iStanford

AA and Development in Teaching

Mcic preparinvregpl4r classroom
lal ep, 1973, 39.(6), 471-472./

educr+ On

C

89

and elernrtary
JctL AF
film, 7-

ys pf teat nuesti

niversity -_-:ford

1973.

eac.-^, er, i_nstreaming.,

r



90

(

CHAPTE5 THREE

COMPETENCY-BASED TEACHyR EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN EDUC

W

Accountability as an issue, as a demand, and as ,- process _s .:urrent
.

reality, As reflected in previous 'chapters it is rnanifested :' de ands
...J., ..

for improved teaching practices which' guarantee ,pupil achieveme: -,-.. in

'7
, , ../ .

new teacher certification policies based, on 'performance (- itc -'1.7 t

lit is alA) reflected in judicial decisions that

lacement of children from minority and handicapyie'

973; Mekce-r, 1974). Finally, accountabilit

funding which tends to support training

le71; -lane competency-bash components:4
r--At --le teacher preparation level, accountability lias

into le, _sfative andates or administrative' directives stipulating competency,-

based teacher edu tion (CBTE). If this trend continues upor

teacher education programs to adopt CBTE will, in time, also e

special education programs. What are the-implications ,f extern._ mposed

CBTE uton ongoing programs? Such external imposition i necessar_1)

different o er of consideration than internally initiated change. Prep -

aration programs_ can comply (and have complied) with CBTE directives by

rewriting existing curricula in behavioral terms, thus, satisfying nominal
e

CBTE requirements. But CBTE may also be viewed as an innovation designed;

to ;facilitate the accrual of a data base of knowledge ,about the Ilkefects of
i ,

7
acher behavor upon child growth. These data, in turn, are integral to

the dete.rmiriation_of competencies and performance criteria and are thus

instrumental in establishing a dynamic feedback loop, CBTE. concepts are
1,broad enough to encompass a variety of training settings and local preferenc\s,

b
7
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but judgments about the value ,o1 77E 'requ.:h

to make evaluation meaningful.

During Preparations for, tht -eent'-'-vi

91

duration

ns ye r 71"':!77 OY

c' cial education teacher prepar:

ic--,.tify a sanple.of CBtE program ';e ir

the . prepara ion of ,p'erson7
1.

tá1s place.: Whirerthe.

five tvailable pregra)

.d allow us totheet the 7.)Lext ing,

ec current special educaci:71 CI

Several sources were utilized during :ne

cher ipreparation programs which c: lic1y

'FE programs. Final reports obtair fr

were examined. Additional informat

cial education literature ,_7no.. and

r s7ezia. -alcatic

iti L. to be

a review

The programs selected were e- tc -mint f 3TE c7-17.eri n. were

net and the extent to which pro=ams cc d b to 3e Mpeter 7-bas.A.

To facilitate comparisons acros: the 1/71OLLS f-ograms, a set of tables was

deeloped: for the rapid classificatio: f the Drog7ams, The tables provide:

(1) descriptive info tion (Tables 7. -A), (2) information on CBTE criteria

,
(Tables 8, 8A), and (3) prograrvevalua-_-ion information (Tables 9, 9A, 9B).

In addlition to the tabular classifications of prograh information, narrative

descriptions of each program were written. The fi,nal descript'ioiig were then

sent to project directors for)verifica','on of the information contained in

the summaries. An asterisk indicates c programs from which replies were

received from project directors or c fie sponsible ,ersonnel either by

letter or phones. To insure accuracy af _ffort has _ n made'to, incorporate

the changes suggested by these respcnder.-:s.
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Tabular Summaries of Selected 5'

. I

aining Programs
..)

..

, ,

In this section, program information.is isUmmarized in three' itables.:
i , . 1

.....

1
,'

.' '

Table 7. PrOgram Description, Table 8.-CBTE Criteria; and Table 9. EvaluatiOn.0 \
'r The rows ip. each table designate the location of a specific training program:

,

r

,

.

. ,,additional information regdrding classifications used in the tabular *summaries

,

w*A.

4

is presented prior to each table.
)

..-4514.

Table 7. This table summarizes information related to: the trainee

population (columns 1-4)-1- types of pupils'serted (columns 5-11), typ s of

classroom environment employed (columns 12-15), and focus of instructional

content (columns 16-17). The trainee population data have been clessified

into four categories: preservice rc ular,preservice special, inservice

regular, and inservice special. The inservice designations are als(e coded

with a "G"rIo indicate programs where gradu e credit is given for training

activity.

The "types of pupils served" section of Table 7 refers to children

with.whom trainees work or will work. Data are classified in terms of the

following pupil descriptors: mentallehandicapped (MFI-noncategorical);

iducable, trainable, or profoundly mentally retarded (EMR, TMR, and PMR,

respectively) emotionally disturbed:, (ED), and 1.0.rning disabled (LD). The

implied age range for pupils coded within thee categories is 6 to 13 years.

Since, a few programs train teachers to work with pupils outside this age

range, a preschool category and an adolescent category have been added for

clarification.k The final pupil category indicates pupils who are either

sensory impaired (S) physilally handicapped (P).

In the next section of Table 7, classroom setting options

according to th e categories: self-contained, resource, and re

"other" dolt= is also included for unusual administrative arran

are indipted

gul'ar. An

gements and
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teaWer ro1eS1(Lg., sheltered,vorkshops,/home environment, institutions,
f

ana.gopsultabts). In the final portion. of fable 7, characterization of the-
.

piograms' edUcational theory ot-Orientation.cpncerning pupil learning is

sumMarizedLin pupil pedagogical orientation column, and theory or orienta-

tiontion in ,eacher training (e.g., individual, diagnostic, preS6riptive) is

,./indicated in 'the trainee instructional 'Orientation column,

ti

1

,
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Table 7A. Training descriptors are defined in terms of three broad

categories in Table 7A: focus of training (columns 1-3), training environments

(column's 4-10), duration.of training (column 11), and scope of the training

program (column 12).

In the "focus of training" section of Table 7A, each training program

is classified according to whether its emphasis is on knowledge acquisition;

skill development, or a combination of the two. For example, if trainees

are required to "learn teaching methods and then demonstrate the acquisition

of this content on a criterion-referenced test--but not to apply this

knowledge in a performance context--the program focus is classified as

;knowledge acquisition. If, however, a program includes skill development

'4'

components in which trainees practice specific teaching skills,'then the

program is classified as one which emphasizes skill development. The final

category, knowledge-skill integration, refers to a program in which knoWledge

and skill objectives are integrated in some preplanned sequence within-the,

total program, rather than a program which contains separate knowledge and

skill components only.

Information related to training environments is classified into one of

several broad - categories: simulation, mieroteaching, lab, classrooms, natural

classrooms, seminars (school-system or university-based) , modules and/or

workshops. Most programs use several such training delivery systems. Additional

information about these systeMs Can be found in the narrative summaries con-

tained in the second'section of this chapter.

1 .

4 ,Information in the "duration of training" columh reflects the amount of

time allotted for completion of training activities in the various programs.

The final coluin indicates the scope of the training program, that is, whether

the program described is a total training program, or whether the program

described is a subset or component of a total program.
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CBTE Crite!lia'

The checklist which comprises Table 8 is based on those elements con-

sidered essential for a CBTE program. Table 8A is -based on those characteristics

that are implied or related to,programs considered to haye a CBTE format.

Table 8. Essential elements. Table 8 is divided into four sections,

each of which is associated with specific' criteria. The first section

(cOlumng 1-3) is concerned with teaching competencies. Three criteria are

relevant here: (1) basis for competency selection, (2) whether or not

competencies are stated in behavioral terms, and (3) whether or not competencies,

are made public' (e.g., tostudents,.faCulty) in advance of training.

The, first of these three crite4a, the Vasis?for competency, selection,

involves a descriptive rather than a binary classification (column 1). The

basis for competency selection can be either: authoritative (A) i.e., based,

on trainers' Professional judgment;. theoretical (T), i.e., based on specific
,?

(pedagogical theory; empirical (E), cased on research data; or 6y com-

bination of these. All three approaches' assume some degree of correspondence

between teaching competencies (knowledge, skills, behavior patterns) and the

role of the teacher? The second criterion, stated,)in behavioral terms, refers

to the operational terms in which giventrteachin competencies are stipulated

(column 2). The third criterion, made public, refers to the accessibility

of performance criteria prior to training (column 3). In these two columns

(2-3) , as well as in the remaining columns of Table 8, program information

is coded as:, present (x), partially present (/) , not present (-), or not

indicated (NI).

The next section of Table 8 (columns 4-6) contains information related

to assessment.criteria. Column 4, "competencyf-based," implies assessment

criteria are based upon and consonant with stated teaching competencies.

1 ,)



Column 5 contains information wp.ich indicates whether or not mastery leyels

are specified for stated teaching competencies. The "made public" column

(6) is self-explanatory:- Acttial assessment procedures art=. coded in columns

7 and 8; specifically, column' indicates whether/trainee performance was

theNb4sis of assessment, and c,p umn 8 indicates whether the ,irainee's entry :f

level was /taken into account in program planninCand decision -making. The

final colt= in Table 8 has coded information related to progrdm progression,

specifically whether or not the basis for progress was demonstrated,.com-

petencies (CBTE) rather than time or course completion.;

4P
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'A = Authoriative

T = illeoret

Table 8.. CBIE Criteria

I. Essential ElementS'Rresent -in Training Program

t

E =.Empirical
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.
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A ..... -- 6 NI
,

-- '
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7\--:x
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,

X
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NI X ,
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.
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4
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.

9. Houston Indep. School,
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A

.

X X .... __ , X ...

10. University of Idaho A X' X X X X. X X

_
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A' X 'X X X X X X X
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A = Authoriative

Table 8, CBTE Criteria

essential Elements Present in Training Program (Cont.).
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.
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.
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Table 8A. Implied and related elements. Table 8A describes the implied

and related CBTE program characteristics and considers relevant dimensions

within each. The first five columns of the table deal with implied

characteristics. If a trainee progresses through a prOgram at a personalized

rate or has some control over the sequence of his/her program, then the pro-

gram is considered individualized and an "V is entered in column 1. If

these criteria characterize only segments of a program, with other segments

assuming a more traditional format (i.e., group blocking), then the program

receives a "/" in column 1.

In column 2, an "X" indicates programs where feedback in any form is

present. Programs viewed as having systematic and modularized 'approaches

tiltraining are similarly coded in columns 3 and 4, respectively. Although

these columns (2-4) may not appear to differentiate sufficiently among

prograM approaches;'this information is essential if a comprehenIive portrayal

of the status of CBTE in special education is to be generated. Qualitative

and quantitative differences among programs related to these three Character-
,

istics are dealt with more explicitly in.the narrative summaries.

Data indicating where students and /programs are accountable to MA's,

universities, states, the federal government, etc., are coded in coluan.5.

An "NI" is entered where the process and/or product of accountability could

not be determined.

The second half of Table 8A (columns 6-10), "related Characteristics,"

contains information related to elements or processes that are usually present

in CBTE programs: field-centered, broadly based decision making, protocol

and training materials, student participation in decision making, and re-
-. t-

search/revisiOn orientation. For purposes of coding columns 6 through ,10,

the following criteria were applied for present (x) or partially present (/)

conditions:

13,
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Col. 6. 1Field-centered: A training program was viewed as having field-

centered participation if training activities actually occurred in or

were coordinated with activities based in the school (e.g., a natural

setting). A time criterion was,also applied--field-centered activities

had to represent at least 20% of the total program.

Col. 7. Broadly based decision making: A program was viewed as having a

broadly based decision-making policy if, in the development, implementa-

tion, and/or maintenance of the program, reference was made to inter-

disciplinary or multi-group (e. ., faculty, community, teacher, student)

input into program components.

Col. 8. Protocol/training materials: A program was rated as having specially

designed or adapted training materials to support its pro-

gram sequences if descriptions of mediated modules and/or practidum,

performance-kased course outlines accompanied the description of the

program. Judgments about the extent of use of protocol materials or

about'the specific or unique characteristics of training material com-

ponents were not alwpys possible.

Col. 9. Student participation,in decision making: A program was characterized

as having student participation in decision making if any of the follow-

ing conditions were met: (a) student attitude questionnaires related

to program, content, ,sequence, format, and/or instruction performance

were completed during or following training, with this input resulting

in or contributing to program revision; (b) student input was sought

in an inormal manner (e.g., meetings), and these responses were

documented and considered in program revisions; (c) student input and

exchange with faculty were integral parts of program design, implementa-

tion, and/or maintenance (e.g joint planning meetings).
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. .

Col. 10. Research orientiption and revision: .A program was considered to

have such an orientation if a mechanism for multiple- category feedback

(e.g., trainee/pupil performance data, trainee attitude feedback,

school system feedback, external evaluation data) was described? and
A

this system was used in the revision of the development, implementation,

and/or maintenance procedures of the program.

1

C'
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NI = Not Indicated

Table BA. CBTE Criteria (Cont.)
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= Not Present
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NI = Not Indicated,

= Partially Present

= Not Present

X = Present

Program Location

14. University of Kansas,

Lawrence

15, University of Missouri
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Program Evaluation

The evaluation data of programs reviewed were classified into three

major categories: 9. Descriptions; 9A. Design; and 9B. Results.

109

Table 9. Descriptions. The first category, scope of evaluation, pret

vides information on whether the total program-(TP) or a component (C)

of the program is described. In the next section, the context of evaluation

of trainee performance is described in terms of four situations in which
1

trainees may be evaluated:

1. Symbolic situation: Knowledge and attitudes of trainees are

ascertained, but the trainee does not gel rate any specific behaviors;

2. Simulated context: The trainee is a.-:;ed to generate certain be-

haviors in a simulation _mode (e.g. , role.DlayAg,, computer simulation,

game format) ;

3. Controlled environment: The trainee generates behaviors or patter;

of behaviors with actual pupils, but the number of factors that have

to be dealt with at one time is reduced (e.g., laboratory c1a5',-u

microteaching, CATTS);

4. Natural situation: All the variables normally operating in the

natural classroom remain intact.

In etc1 situation, the length of time for assessin the trainee's be-

havior, patterns of behavior, and/or effects on the handicapped child may

vary from 1 day to 3 years.

Program effectiveness criteria are also classified aLording to the

level of performance upon which the trainee maybe evaluated. These levels

include: I
1. the change in knowledge as a result of training;

2. the change in attitude as a result of training;

141



3. the change in pattern of behavior as a.result of training; and

4. the change in the

patterns of behavior, as .a result of training.

In the final section of Table 9, assessment measures are classified

according to whether they are norm-referenced or criterion-referenced.

environment, or the complex interacting set of

I

a.

144
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Table 9. Program Evaluation: Descriptions

)
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.

5. University of Vermont TP X X X X X X X
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7. University of Minnesota-
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c X X X ,X

8. Montgomery County
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TP X,XXXXX X X X

.

9. Houston Indep. Schools,
Texas

No Data

10. University of Idaho C X X X X

11. Ohio-EMR Program
Development-"HELPS"

,T X X X X X X X X X

12. University of
,Connecticut

X , X X X
.--

X

13. Southern Illinois C X X X X X

14. University of Kansas,
Lawrence

TP X X X X X X X X

15.

,

University of Missouri TP, X X X X X
,...

X X X

14
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Table 9. Program Evaluation: Descriptions (Cont.)

KEY

TP = Total Program
C = Component of Total Program
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Table 9A. Design. Programs that have provided evaluation data are

described in -Table 9A according to the nature of the evaluation design

employe . The first two sections indicate trainee group'specifications and

validation group (e.g., pupils) specifications. Included under the evalua7

tion of trainee groups are: (1) the number of trainees in each group; (2)

whether assignment to the group was random (R) or non-random (NR); and (3)

the testing procedures employed, i.e., pretest (Pre), posttest (Post), both

pre and post (PP) measures, time series (TS), and rating scales (RS).

'Validation group data are also classified according to the number in each

`group, selection Procedures, and testing procedures. 'The next section of

Table. 9A provides a description of measurement instruments employed f

evaluation. Under this classification are rating scales (RS), observat'on

systems (OS), and interview and survey-techniques. The presence or absence

of reliability measures is also noted. Descriptions of data analysis are

provided in the final section of Table 9A. Data analysis is classified as

either descriptive or inferential, with notation as to the statistical' test

employed.

I
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Groups:

R = Random

NR = Non-Random

Testing Procedures:

Pre = Pretest

Post = Posttest

PP = Both nre and, post

TS = Time Series

RS = Rating Scale

Other Variables:

'*:-;=-4nter-rater,

0= Intra-rater-

** = Adult Validation Gro

+ = Equal N Control Group

++ =

Table 9A.

Control Group 1 Year Only

= No. Trainees per cycle.

= No.- of cycles

6

!

C3= No. of pupils per trainee

I

14
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Data Analysis:

TT = T Test

ANOVA = Analysis of Variance

SS = Single Subject

RO = Rank Order

% = Percentage

Instrumentation:

0 = Opinion Survey

SD = Semanti c Differential,

RS = Rating Scale

OS = Obse,rvation4System

PPT = Written Sxam



Table 9A.' Program Evaluation: Design

.
,
,

Trainee'Groups

Validation Groups ..

(Pupils) Instrumentation Data Analysis,

Program lipatiTli

L

,

No.

Selec-

tion

esting

'rocedu ; No,

Selec-

tion .

Testing

Procedure

Instru-

ments

Reliability

Reported

tescrip

'tive

Infer-

ential

1, Florida State

University,
12/5 NR PP NI NR TS PPT ....

,

2,

,

Indiaha University 30/3 NR(R++ ) TS , 14 NR TS PPT/OS, .79! SS ANOVA

3. University of

Northern Iowa .,296 NR Post 278 NR

. ,

PP PPT/OS .54-.95* SS

4, -University of Texas,

Austin

No Data

S. University of

Vermont 8/6 NR PP 1440 NR TS OS -- SS

6. HUniversity, of

Georgia*, Athens.. 13/NI NR RS/PP 8

. 4,r,.

NR

Perf.

RS RS

,

.75 SS

.7, University of

Minnesota-Seward ,4/4 NI PP NI NR TS , 0 /OS SS

Montgomery County

Schools, Md. 8/3 NR PP. -- 0/RS SS

Houston Indep.

Schools, Texas No Data

10, University of Idaho 7 NR PP -- ,

(

11, Ohio-EMR.Program.

Development-"HELPS"
.,.,

.50 NR PP -- NR PP PPT



Program Location

12. University of

Connecticut

13. Southern

Illinois

14. University of

Kansas, Lawrence

15. University of

q Missouri

16: SUNY, Buffalo

17, Northwestern

University

18. Olathe United

School Dist.,,

Kansas

Table 9A. Program Evaluation: Design (Cont.)

.

Trainee Groups

e Al

.

Validation Groups
,

(Pupils) , Instrumentation
.

Bata

No.

Selec-

tion

Testing

Procedure
4

No.
,

Selec-

tion

Testing

Procedure

Instru-

ments

Reliability

Reported

Descrip-

tive

Infer-

ential ,

15,10,25/3 NR(++)

Perf.

RS ** NR -- 'SD/RS/OS

1

-- SS

,

,

757/10 .NR

Perf.

.RS

,

2-3**

,

NR

,

.

-- RS ' -- TT

600-

700

1.,

N

.

PP

-0-

** NR 0/SD/PPP -- % .

,

,

NI IR . PP --

.
,

,..

...

.

- .

30+ R , .. PP 30+ R PP RS/OS/PPT .85 ,

,

TT/ANOVA

17/2. NI 'PP .6** -- SS TT

NI NR PP NI NR PP PPT -- 'SS

P
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Table 9B. Results, The information in this table specifies the in-

dependent and dependent variables involved in program evaluation. The final

column indicates the geniral status of reported, results, i.e., positive,

negative, mixed. Thi table is related to the information onlevaluation

design found in Table . Some evaluators provide results. of total program

assessment; other'S specify the outcome of examination of program components

or modules. Naturally, when the'dnit of-evaluation is more global, there is,

less, information provided regarding specific contributions to given outcomes.

Conversely, when the unit of study is smaller, there is more information on

,those factors which generated the results obtained.

J
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Table 9B. Program Evaluation: Results

.

Program Location

1. Florida Statg.UniverSity

.

Independent '

Variables
Dependelit

Measured-
.-

Results

Perf. based
training

Trainee attitude/
knowledge/perf. Positive

-2. Indiana. University
Perf. based
training '

Trainee perf.
pupil change ,Positive

i ..

3. University of Northern Iowa
Perf. based
training

Trainee perf.
pupil chahge Positive

\
4. University of Texas, Austin No Data

5. Uni rsity of Vermont
Consulting
tch. program Pupil change Positive

.
f

-6. iversity oaf Georgia,o0/
Athens

Dev. therapy
modules 4 team
tchng. practicum Pupil change Positive

7. University of Minnesota-
Seward Internship

\
.

Pupil\change Positive

8. Montgomery County Schools,
Md. Internship

Trainee attitude
trainee performanci Positive

9. Houston Indep. Schools,
Texas No Data

.

10. UniVersity of Idaho
Training
Institute

Trainee attitude
trainee knowledge

-1.

(,:,

Positive

11. Ohio-EMR Program Develop- .

ment-"HELPS"
Training,
modules

(Trainee perf.
pupil change

12. University of Connecticut
Supervisor.
training

Supervisor change
,student teacher att. Mixed

13. Southern Illinois
Minicourse
module tapes

Trainee
performance

No dif-,
ferences

14. ywv:ncersity of Kansas,

- ,

Knowledge/perf.
based training

Trainee
performance PoSitive

,

15. University of Missouri
Curriculum n-

sultant mo es

Trainee knowledge
of curriculum Positive

16. SUNY, Buffalo

Curricul Kiev.

workshop
Trainee attitUde,
knowledge, perf. Positive

17. Northwestern University

Comput. simula-
`ticn/clinical
diagnosis

Trainee attitude
trainee knowledge Positive

18. Olathe United School Dist.,
Kansas,

Methods 4 mate-
rial consul-
tant program

4
Trainee knowledge
pupil change Positive
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Narrative Summaries,of Selected Trairiing Programs

This section contains narrative summaries describing 18 special educa-

tion - teacher training progiams. /As- indicated below, hese summaries have

been grouped according to four types of programs:

I. Degree Granting Programs

1. Florida State University, Tallahassee
2. Indiana Unive'rsity, Bloomington
3. University of Northern Iowa, Cedar Falls
4. University of Texas, Austin
5: University of Vermont, Burlington

II. Combined Training and Child-Service Programs N,

6. University of Georgia, Athens
7. University of Minnesota, Seward Project, Minneapolis

III. Inservice Training Programs

8. Montgomery County School District, Rockville, Maryland
9. Houston Independent School District, Texas
10. University of Idaho, Pocatello
11. Ohio: EMR Program Development, "HELPS"

IV. Modular and Workshop Programs

12. University of Connecticut, Storrs
13. Southern Illinois University, Carbondale
14. University of Kansas, Lawrence
15. University of Missouri, Columbia
16. State University College, Buffalo, New York
17. Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois

18. Olathe United School District, Olathe, Kansas



Project: The Clinical Teacher Model Project

Director: Louis Schwartz*

Location: Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida

Program Description

120 - I

1

The crinical teacher program is geared toward preservice training

(juniors, seniors, master's students) of teachers of mildly handicapped chil-

dren (EMR, LD, ED), ,
although some inservice projects are being incorporated.

Students who graduate from the program are awarded bachelor's and master's

t degrees, as well aS four teaching certificates in special education from

the state of Florida (MR; LD, ED, and Varying Exceptionalities).

The focus f the project Ts on those skills, knowledge, and attitudes
e

essential to th teacher in preparing the mildly handicapped in a resource

1 A'

room to function in a regular classroom. The trainee program operates at

the university on an individualized basis, utilizing instructional modules

and at various field locations (preschools and public stools). Since this

is a performance-based program, there is no standard time set for program

completion. However, staff members feel it is possible to complete the

curriculum in two to three years.

The Clinical Teacher Model I4oject perceives the role of the clinical

teacher as one who can deal successfully with children with a range of
I

4 1

handicapping conditions and assist them in attaining those specific pupil

skills that will enable them to succeed in the regular classroom. Four

major competencies are stipulated for the clinical teacher: observation,

diagnosis, intervention, and evaluation.

Individual modules are the basic framework for the instructional pro-

gram. Ach'module providek.the trainee with objectives, instructional

activities, and criteria for demonstrating competencies (Lake, 1971p. 4).

gta 1,

6
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The curriculum lists 24' modules .broken down into five major sequences:

knowledge, agnosis, intervention, evaluation, and clinical teaching. The

trainees progress through the modules at their own rate. Data on individual

progress through the modules are stored in a computer in terms_ of task

characteristics, learner characteristics, and performance and are reported on

a weekly basis to staff and student personnel. Following a demonstration of

knowledge throVih the system of modules and observations of special classes

(junior year) , the trainee progresses, through a practicum, laboratory (Di

simulated training condition (seniors), an internship (one quartermaster's

level), and finally actual employment full-time in a classroom. Assessment

11

of teacher competencies and skills is in terms of overt teaching ski ls,

.trainee behaviors, time sampling, and product measurement of teacher and

pupil achievement. A trainee's i.rogress through the prog;am is based on

demonstrated competencies rather than on a standard time or course length.

CBTE Critelia

The Florida Clinical Teacher Model Project meets those criteria essential

to- competency -based teacher education programs. It is characterized by a

number of supporting elements of CBTE programs. The instructional program

"highly individua,lized. Each trainee takes mastery tests related to in-

dividual modules to determine competency level and needs. The trainee then

selects modules in his/her own preferred sequence, meets with the clinical

professor to select the, performance criteria and resources to be used for

each module, and then proceeds to work at.his/her own pace.

Feedback is provided weekly by computer printouts, including the In-

dividUa?'s performance records and the- clinical professor's report. Each

trainee is held accountable for performance indicated by his/her mastery

of the specified competencies.
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field-centered with an observation, praaticum, and intern-

. -
ship at preschools r public elementary schools in neighboring counties.

.

The first edition of the model Was produced by a team of experts in the

fields of teacher education., curriculum design, evaluation, behavioral

psychology, media, computer programming, and research design and analysis.

The trainees have a significant input into program development and revision.

The last stage of the project involves the graduates' teaching full-

time for one to two years, during which performance and product measurement

of teacher behaviors and pupil's achievement are obtained.

Program Evaluation

The Clinical Teacher Model Project had 15 juniors, 10 seniors, and 10

master's degree candidates during the 1972-73 year. These master's interns

were to be the first program graduates (1973). Project participants were

not recruited actively but were selected from those who applied. Selection

was based on three criteria: (1) Does the student want to teach? (2) Is

he/she interested in teaching handicapped children? (3) Does he/she seem

well suited to the independent learning atmosphere of the program?

Both the 'trainee group and its respective pupil groups (internship

and teaching) were assessed by means of criterion-referenced measures in-

cluding papers, tests, essays, and demonstrated performance (or whatever

performance criteria were specified for individual modules) In addition,

the trainees were assessed in terms of overt teaching skills and behaviors,

in restricted teaching situations. Performance and product measure's of

teacher behaviors and pupil achievement were also recorded for evaluatiVe

purposes. The single trainee was considered the individual unit of statWtical

analysis. Relevant data on each trainee were stored in the computer and

reported periodically.
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The project's design for the sumnative or final evaluation of the pro-

gram (including documentation of acquired competencies of trainees and pupil

outcomes) was projected for the summer of 1974. However, some evaluation

rocedures were implemented by 1973 and included the following: logical

analqis, opinion survey, inteiviews, observation, and student participation

in evaluation. According to Lake (1974)..
a.

The Troject's Summary of Evaluation Findings for Fall-Winter, 1972-
73, showed that juniors had been successful in every module attempted,
with an,average mastery leVel on the Clinical Teacher Model (knowledge)
;component of 87 percent. Senior trainees had successfully completed
every module they attempted, and their average mastery level on the
diagnosis competency was above 90 pe-fcent. A Problems andThenefits
Analysis administered to first-and second year trainees indicated the
need for further revision of the presentation of goals and objectiNs,
instructional content, and instructional resources. . Responses of

the Clinical Teacher Trainees on the benefit analysis survey were over-
whelmingly positive. (p. 9)

ASsessment procedures included observation of teacher behaviors in the
~i

actual classroom, as.Ayell as time samplings of pupil achievement. All trainees

were observed while teaching full-time for at least one year. Some of the

trainees were observed (and teacher pupil behaviors recorded) for a

period of up to two' years.
a,

In summary, the Clinical TeaCher Model Project exhibits those character7

isti.s believed to be essential to competency-based teacher education programs.

A summative evaluation is forthcoming, but results and recorded attitudes to

date are positive.
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Project: Undergraduate Program for Training Teachers of the Mildly Handigapped

Director: M. Sitko*
L

Location: Department of Special Education, Indiana University, Bloomington

Program Description

The Mildly Handicapped Program is a two ye4'r,- university-based trfining

program.- the program has been fully operational since the fall of 1972,

,

when the-first group of junior level trainees was admitted. The average

size foDY each of the,three classes was thirty raineel.

Students arArained to provide direct or' indirect sevices to mildly

-vet handicapped diildren classified as mentally retarded and/or behaviorally

i
, .

. e
-----..

\
. ,

dis ordered in both regular,an/d specitX classes. The focushof-the program

.
\

research is knowledge-skill integration. The trainee, over time, is given
s

more and
.

d ore responsibilit and is assessed on more complex teaching per-

(formanc s in which s/he must successfully integrate previously acquired

knowledge and skill.

*raining occurs in traditional lecture situations and4ractical tel6hing

activities beginning with one -to- one tutoring and to small group

instruction; next the trainee assumes responsibility f r an entire class

(in a delOnstration class). The final teaching practicum occurs in a natural

classroom setting. In all these instances, trainee traching performance is

observed, coded, and stored, so that appropriate analyses can be performed.

The performance of the first class to graduate is now being similarly observed,
1,4

coded, and stored for maintenance analyses.

The training program emphasizes the development of interactive teaching

11.

skills. This process -is aided by means of the Computer Assi2ted Teacher

Training System (C TTS) (Semmel, Olson, & Weiske, 1973) which provides real-

time feedback of teaclier/p4i1 behaviors to the trainee while s/he is engaged

in teaching.
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CBTE Criteria
k

Trainees in the Mildly Handicapped Program (MHP) at Indiana University

are expected to acquire competencies in six generalareas: (a) the use of
4

observational techniques; (b) organization, administration, and management of

educational environments; (c) methods of academic essment; (d) communica-

tion- consultation iechniques; (e) methods.of group afialysis; and (f) decision-
.

0

.making skills. Each of these g neral areas of teacher competencies is .

delineated in terms of more specific behavioral skills. Under the general

competency, "use okpbservational techniques," for example can be found:

"select and-justify the use of appropriate observational instruments" and

"use instantaneous and delayed computerized feedback of teacher -pupil inter-
.

actions for purposes of decision making and_ classroom instruction." Most
:\

delineated competencies are at least as specific as these two examples,

although there. are a few exceptions. Under-the general competency, "behavior

management," the following specific competencies are among the 41 listed:

"communicatieffectively with children" and "design an affective environment

for children." All competency requirements are made public.
) /

.
.

.11-le teaching competencies, are presented in a detailed outline, but the

r assessment criteria are not-. The traning,program is founded on a competency:

` based model, but assessment crite4ia are implied rather than specifically

stated. The probable causes for this ambiguity,-are the multiple environ-,

ments in which evaluation occurs and the highly individualized nature that'

some evaluation activities assume. 4 /-

The model used in the MP can be characterized as a'three-dimensional

matrix (.see Semmel F, Thiagarajan, 1974). In one dimension, an effective teacher

is viewed as one who can: ea) discriMinate among relevant teaching performances;

(b) generate performances at specific time; and- (c) evaluate the effect of these

aiscrimination-generation-evalUation cycle can occur in one

of three contexts: (ar,"tri individual Uehaviors,' (b) in behavior clusters;,or (c)

performances. This



126

,in total teaching environments. These three contexts constitute the second

dimensiAM of the model. The thfid dimension of the model involves the

setting in whidhaining takes place: (a) a simulated teaching setting,
. ,

(b) a controlled ('laboratory) .teaching situation, or (c) a natural class-

room.

P With this complex mode

tion is assessed in a variety

or training, competence and knowledge acquisi-

of formats and'optexts. The MHP accounts

for knowledge 'acquisition on\criterion-referenced.test f VOth during and

following traditional course work and training modul Specific competencies

are assessed with observation systems. in both'Ilcontrolled,_And natural settings.

However, mastery levels for knowledge acquisition and teachingcompetencies_

, .

were.not indicated. Also, the' specifidsequence of assessment. /training was
.

not delineated, but mustbetinferredJrcim the training model.,

As .the. teaching model suggests, training ,is systematic,.with the trainee

eXperiencing a graduated set of practicum activities in which students apply
/

knowA\ dgemand Skills in ever increasing patterns of integration. The most
\ ,

unique aspect of the training prograois the method,of Weedback used during

the teaching practicum experientes. Trainees learn several observation

coding systems and take turns observing and coding each others' teaching per-

formance and pupil behaviors in sped:al classroom settings. Th training

program utilizes the Computer-Assisted Teacher Training Sys (C'TS)

-;
developed by Semmel (1975). In CATTS, coded infprmation,is trans-

mitted from coding boxes directly` to a PIS -12 computer whichthen summarizes

and analyzes ,the observation data. The computer also mies instantaneous

and/or delayed feedback available to the frainee in the4teaching situation.

This feedback-may involve a status repo& of one or several teaching skills

and/or the consequences of teaching skills on pupil performance ( .g level

-/
16 ,.
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( -
O\ .

4 4

tl. ,

of questioni ehaVio Thy; feedba5-k Which can take one or more than,,__
a It

,-. --'

one form, may be instantaneous or delayed.. A scope or video display maybe

' available to the trainee wile s/he is teaching (e.g. , data on selected be-

haviors are transformed into a graphic display and transmitted on a Video

screen: As the trainee's performance shifts in a ,desirable or undesir
.- .

direction, the graph line shifts in a correspondin direction). Another

option is a hardcopy printout, available to the tr inee after teaching a
. ,

lesson. The computer provides the trainee with a quantitative summair of

a variety of classroom events, e.g.,' degree of pupil participation, degree
a'

of on-task and off-task behavior, reinfcircement schedules used, etc.

Since the MHP is a small program, the tkrainees must meet the following

entrance requiremets: have a grade point average of at least 2.50; be a

j..unicg--.4eTvepOild'ent ; itave previous experience with childr_en, have three

letters of recommendation; 'and have an interview with a faculty member, in

the Dep4rtment of Special Education. For 'administrativepurposes, all

students "must complete a specific sequence of courses, but there is a great

degree of individualization and criterion-referenCed assessment within

courses.

most

The trainees and the program are accountable to the university and the

state of

program is

Indiana for meeting trainine.and certification requirements\-- The

teaching),

classrooms

field-centered

but additional

for practicum experience {senior year studea-

s. in deMonstration
0

student teaching'experiences o

which Permit access to C
.4 .

Program decision making involves' coordination' with other university

departments, LEA's, parent groups, and the Indiana Department of Public

Instruction. The Txtent of this collaboration has yet to be formalized and

documented. Student role in decision making was not indicated, b students

do select the teacher/pupil performance categories° on which they receive

-16,3
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CATT8kfeedback..4, ..
..t

.. 0
\ Extensive use is .made 'of prototol materials. These re used to train

.,.. ).,---------- , ,.

'obsdpier-coders and'to as4iSt trainees-to discriminate Specific teaching-

behaviors, but video tapes of actual trainee teaching behavior are alSo
7-7

mace available for review and analysis. Training- materials include modules

on selected teacher skills (e.g., Designing Games for Handicapped Children).

which are made available thrOugh cooperative arrangen4nt With' the Center?

for Innovation in Teaching the Handicapped.

The prograniis role-integrated, since trainees are required to dis-

criminate, generate, and evaluate increasingly camplex.behavior patterns.

,

The program also is career continuous: Trainees who graduated last5 spring

are being followed-up in their first teaching assignments on the same observa
..

tion systems used \during training to assess the maintenance levet 4d effect

of knowledge and skills acquired. Follow-up procedure are also anticipated

for subsequent graduateS.,

The ,program reflects 4 resparch&evision orientation.

in \the continuous refinement--and expansion of obseirv-ation systems and in

the numerous research questions that are and can be addressed within the

- -----
context of a CATTS training program:

This is evidenced

r,

Program Evaluation

%jpmpirical _research with CATTSe,las been conducted sinc the first group

of trainees entered the MHP in the fall of 1973. This 'intensive research/

evaluation.process encompasses the skill development aspects of the training

program. Most data-arecollected on juniors in a controlled (laboratoy).

classroom.

The evaluatio .design is a single subject design, with approximately 30

'trainees to one of three .experimental conditions (feedback conditions,:
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A

(a) videoscope feedbadk (instantaneous), (b) hardcopy printout feedback'

(immediate) , and (c) a videotape replay superiority feedback (delay),

and (d) varied combinations of "a" through "c." A control group.was also,

ingOoded during the first year of the research project (1972). Each year,

trainees may be randomly assigned to any combination of the feedback con-

ditions.

A repeated measure analysis of variance is used to analyze performance

data, with baseline performance compared with treatment performance (trials

collapsed) for each subject. Performance data across subjects are con-

sidered.

Reported results have been positive in favor of the combination feed-

(
back treatment. The teaching performance of the first group o f t uinees

(entered in the fall, 1973) is now being evaluated with portable observation

coding units to determine if the initial superiority of the combination

feedback training has been maintained and transfers to the natural setting.

A comprehensive evaluation of all existing trainee data will be completed

in the summer, 1975.

,
The teaching experiences and practica of trainees i the MI-IP involve

assessment of trainee Sand pupil performance in a natural setting. In addition,

tZ)s-
1

graduates are to be observed during their first-year teaching assignments,

,
and teacher outcome measures and similar pupil outcome measures will be

4-

collected and -analyzed. .Therefore, the overall program can be characterized
. %.

as one which includes collect on and analyses of trainee and pupil data over

extended periods of

2.
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Project: Performance-Based Teacher Education'

Director: L. Courtage*
C

Location: Division of Special Education, Department of Curriculum Instruction,
University of Northern Iowa, Cedar Falls

Program Description

,

This program prepares special education trainees both at the under-

graduateciand master's level. The program is characterized as noncategorica

and a broad range of practicum experiences are' available to trainees. This

range'app4es both to pupils and classroom environments. For example,

trainees have practice in LD resources rooms, EMR primary or secondary self-'

contained clasSes,,TMR classes, and classrooms for thOehavioraily dis-

ordered. About two-thirds of the trainees select the latter two options

for their respective practica.

The content focus in this program reflects a diagnostic-prescriptive

orientation, with the emphasis on designing individualized instruction for

pupils with whom trainees interact. The training 4bcus includes know1edge,

acquisition, and skill development, as well as integration of-the two.

During the first semester of the program, the trainees are prOvided with an

C,6

overview of exceptional children. In addition, they are required to 'vis.

community agencies and to spend several hours a week in contact with exc p-

tional children.

During the second semester, trainees take an Instructional Input I

course and a Management Input I course, as well as the Phase I practicum.

0"--- \ .

The emphasis in these three activities is one-to-one instruction (tutoring)

,2

of an exceptional child, which may octUr in the Northern Iowa Instructional

Lab (NHL) or Off-campus. The pract scums forms the core in which information

from the two input courses is applied. The progress of both the trainee and

the pupil with'which s/he works is continually monitored by personnel from
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NIII4 who can recommend remediation or modification in any of the three com-

ponents to insure t e integration and successful ,progress of trainee and

pupil. The structure of the third semester is similar to the second, except;

thatthe emphasis of the second Input course and the Phase II practicum is

on group instruction and IVnagement. During thp fin0l semester of the pro-

gram, the trainee completes course work in allied disciplines. and engages

in student teaching. Extensive documentation and tracking of trainees occur

only during the second and third semesters in the program.

CBTE Criteria

In terms of the selected criteria, this program closely adheres to the`"

ideal of a CBTE format. There are only two apparent digressions from the

essential CBTE fo/ rmat. One .is the, absence of specified mastpry levels of
,.

.

assessment criteria for many,,of theeirainee\performance
.

objectives. Although

,

the criteria are fairly specific, some subjective, interpretation is required.
1

The second digression is the absence f any specific entry level requirementsrequirements

di

an

for either theoindergraduate or gra at level, although ,recycling is des-
,

ignated as an option for remediation. Al other essential elements of a
N

CBTE program arepreSent in the program. An infereri\ce ''about the basis of

competency selection has oto be made (authoritative) , but the other elements

are documented with a high degree of specificity. This specificity applies

particularly to trainee perfoimance objectives and pupil performante objectives.

The implied and related CBTE characteristic of this program are,most

impressive, especially in relation to the amount and natUre'of-feedbaek,

the procedures used in student and program accountability, and the varied

input used in decision making. Trainees- are required to complete a form for

every'contact hour they haye with pupils; this form includes pupil performa4

' data during practica in Phases I and II. In addition, they are.rkuired to



133

complete evaluation forms on every lecture on instruction andrzragement

attended during input courses I and II. And, finalU,- each trainee is rated

at least once every seven days by a NIA representative during Phase I. In

Phase II, the NIIL representative meets at least once a week with the. trainee,

but the number of direct observation hours varies. The feedback data from

these several sources; are stored/processed by a computer and are available

within a 24 hour period for review. Data for summary review are also

accessible.
+._

The variety of feedback systems operating in this program is an integral

part of both student and program accountability. If 25% of the trainees

are unsuccessful in a training.component, this indicates a need for a prqgram

adjustment change in content, structure, or instructor). If one

trainee is unsuccessful in a component of a program, an adjustment is made

pis/herversonal program. Included in the determination of trainee and/or

program success is the progtess made by ptpils taught by trainees.

iThe. trainees are also accountable to the parents of the children with

i)whom the trainee works during Phase I. Each trainee meets twice with parents,

once at the beginning and once at the end of tht semester: In sadditi)an, the
E.
,r

,trainee must submit, a progress report to parents after every third) contact

hour t,',1ith the child.

The trainee is also accountable to the classroom teacher. In Phase I,

th rainee holds an initial and a final conference with the teacher of thy'
child whom the trainee will tutor andsubmits w kly progress reports to the

teacher on pupil progre a.`xs
In Phase II, the traineer, has an' initial con-,

ferenc'e with the coopera ing teacher. Then, /he has one confeAnFe a week
sr

with the teacher for planning and evaluation. And,,. finally, re` is a mid- t

term and fil conference_ related, to the trainee competence i group instruc-1

tion.
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The program also holds itself accountable to school syste'7 which per-

mit placement of trainees. The NIIL coordipator meets three times a year

with school administrators, discuss mutual problems and concerns, The

representative r each trainee is available on an in-call basis to

meet with the tutorial coordinator,during Phase I, and s/he is required to

meet three times a semester with the trainee's cooperating teacher during

Phase II.

In this program, there is some degree of overlap between accountability

processes and those used in decision making. For example, a formal conference

is held for each trainee at the end of the Phase I and Phase II semesters. In

attendance are the NIIL coordinator, the NIIL representative assigned to the

trainee, the faculty advisor, managerial and curricular input instructors, a -\\

student advisory board representative, and the trainee. At the conference,

the trainee's progress is reviewed, and additions or modifications are agreed

upon by those present.

The program_annually sponsors a workshop for cooperating teachers who

have had trainees in their classrooms. The workshop format an/d content are
-

based'cn teacher perceived needs, which are obtained from a structured

questionnaire. Information from these questionnaires also often results in

program modifications (e.g., conferences with traintebteacher and NIIL

represeihative, all day visits to classrooms before beginning practicum) .

The program also provides /for external evaluations by representatives

of administrators from schoo in which-trainees are placed and by an-
,

evaluator from the department of special education at another university. The

program also has a Special Education Advisory Committee -state and com-
b

munity members who are involved in service tptandicapped clldren. The
If'- ,
:feedback fom 'these external sources, as well as that obtained internally,

,is consider4d and often incorpora d into program operations.
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Although students are trained in blocks for the input courses, their

progress within the courses and their assignment to practica are individUalized.

Program progression is very systematic, and activities in practica are tied

directly to course-related material. The program is not modularized, but

distinct content/activity chunks are discernible.

Program Evaluation

The scope of evaluation includes collection of trainee and pupil data

during the second (Phase I) and third (Phase II).semesters of training. ill

context of evaluation involves evaluation of trainee and pupil in a tutorial,

situation (controlled) and in a grip instruction situation (natural) .

\'
P

Wfectiveness, of training is evaluated in terms of both' trainee and pup

performance. Assessment is primarily.criterioll-referenced both for trainees

and pupils, but trainees are also given an ovetall quartile ranking in re-

lation to each other at the end\of.Phase I and II.

A total of 296 trainees completed this program in 1973-1974, and evalua-

tion was based on performance data. Selection procedures were not indicated.-

Two hundred seventy-eight children were served during this period. The

selection of these children was varied; teacher or parent referral was one

procedure indicated. Performance data are also obtained on every child for

.every trainee contact hour.

..--

No spe
,
,tific instruments were used for trainee4.they were rated in terms

oftcrtain performance objgctives and,. in terms of the performance of their

pupils. Ratings, or trainees could range from outstanding tolvor on a 5-

"' category rating scale. Ratings for pupils were also bAsed on a 5-category

scale, ranging from "surpassed educational objective",to "regressed."

The only reliability data reported were iuterrater reliability. for

trainee observers. The coefficients ranged from the low :50's t .92, _with



136

a mean coefficient of .68 being reported for 1973-1974.

The data analysis was totally desbriptive, and only summary per romance

data (ratings) are provided for trainees and pupils.

In terms of available descriptive data, results are positive. In the

1973-74 year, fOr example, 94% of the trainees achieved satisfactory or

above ratings on performance criteria in Phase I, In Phase II, 97%'recved

a satisfactory or better raying. The majority of these trainees fell in

the good or outstanding range. for pupils served, 72% achieved or

surpassed objectives established for them. The remaining.28% made progress

toward the objective, and none of the pupils regressed.
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Project.. Staff Trainingf Program for Early Childhood Education for Handicapped
Chi ldren

Director: J. Harvey and E. Gotts

--Vocation: The Upiversity of Texas, Austin

i

4 ',

Program Description/ ,

- i
I de \

The Special Education Department at the University Of Texas (Austin)

1 offers a M.Edr ttt.j (36 semester hours) in early childhood educat-ion for

handicapped children. Although a specific instructional organization is not

indicated, practicum activities occur in association with a self-contained

preschool class for the handicapped. The content focus is developmental,

with the emphasis on a strong knowledge base integrated with direct experience

with children (.1 their perents.,

During the all semester, trainees attend seminars in developmental

assessment, precision teaching, child development, parent educatiVt, and

the adaption of early learning environments. In the spring, trainees attend

seminars in giepup teaching, developmental assessment, problems and issues

early education of the handicapped, adapted curriculum pilanning, and

activity,'material, and media.evaluation. These spring seminars are coupled

with- a pa'r practIcttn--aria-a-teaChing practicum.

tides ,aperformance or skill coFponent. _Trainees take
'r, .4.

.
full responsibilitY.-tor the operation of a preschool class, and activIties

elated to i`t.' are Coordinated and integrated with seminar assignments. In

addition to working with preschool' .han icapped childreas in the classroom,

tr'thinees also participate. in microteaching.exercises, with their peers.

.y
In addition to s9p sa*rs'and practica, trainees must also complete

. ,

course requireMents in allied fields 1.,n ord r to receive a master's degree.

1
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CB Criteria

, r The teaching comjetencies of this training program are defined in terms
......,

', 1

of six broad competency clusters: (a) teaching-related skills,4, (b) parent

;education and involVement skills, (C) service delfvery models, ,(d) pro-

fessional identity4 (e).'fisterpersonal skills, and (f) research utilization

skills. '..the basis'"for the selection of these compete5cy clusters was

A

to ,authoritatie, and each cluster was accompanied by a strong raptopale, , No

specific' information was given about assessment criteria or desired Cot- ...i
4s

petency mastery levels; but performance-based assessment appears/to be an
. , /,

iategral part of the total program. Fos` adminiNtrativepuTp6ses, cour4es
al

hourpractica- designated' as three semester hour time blocks. Actual
_,-4- 4k,

course work is designed-in terms ofrminicourses with continuous practi cum-
-- i <, .,,-, )

iyated activities. .

.
R.

,NIndividualization of training activities .is accomplished through
or

41k ,

practicum assignments and electives outside the,Specidal Education Department.

All trainees are required to complete a specific within - department course

sequence. c-;--

Programming appears
1--)) , r

units are odularized. Students are encouraged to react to program cola
-,

N.
\. i

''- 11'
ponen s, but the extent and nature of this and subsequent feedbaCk t6 the

..._

..
§ten-dents were nc detailed.

,,
In addition to%rciiiang in the preschool classroom at lie urriversity,.

,_ /7 sit 4

\ trainees are encouraged to work in relevant field sites withi the Houston
c -_ community_to co y with formal2practica rquirements. They flare also en-

,

. -

to- be systematic, and many of the instructional k

couraged to develop and implit4ent workshops for parents -ok'pres.chOol.
s

-handicapped children.`'
.. ,

. , .

, There was; no reference to decisitin- i aking policies or protoNcca/trainingli
. f -1 -i

materials in the available information. Most, program revisions appear tobe



ekon a reduction of, finahcial support rather thaif on evaluatiOn,data.

ve

Program Evaluation

No evaluation data were reported in the project report,whial was. the

139

single source of information about ,this;progr
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Project: The Consulting,' Teacher Program

Director: H. S. McKenzie*

Loqati on University If' Vermont, Burlington

9

.Program Description,

140

The VermantiiConsulting Teacher Program incorporates both the training'

of learning specialists, (called "consulting-teachers" at the graduate level,

"responsive teachers" at the undergraduate level) and the in-service, educa-

tion cif regular class teachers to prdvide Service to, children deSIgnated as

eligible for special class placement. The aim inco ted in the states

10-year plan for specialeducation, is to provide professional service ;so

that these eligible children may remain, in regular classes, .A service

model was developed (Fox, 1973; McKenzie et al., 1970) which describes the

criteria for pupil referral and-the development Of an. individual instruc-
.

tional program which centers upon the principles of applied behavior

analysis.
115

Consulting teachers are traine a two-year program which includes

formal course work and practica.,' Trainees selected for the programare

expertenced classroom' teachers. Skills and? knowlede emphasized in course

work are individualized instruction,, behavior theory, and classroom research.

Practies are conducted in laboratory settings, and provisikn,is- also made

for experience in training 1°41 school personnel ankyorking, with parents..
, , ?0

The second year of the program consists of an internshi,,in a Vermont s ool
7,1

district.' Trainees are responsible for working with teachers and pa
0

s,

fOr developing programs for eligible children; for conducting,,workshops for
.

School personnel, and for p rtitipating' in. universit9,:'seminars. Each trainee
,,,, , . ,-.serves bout. 30 children in meeting the training objectives during the tw

° , . ,-

,

year pritr'am, with supervision of tra.i.nees.dithenSioning over the course o
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the second -year.

CBTE Criteria

The program displays a number of CBTE characteristics. Consulting

teachers are' evaluated on the basis of their mastery of the minimum training

objectives developed by the special education faculty. In addition, be-

havioral techniques are. applied which require a Precise record of the tech-:

niques employed, and this record serves as an immediately available evalua-

tion of the students' effecti,veness in decelerating the progress of eligible

After formal. course instruction )°-trafees are required,to demonstrate

integration of knowlectite and skills, emphasi,Ortg-44?servation and measurement
°>-

of classroom behaviors, by application of techniques of applied behavior

analysis to at least ofte eligible child. Course work is, to some extent,

modular and self-paced. Trainees are accountable tP the program and to

parents, teachers, and others throirgh he requirement of written evaluation

reports whi ch trainees prepare concerning the individual instructional pro-

gram and the child's Rrog
P'

41
Proiarn Evaluation .

...e: .

&
.

A
beganThe Consulting Teacher Program beg during the 1968=69 school year.

Each" year, eiiht certified and experienced teachers were non,randomly selected

to 1'-participate in the program. Sixteen teachers. are expected to bp recruited
m;

in the 1976 sch 1 year. 'The ;trainees' conSulting performance was' evaldatied

in terms of specific performancb gains of their pupils. Analysis consisted

Of descriptive data.

Each trainee definpd for each of hisffier,cpu.pils:a target-behavior re-

quiring interveAtion, the learning, conditions under which this behavior

I 7 ,
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occurred, and measured behavior change_ during intervention. Baseline and

performance data were measured using time samples, frequency counts, per-

centages complete and correct, and rate.

In addition, each trainee was evaluated by a study committee using a

criterion-referenced measurement to show attainment of specified competencies.

All trainees participating in the program have.shown positive results

with their pupils and have completed the program with*certifidatioh. Follow-

up recommendations for children served are made until stated instructional

objectives are achieved, according to the "zero reject model." Because of

the program's success, it was continued and extended in 28 of the 53

Vermont school districts as of 1975-704

Fox, W. L., Egner, A. N.,
An introduction to a
In E. N. Arlipo (Ed.),,

dren. Reston, Va.:
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Project:t The Rutland CenteT Developmental Therapy Model: A Model Program

\of Teacher Training and. Service fdr Children with Severe Emotional
and Behavioral Problems

, Director:, M: M. Wood*

iLocation. Illversity of Georgia, Athens,- Georgia

Program Description

The Rutlind Center Project is a'combined teacher training model and an

educationatjaivery system for children (ages 2 to 14 years) with severe

emotional and bltvioral problems.

Included in the Rutland Center-J)evelopmental Therapy model are: (a)

a social-eMotional cidriculuff for emotionally. and behaviorally-disturbed

4.
.children which uses normal developmental milestones as a guide to teaching -

objectives; (b) a performance-based team teaching model; (c) an-evaluation

*.
system, criterion-referenced to DenDpmental Therapy, in which trainees

learn to evaluate 'a child's progress in the developmen curricuIum; (d)

-
a series of audiovisual training packages which enable trainees to learn

the model at their on pace and away from the training center facility.

(

A

The program has been supported since 1970 by the U.S.O.E., BEH, as a

model demonstration preschool program; and by the Georgia Department of

Education. The program has been replicated by 22 school systems in Georgia'

and eight sites outside of the state.

Teacher training and pupil service are carried out at the Rutland-Center

faCility. A maximum of 13. trainees is served each quarter. The training

(7---

program is implemented through a three-person team with specific 'rol assigned

to each team member. Each team works with a group of up to eight' children,

grouped according to a common.developmentai stage ch team'.4Mber is

assigned_a role based i defined and specified entry skills necessary ,to

;, :fulfill, the roe. The three rolesoare: supg-ort teacher, lead teacher, Art

";"
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Monitor/parent worker. The support teacher must have demonstrated mastery

of the AV training program. ,'-The lead teacher is expirienced in implementing

Developmental Therapy, and the monitor must have classroom competence in both

the.lead and support positions. The monitor functions to provide feedback

to lead and support teadh'ers and is responsible for parent and classroom

teacher contacts and °trier leadership activities.

Individual roles1.may be rotated or different treatment groups and at

A

different Stages of Devqlopmental Therapy. For example, one staff member

may be a lead teacher for a. Stage III class in the morning and serve as a

Monitor for a Stage II crass

eery 10 weeks when children

mastery of

411K Staff

AV Training

the support

ti

in the afte .on. Rotation of roles also occurs

are reevaluated and regrouped accorldng to

the Developmental Therapy objectives.

selection is based on suCceSSful, completion of the Rutland Center

Program and maste y,of*the Developmental Therapy techniques at

-P

teacher, 'lead' tetacher;cand monitor levels.

CBTE Criteria

AS can be inferredqrom the program description and the evaluation in-

that follows, the Rutland Center Program'fulffilS all major CBTE
.

a

formation

criteria to a'largeextent. The basis of coMpetencieS's both authoritative
, 4,

and empirical, the latter reflecting program modificatiOns from feedbadVdfA
.0 _

.

.,.,....,6r.
.-

, .

evaluation data. Most competencies are,specified inMehavibral terms and
... .

.

,

all are made public. Assessment is- 'competency' based,. with mastery levels'

1-

specified and public. Progress through. the program is based on demonstrated

competency (pupil progress), rather than temporally determination. ,Other

CBTECTiterka; indiVidualization, feedback, systematizaiOn,, ac1
*''

.*
.s

modularizatiOn are also preSent, student accountability to progiam:'

%
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Agr
teaching team and pupils. The program is fiel&centered, the trainee is

involved in decision making as a member of the teaching team, protocol

materials are used in training, and the program has an active research

component.

Program Evaluation

The program evaluation system is described by C. Huberty'and W. Swan

(Wood, 1972) and by W. Swan and M. Wo6d (Wood, 1975). Evaluation is seen

as on integral part of the project rather than adjunct to it. The evaluation
0

piocedures function, as an information system for decision making in all

areas of. canter serlilcesservibe to children, service to : parents, corn--

muhication and technical assi-sfanC'e:,-- and administration. The information

used in each program compdteptis in. the-fQrm oftAta which provide descrip-
--

tion and judgments of program antecedents,tratelections, and outcomes, as

well as contingencies, among these. The evaluation paradigm is partially

ada ted from Stake (1967).

The evaluation 0%111 do not include comparative assessment of trAments

or curriculum, 'A rational% and aiscuSsion are offered for evaluatron by

description and observation of individuals and/or small classes, rather than

by experimental, control group designs:

The aim to compare o c.program with another should not dominate plans`
for evalilia? tAion should' be primarily concerned with etforts

of,Vielaxogram Under'stUO. 'Rut d £Center effort is addressed to the

question, hat Changes can be at bittedl'Ao an involvement in a certain

kincrOf.prOgr interventioric(`Ruberty E Swan, 1972, p. 25) .

Determination of objeCtives within each of-foup.major curriculum areas

(Behavior' Communicatidn Socialization, and Academics) is-the basis of

grouping Pupils and settingj.ndividual and group, objectives. The Develop-

mental Therapy Objectivals Ratini:FOtm (DTOF);,,con'tainin'g 140 Developmental

.

'Therapy objectives; W eta'rchicaJly stateklim-t our 4x curridiilun;-areas,. is'

a,
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used for pupil assessment and design of pupil objectives. The DTORF recordis

both "developmental milestones," i.e., pupil objectives mastered, and those

objectives to be the focus of the next treatment period: The initial

administration of DTORF provides the base-line indicators of the pupil's.

developmental stage, and provision is made for reassessment of the pupil on

the DTORF at the.end of each five week treatment period. By concensus, the

three person treatment team rates the pupil's mastery of each of the DTORF

AS

objectives, -and formulates new objectives based on these data. 'Inter-rater

reliability estimates range from .59 to .99.

Observation data are also collected by program evaluators through use

4
of the SWAN system (Huberty and Swan; 1972). It is composed-of 8 major and

16 minor categories criterion referenced to subsets of the objeCkives speci-

fied in Developmental Therapy.

rooms is employed.)pter-rater

to .97. The SWAN data are used

rions.

Observation via one?way-visipn observation

reliability was reported to range froW.70

by the treatment team in weekly'debriefing

111

While thedocUm ts upon which .this summary is based did not report

program evaluation daia11 ,-- theextensiVe evaluation data collected on individual

pupil growth for feedback and planning purposes have been summarized andjaz
statistical analyAs total program is in plogress (personal communica-'

tion with M. IN: Wood, ject Director,. March 1975)

Huberty, C. J. ,& Swan,-0. W.
Center for treating emoti
M. W. Wood (Ed.), Athens,
1972,_20-35. .

Wobd, M. W. (Ed.). Develo

Woad,,M. W. (Ed.

children, Seco
anter1972,
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Project: The SeVard-University Project: A Cooperative Effort to Improve
School Services and University Training

Director: Stanley Deno*

Location: University of Minnesota, Minneapolis

4rogram Description
qk

,

The purpose of this project was two-fold: (1) to develop a non-

categoricalcategorical special educational service system in the regular school and (2)

to offer practicum experience and training to preschool and inservice
rr

teachers. The target pupil population consisted of all handicapped chil-

dren in the Seward Elementary .Schlol. The project was designed to avoid

abeling any of these children and to provide them with appropriate educa-
/

tional interventions within the "regular classroom Kheneveir possible.

41.
The focus of the project's research was on the development of:Jhe

44
skills and knowledge necessary for implementing the service- S'j7,stem. ThiS

urement, precision teachi, and in-included i'raining in discrepgIcy me

service training. The time of program involvement for most participants

was not indicated. Some practice continued for a quarter; other teachers

participated in the program for a minimum of one year. The project was

initiated in the fall of 1971 and was expected to continue at least into

the 1973-74 school year.

CBTE Criteria

ece

According to Deno (1973) the purpose, of the Seward-University Proj-

was to improf both the quality and quantity of special educational

service available to thi 1 drn at Seward Elementary School.

was also'designel,to inFEease both tbe.:ppporttiitor, an

of, proservice and .inservice education,,of teache

,

re ources to ISit.e in

*

the devq-dpment of a,specia

C Li

3
4

The project

d tho effectiveness

In return for prov

edu.c:ation'al service
'

pg
f.:4,,
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.., \
center at Seward School, th& University was provide/ ce to organize

preservice and inservice practicum opportunities for teachers.

148

The program can be descried according to a number of criteria essential

to competency-based teacher education programs. Project gals, objectives,
*.4

and procedures were developed in accordance with the perceived roles /of the

consultant, teacher, diagnostician, and team planner in a non- categoriccal

special education system. 'The- objetivei 'were stated in behavioral terms

and made pub)ic to those involved in the project.

The participating preservice and inservice teachers who undertook

practice at, Seward were assessed primarily in terms of their pupils' per-
,.

formance. Modification of a referred pupil's individtial pltigram was based

on measures of discrepancy between minimum acceptable performance and actual

pupil performance. The pupil's progress was continuously monitored, and a

time series record of his/her performance (daily, weekly,, and monthly) was
t

prepared by the teacher. Each practicum teacher on trainee made case pre-

sentations at least once a week using the discrepancy grarMing system ,(th
. ,

time eries record). This provided the trainees with opportunity for eva

tive eedback and suggestions from both supervisors' and peers. Accofdingly,
. .t 4 4*i

the practicum -trainees developed behavioral objectives for their pupils arfelv:_ .

cha ed their behavior. The trainee assessment procedure was based on pupil
a .perfo ance; it specified mastery levetis and acCounted for the--p-Lipil's

acquisition of knowledge, social behavioy, work habits,
"A, 4 :4 . ,.

hithavitlits were driginally- specified.
4

. The participants .progress throug 'the program was ba.ed on bbth their
r. k it

demonstrated -Ccimpetencies and theqconipl ion of t e p,rattAcum period,.
.;';'

In °addition to t aforementidned elements, tbe Seward-University Proj-t . .
-I, 41, i i q p

\ ....,1 w... # .

0 .... ivt

irie
ia2ect inrporated seireral other atureslitlia0.te chdracteriakitof- CBTEv,1/4- ) -

i:..,,
. , ' ,

i ..atevevA target
!iA

-164
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rams. Feedback was provided daily through the charting procedures and

wpekly through trainee presentations of charts. Training occurred in thr.,-charts. i .

regular clissroom setting, and part:..cipants wen encouraged to Participate

4, 1

in cverall program decision making, along-with all other `members of the -

school staff and the university coordinators.

149

Program Evaluation

I.
The Seward-University project was designed as a time series evaluation.

The participating trainees were evaluated in terms of the progress made by

'their pupils. Thus, the single unit of analysis in this case was the in-

dividual pupil. Trainees selected pupils for educational intervention,

placed tttem in appropriate classrooms, developed an individdal instructional

program, and continuously monitored each pupil by graphing performa4e/dis-

crepancy data which resulted in a time series record of individual pupil

performance. If the child's actual performance coincided with the desired °

performance by reource teachers through interviews, analysis
e.

of curriculum requirements, and classroom observation), the educational

strategy was cont nued. If not, program modifications were developed.

The total number of participating practicum teachers was not indicated.

However, it was noted that the number of trainees per quarter ranged from

two to six. ;Trainees were selected by the various training programs in

special education. '
Two sources of data were utilized in the evaluation of the Seward-

Universitylroject: pupil performance revorcrs andurveys completed by

program participants and non-Seward practicum teachers. Complete pupil

records on intervention results for 14 pupils dufing the 19Z1172 school

1year indicated that the-post-intervention yearly progress rate ranged,u
111,

p-

.
.;

`A ward4Rfto rom a mininium of 33 times, there-intervention rate.
.1. t

p
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_

t,

t

The survey questions were based,on the original program objectives anti,

eiSenti asked if the ,practicydh teach ers felt they had been offered the

specifkc ser vices a` Sewa/fOarticipants re4panded highly positively: 1a096-

yes- On all questionsi6w4le ndn-Seward 1.ractidum teadhers respond -very
. ,

-

. ,
favorably from 28-60% of the time. D.,
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Projeci: The Mack Twain. Teacher Internship 'Program toy the Preparation of
P--kaw..onnel in t, e Education' of Adoltuscents---with ecial Needs

Direct er: S. Faget *
d AS

Location:- Montgomery County School' District , Rockville, Maryla9d

Program Description

The Mark Twain Internship Program, established in Montle County,

Maryland, was -developed as a public school alternative to graduate teacher

training. Implemented during the 1972-73 school year, the program serves

the Marx Twain School and student resource room in other schools in the
2

county. The Mark Wain Internship Program combines staff development with

service to adolescent pupils experiencing learning and/or emotional difficulties.

Depending on severity of problems, students attend either the Mark Wain

School, an intensive, short-term special day-school, or receive supplementary

services frOM a schoo-bitsed resource center (a high school, junior high, '

or middle school program). A teacher trained in the program is competent

to teach LD/ED adolescents in any of a number of educational settings corn-

prisig a continuum of services.

The focus of the program is trainees' development of specific

knowledge, ..attitudes, and skills in five teacher competency areas. The

program consists of seven full day sequences conducted over a 41 week span.

Training occurs at both the Mark Wain School and in school-based resource

centers. Instructional methods include seminars, practice, and individual

prbjects. 1%.

CBTE Criteria

This program includes most of those elements designated as essential to

competency-based teacher education programs. Competency area coordinators,

have specified five learning areas : (I) psyclioeducational- assessment and

.R3



prograiiming, (2) human ;relations and coun*eling, (3) curriculum development

and implementation, (4), behavior management, and (5) school' analysis. and

consultation These five area are organd in terms of 15 subcompetency

statements and used on priorities generally reelimmended in the literature

for teachers of special - children. Each of the 15 subcompetencies is defined

by statements of specific performance objectives which,, its t,.are further
described by statements of be-r-iavioral qbjectivegt (An excelption is, in the

area of curriculum development and implementation, whete behavioral objectives

are not yet available.) The training program is comprised of an integrated

schedule of seminars, practice, and individual projects covering'a core set

of objectives and designated electives, presented to the trainees in advance

of instruction.

At the performance level; interns are allowed to recycle tasks as often

as necessary until an adequate level of performance is %ached. At the sub-
VY

competency level, the intern is evaluated by Gans of a weighted integration

of ratings from practice and seminars. First°, each competency area coordinator

rates each intern on a 7-point scale (needs strengthening - effective -
highly effective) for each subcompetency in his/her area. Results are based

f
on performance to explicit criteria, as well as unstructured observations

and teacher-made tests. In addition, ak.the end of each practicum placement,

the supervising teacher rates the intern on the same 7-poitAt scale for each

subcompetency s/he felt the student had opportunity to demonstrate. There

are three practica\resulting in three evaluations. Clear criteria for levels
a

of specificity of Xhe performance and behavior objectives are onjepartially

developed, although these criteria are made public to the interns in advance

of evaluation dates.

In* addition to evaluating the inte

.: .

know]; dge and skills, an, attempt

was made to assess thp impact of the, program on th ,,intern ' .attitudes and
1



r

1S3

values. --Pre- and posttests were administered (including the 'Minnesota

Teaching Attitude Inventory, IRO -43, Personal Orientation Inventory, Teacher

Practices Questionnaire, Profile of Organizational Characteristics Problem

Behavior Analysis, Specialized ProficiencieS for Working with Exceptional

Children and Qualification and Preparation of Teachers of ExceptionalChil-

dren). The Wilcoxon Matched Pairs Signed-Ranks Test was used to determine

Statistical significance of differences between pre- and posttest attitude

scores. These lists were submitted to-outside experts for evaluation,, and

several were found to be inappropriate. Generally, it was concluded that

variables measured were poorly defRed, error of measurement was large,l'and

the small sample size affected the validity of results. Also, it may ave

been unrealistic to attempt-to measure attitude change' in a selected group

with high incoming levels of_ the valued attitudes. 'A'statistically significant

ncrease in trainees' confidence in their valued competencies was apparent.,
, 7

(e .f.
ri six of the seven sections in the specialized proficie4cies scale.

41

No

. differences occurred in intern ratings on importance of theseVficiencies.
SI

The competency area coordinators held weekly meetings to review and ,

revise the curriculum. Both practicum supervisors an interns rated the.* 4

importance of each competency' andsubcompetency as perceived in relation to:

, their needs. The interns completed the program when they attained an overall
.

rating of "effective" or "highly effective" in each of the 15 subcompetenc-yW

areas.

..ach intern (1973-74) was required to attend five seminars, one in each-

competency .area. Also required were 900 hours- or 14 credit hours. of practiVa.

conducted in three different settings. Interns rotated through two,7Lweek.i';

.rok ''
Dract i ca fall, one at the Mark "'Wain Scrool and one at another schOol:-.

..
4A o ( . .

I.

ba'Sed program. The third practicum was a''16-week, full-time experience in'

the sprin4 semester, arranged on the basis of individual intetrest-and specific



training needs. Finally, each;iintern was required to complete two individual

/
prOects: --Elective projects

as in cross- competency-areas

for the trainees.

were offered in each competency area_as well

. The piogram, then, was partially individualized

,Feedbatk is an important element in the program. In the.403-74

schedule, there were.seven learfting sequences-, four of which involved review

and evaluation., The students also received three reports (the 7-point

rating scale) during the year of'progress toward meeting p gram objectives.

In-addition, weekly feedback from' and to interns on progra{ implementation

and progress was accomplished verbally pr in writing. Feedback resulted in
6.

continuous-modification of schedules, requirements, and instructional format.

The project's purposes,'goals,andsubgoals were presented in the-original_

program proposal, and the competency areas and their objectives were developed

as interrelating components towork-in a systematic, integrated fashion to

attain those goals. The project emphasizes the outcome behaviors of the

interns--when they have achieved effectiveness in each required competency,

they have attained their goal.

The =authors report that the curriculum is-being organized into pickets

. containing objectives, sequenced instructional units, learning_activities,

resource materials, and evaluation activities and criteria.

Staff, involved in the development, implementation, evaluation, and re-

vision of the program's objectives, curriculum and assessment procedures in-

clude: Mark Twain School and other school-based personnel, pUblic school re-

source persons, outside consultants, area specialists, past interns' and

present trainees.

The Mark Twain program is classified as an internship' program rather than
A

a university preservice program. ,Each of its graduates receives 32 --34 hours in-

service credit and special' education certification, in the state of Maryland.

Lryo



Program Evaluation.

Teachers applying for the Ma.rk Twain Teacher

subjected to a rigorous selection, prOcedure. The

consists of two phases. Phase I is a review by a

(1) the applicant's personal _folder, (2) the Mark

Applicatiori.Form, (3) personal references, and (4)
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Internship Program are

actual-selection process

selection committee of

Twain Supplementary

-group interviews: Phase

II involves an intensive personal interview. This process resulted in the

final selection of eight trainees ,in each of the two years. All ofthese

interns had at least a B.A. , and by 1973-74, there was an additional ye-

quirement of a minimum of two'years teaching. experience. These trainees all

completed the`program. The directors chose to maintain these high selection

standards becaUse of the demanding nature of the program. Several 'applicants

dropped .out each year (6 out of 21 in 1972-73 and 9 dut of 27 in 1973-.74)

either ,becausse the program did not offer them sufficient finances or because

did not award an M.A. degree.

The eight-member trainee group was the single experimental group under

study each year. There'were no control groups. Using a 7-point scale, the

interns completed a self-evaluation of their attainment of specific com-

petencies both pre- and post-training and provided reflections on their

experiences. The median ratings for intern pre-post training self-evaluation

of competencies showed increases of 1 to 4 points per item. Self-reflections

indicated trainees' increased feelings of professional competence, self-

confidence, and self-awareness.

In addition, the interns were pre- and posttested using questionnaires

and rating scales to determine the impact of the program, on their values

and attitudes. The interns also received three specific evaluations during
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the year from competency area coordinators and from their practice supervisors.

Evaluation measures included criterion - referenced measurement questionnaires

and an observation rating scale.

According to the final evaluations and the interns' self-evaluations,

the trainees did successfully master program competencies. However, selected

measures of attitudes and values did not show any significant change in the

importance attributed to these specific attitudes and values by these

teachers during the training program.

In this program, the trainees were observed at the practicum sites in

interaction with selected pupils. They were rated on their teaching per-

formance in terms of the i'pecific subcompetencies required, but there was

no assessment of pupil performance as an outcome of teaching.
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Project: The Houston Plan: Retraining of Regular Classroom Teachers to
Work With Handicapped Chi]dren Within a Regular Classroom Setting

Director: C. Meisgeier

Location: Houston Independent School District, Houston, Texas

Program Description

The Houston Plan was a comprehensive training and service delivery

system in which the retraining of regular teachers was only one component.

This project and the specific training program outlined here were sponsored

by the Houston Independent School District. The fundamental premise of the

project was that all children deserve a special education. The traditional

category system for funding and placement was eliminated, and attention

shifted to the identification and develspment of personalized instructional

programming for allJchildren by teachers who had completed the re-education

program. Multiple placement options were available for any given child,

with a general de-emphasis on self-contained classrooms for the children

traditionally referred to as handicapped. The Houston Plan, with its

Teacher Development Center concept, hiade use of "Behavior Skills Labs" and

had two elementary schools and one high school specifically allocated for

training purposes.

The trainees participating in the Houston Plan re-education training

used protocol and other training materials while at the Teacher Development

Center. _Field-centered training activities occurred in demonstration schools

and in the trainees'' own scli3ols.

The training activities for any given trainee comprised a two-week

work period (120 hours of -.raining) with a one-week follow- p. The trainee

participated in activitic at t1- 3 Teacher Development Cer the Houston

Plan demonstration schools lis/her own school. A regular
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teachers ore scheduled, to cycle through the Teacher 'Development Center in

September, 1972, with compirable Timbers to -.cycle through in later sessions

until all teachers in the district had completed the training. It. was pro-

jected that, for every 510 regular teachers, 1500 dormer special education

students would receive personalized programming as a result -of the retraining.

R

CBTE Criteria

The. Houston Plan incorporated many of the CBTE elements into its pro-

gram. Teaching competencies were role-derived, specified in behavioral

terms, and made public. The objectives were expressed in terms of both

knowledge and performance criteria. One example of Houston Plan objectives

based upon knowledge Criteria is: "The trainee will be able to identify

and list three categories of reinforcers." An example of an objective

based upon performance criteria is as follows: Given a class of children

the trainee will set up aninarect reinforcement system which includes the

following:. (a) behavior trainees will reinforce, (b) incompatible behaviors

the trainee will punish, (c) reinforcers availabler? (d) two schedules of

reinforcement, (e) indirect reinforcers, (f) three week Chart-which includes

one week of baseline and two weeks of intervention (select two criteria).

These example's indicate that assessment -criteria were competency-based
4

and that specific mastery levels were required of trainees., These CBTE

elements were known to trainees prior to training, but information about

actual assessment procedures and/or polio s, e.g., the ,evaluation prodss,

Was not outlined.

Neither the nature of decisionLmaking activity in relation to trz.

material selection and evaluation nor the role of trainees in the deci: ion-

making process was indicated; however, the emphasis placed on a multi-
,'

disciplinary serivice delivery system suggests a broad based approach.

1 4
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service orientation ratheY than a research orientation was infer e4rOm

available.iftformation.

Progression'throughTihe traini 4fogram seemed to ,be fixed if terms of

real time-'-two work weeks and 'on- week of follow up--but progression for

the individual trainee within eke 'real -time limitations was flexible and

personalized. TI/eInstrUcti 401 program itself was delineated in terms of

project training objective , core performance objectives, and content objeC

Vtiiies (acquired in the Beh vior Skills4Labs). Trafnees,"having comPleted
3 .

the content and core per rmanCe pbjectives, were expected to returnto

'their schopls and compl
a

project training objectives. An example of a

project training objective follows:

Each regular teacher will be able to plan and develop individual
student programming_ through at least four classroom learning
center actiVities6dgring the school day. This objective includes
the preparation of instruction foriat least three previously '

labeled special education students. (Meisgeier,/1"973, p. gD)

The Houston Plan for retraining regular teachers incorporates many of

the implied CBTE characteristics. Individualization was achieved most

/

directly when the trainee returned to his/her school to act as a change-
.

agent. Feedbatk, a central component of the entire training process,

iTplemented by the project staff who followed-up trainees in tlieir "home

schools." The trainiAg objectives of the Houston Plan suggested both a

systematic approach to the retraining of regular teachers and an empl

on exit requirements.

Lab activities:

Program Evaluatior

Melulariz tion was-best reflected in Behavior Eki

Although the is tar -training teacher(s was a high-vo,AF

program which jnvc of lave numbers of teachers th7ou

the Teacher Developmc evaluation data were reported it

available descriptive

, 1 1
L)
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Project:. Dissemination of Merital Retardation Services and Treatment Through
Recruitment and Training of Rural Teachers

Director:-1 Morrey

Location: Child Development Center, University of Idaho, POcatello

Program Description

Idaho is a state with a dispersed rural population. The focus of this

project was upon training regular, inservice teachers in rural areas to

provide effective instruction for mentally re . arded regular

classrooms., The content focus of the project suggef ted a _aFostac re-

scriptive teaching approach. Each teacher w ccr.r t.

trainir. project with a specific set of gene--

izing program, conducting sMall

and administrators.

of the training involved .:no edge in Z.:11a

e

hich %,,,ere subsequently integrated :ILI-in g

children. ;These self-'echtaLned training . .5.5. occur-

classroom and in formal seminars. ..nvolve

say for' five weeks; all but 11/2 holirs p C da: ::Dent c_ _re

irk 1 adAlitiS s rooms .

CBTE - Criteria
);

This project appears to haves had 4,11 the essentia_ c is -of = CBTE

program. The bases for competency selection were authcrIta:-.-. sources and, .

these were indicated in the project report. CompetencLeE v,er publicly

stated and specified in behavioral terms.

',Ass,essment criteria were competency-basec in terms J f -iterion re-

erenced tests that the teacher had to complete daily. l'eact-2rs pe/4formance

in lab classrooms was not' directly evaluated, byt .te'a ers were required to
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document their own'activities in the classrooms and to chart the progress

dr,individual children. Mastery levels wele indicated only for the criterion-

.referenced tests. Trainees were not evaluated in terms Of pupils' progress.

Each teacher was required to complete a criterion-refeienced test daily before

beginning readings/sc' for that day. This entry performance was sub-
?

sequently compares test complete: a: the end- of the Un-

satisfactory perform,-

on specific materLar.

717 s rcond,tes uired the teacher to recycle

_Progression throL thz prog-rr r. involved bloc,. _nsruction in

seminars and completi- f Lcentical object: ly all part1==ts.

ever, each teacher hac inc..4.=dualized pr am experienc: _ch corresponded

- to group objectives was a very intenslv,: short-term program, and all,

teachers were expec :0 finish in the allctte five weekE,-

Implied,CBTE :yria were alio fairly w. repreSenta:ive of this proj-,

ect. Teachers rec. 'd sail; .22qedback on the: progress from.,results on

the criterion-referenced test:.. Progressiot through the program was systematic;

direct interaction Vitn and\repponsibiilty for instruction of children in.:

/7
creased over time.

.
TWo kinds of accountability information were indicated. Upon completion

of the requirements, teachers were asked to evaluate the p;oject. ,,The

. 3
number of pupils and parents receiving direct or indirect services as a re-

,

sult of this project was reported. Fifty-eight preschool' children (direct

contact), 61 parents (periodic contact), and 40 elementary level children

* . (consultant tervice) were served by the seven project gra uates who functioned

as Change agents in their loci districts. In addition, project personnel

remained in contact with these teachers to provide additional assistance

and receive informkItion concerning continuing needs.

V



163

-The project was not field-centered, but the evaluation was. Information

related to the base for decision making was not indicated. Project participants

did use a specific set of training materials but did not use protocols.
.-.Teachers didhot appear to have, an active role,in devcisioril making, but

dr

their res onses to end-of-project questionnaires were considered in content/1

/sequence modifications.

Program Evaluation
aTeachers were evaluated on tlieir knowledge of training content on

criterion-referenced tests given daily. They were selected on a non-random

basis according to the follOwing broad criteria:. (a) experience or training

in education; (b) indication of interest in helping hAdicapped children,

ascertained during a ,pee-sonal interview; (c) residency in an area where a

change agent/program' expansion was projected; (d) willingness to work for

the 'Child Development Center. Documentation on pupil evaluation data was

not included in the report, but teachers'were responsible for planning,

implementing, and reporting pupil progress during training.
\\. Data analyses were descriptive (indication of percentages of accuracy on

criterion-referericed tests): no reliability informa tion was reported. The

only instrument used, other than the criterion-referenced measurements,

was the opinion survey given to' teachers following training.

The independent measure was the training program, and the dependent

measure was traince groups performance on tests. The training cycle was

instituted three times.. During the first cycle three trainees participated
a

in and completed the training program. Another ree trainees completed
t

the program °during the second' cycle. Onlyrone to cher was...traind duringd durin
4t,

tl-ip third cycle. ,In 'the first cycle, 83% of the criterion-referenced testis

halt to be takbn a second time for teachers to achieV 90% accuracy. By
1

YJ



comparison, with the second cycle of three ,teachers, only 22% of the test
a

had -to 'be taken a second time to achieve 9Q% accuracy.
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Project:, EMR Program;Development: ESEA Title nhio's "HELPS"

Direttor: J. Noffsinger and J. Daiker*

,Location: D'axton, Ohio

Program Description-

Ohio's "HELPS (Ohio's Handicapped-Education-Learr.ers' Planning'

S .'stem) is.a state-wide computer managed special education pupil resource
4

And te:agher training system. It is composed of four computer-based sub-

sysems: The first o are devoted to improving pupil instruction (a)

through a data-be of grdup instructional modules adopted from the

:165 -

Computer-Based Resource Units System (CBRU'S) developed at -Buffalo, N.Y.,

and (b) through a.data--base\df objectives for individual pupil planning,

available through the Persisting Life Problems' Curriculum-Learning

Resources file.

The other two subsystems are devoted to improving the instructions

of professionals.' The thiid subsystem'is the Competency-Based Inservice-
\ "'t

fachers Training System {CBITTS), which can be adapted 9i. preservice'

training by 'Universities. The information,and mOdules contained in

CBITy.are retrieved- through the Teacher-Competency Learning Resource

-file which generates lists of learning resources for inservice training.

ever a two-year developmeak.period, regiona committees have identified

competencies for inservice training and have developed a set of descrip-

,
'.)

.

.

,tors for entry into the t'5ystm. The fourth subsystem is the set of

-tompetency-.based training modules'-for curriculum consultants that

comprises the SECTraC program (Meyen, Altman, Chandler, 1973). In

increasing dataol)ase of rel4vant training Modulesand materials has

also been incorporateditnto the system.

7 ss
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CBTE Criteria

The HELPS Project was deiigned as a CBTE program. While the Primary

,
focus up to-now has. been Fnjapid retrieval of iesources for special educa-

s 4fattpupil planning,'the trainix materials available in the system are C".

moddA4i. The systelishouyd eventually be capable of generating individualizecr

sets 4kteacher training materials and modules.'

Program Evaluation

Evaluation of'eight.training modules was 'undertaken during the 1974-
.

P , ,I, 0.
*

75 -school year. Committees, made up of uDiversty faculty and supervisory

. 4
,

personnel-selected/topics forI-the development of modules and, inth process,

were knstrumentalin7identi6ing the criteria for developing a 4dule an
..'

ffts?Aule deSign" wh' uti zes the data and resources available in the system.

. .

.rApproximately 50 teachers participated in this initial evaluation' trial of

the system. Data were collected on teacher knowledge acquisition, and pupil

change scores were obtained for five of the eight modules.
,xoq
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Project 'TrainingTraining Model fOr Cooperating Teachers in `Special Education:
'Mental Retardatibn.0

Director:. J.D. Strauch*

Location: University of Connecticut, StorrS

Program Description ,

At the outset of the project, a thiee-weekt summer conference' was held

for cooperating teacherschool administrators, student, teachers, and

167

university faculty. The workShop participants generated a list of role
;

expectations which served' to point out discrepancies in perceptions of the

student teacher/cOoperating teacher roles. A'set of -cooperating teacher

competency statements was alio developed from the role definition process

and subsequently became the basis for a survey of competency ratings by

teachers, student teachers, and trainers.

Teachers selected for training were experienced special class teachers,

recommended by principals. About half of this 'group had previously served

as cooperating teachers..

three -year' spanththree -year' span of he project, 50 cooperating teachers were

trained. During the first.year, 15 teachers participated in 13 day-long work-

shops held during regular school hours. In the second year,-10 cooperating

teachers met after school hours for 10 sessions, each of which lasted 41/2
O

hours. Training time Was further reduced in the third year, when 25 teachers

participated in one workshop which'lasted four hours. By the third year,

cooperating teachers were provided with additional self=instructional

materials that had been developed during the previous two years.

There were five major objectives for the overall project, and each

(objective was implemented with vary.ing degrees of emphasis over the ,three
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year period. The project objectives were as follows:

1. Develop a pool of competency statements or functions of cooperating

teachers.

2. Delineate roles sand expectations for student teachers, cooperating

teachers, and college supervisors as they are perceived by these groups.

3. Train teachers to identify, write, and utilize behavioral objectives.

4. :Crain teachers to observe and record Selected teaching behaviors.

5. Train teachers to' use rating scales for feedback to student teachers.

CBTE triteria

The basis of competency selection for cooperating teachers was a survey

of teachers, student teachers, and trainers. Training objectives were specified

in behavioral terms, and in fa.Ct, a major portion of the program was devoted

to training cooperating teachers to use and write behavioral objectives.

AsseSsment.Was performance based and involved the use of observation in-

struments by cooperating teachers. Cooperating,teachers also provided

feedback to student teachers by means of rating scales.

The project was almost entirely field-centered, provided for input

from both teachers and student teachers and protocol and training materials

were used in training workshops. The program manifested a research orienta-

tion and a number of program modifications were based on the evaluation

data obtained the previous year.
0

Program Evaluation

The competency phase of the project produced a set of cooperating

teacher competency statements that reflected the judgments and priorities

of students, cooperating teachers, and teacher educators. Various studies

of the remaining goals were conducted, and the evaluation design changed

according to the year of tte project and the specific objective being evaluated.
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Attainment of the objective "identify, write, and-utilize behavioral

objectives" by the first-year group was evaluated by means of paper and

pencil tests. A pre-post study found that 13 of 15 teachers improved in

these competencies as a result of workshop participation. Second-year

teachers were required .toy utilize behavioral objectives in two curricular

areas (reading and-math) for two pupils in their. classes. A mean success

rate for all 10 second-year teachers was reported. Measures of the success

of implementation of objectives were criterion referenced and based upon

pupil achievement. Eight of 10 third-year teachers achieved criterion per-

formance on a final test after completing an instructional module on writing

behavioral objectives.

Evaluation of the training program was conducted by means of Likert

scales on aspects, of teacher and student teacher satisfaction with the'pro-

gram and its perceived value to the individual. In comparing project with

non-project (contrast) teachers on specific performance tasks and on per-

ceptions and judgments, (concerning University supervision, evaluative con-

ferences, etc.), the project teachers tended to score higher, though not

significantly 'so, in most instances. Likewise, student teachers of project

cooperating teachers perceived their teachers and theirexperiences more

positively than student teachers of non-project cooperating teachers, but,

again, not significantly so. Open ended quyStionnaires and general evalua-

tive comments submitted by program participants indicated that the trainees

were satisfied with the workshops and believed that the total program had

been beneficial to'them as cooperating teachers of special education students.

413
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Project: Spec ation Microteaching

Director: T. M. ,ca*,' W. R. Whiteside, E. G. ..t.,ner, and D. L. Lindsey

Location: SiSeciU1 Education Microteaching Clinic, Southern Illinois
University, Edwards \(i\lle

Program Description'

In this project, microteaching procedures were adapted for a special

education teacher preparat on rogram and a microteaching clinic was

established. Project dc- -nent included: (1) training roteaching

staff, (2) design and pi on of modeling tapes, and ng of

special education trainees into the microteaching as a cor

part of their course work. In the, first phase of the prc

participated in a weekly series of 60 minute microteachir

critiqtre, plan, reteach recritique) . Microteaching

the clinic,,and lessons were tauk-to peers. In the sec:.:.

program, microteaching was conducted\in special education

local schools.

,.:ent. coordinated

-am, trainees

.;yclerg (teach

conducted. at

phase of the

:lasses in. the

The microteaching modules developed at SIU-E vary in length from 6 to

25 minutes and trainees take up to one hour to complete th cycle. Prior

to microteachd_ng, the trainee receives instructional matc.--_,als concerrani

the topic ef the lessons to be taught, views the modelin :ape, and discilsses

the lessons with a')iCritiquer." The trainee then teaches the lesson to two

of* ,three peerif4e They 4gritiquer .observes niu evaluates the trainees' per-
.

,,. I , ',,:.'
toformance using, an e uation checklist specifically designed for the given

"'mini:course. Criterion performance is specified on each evaluation Checklist.

The trainee and critiquer -then view the videotape playback of the lesson

and discuss the trainee's performance and evaluation checklist outcome. If

the trainee's performance is unacceptable, the trainee recycles through the

minicourse until criterion performance is reached.
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Since the critiquer is a key figure in the microteaching process, pro-

vision is made for training of micro teaching staff. The critiquers are

graduate students with "varying degrees of training and experience with

handicapped children" (Shea, Whiteside, et al., 1974). Each critiquer attends

a 30 -hour workshop prior to joining th-41/4microteaching,::-aff.
i

CBTE Criteria 2 ,..
.

G 1,

The use of simulation and minicourse instruction is a common trairking

feature of CBTE piograms. Extensive development effdrt was expended in the

production of the modeling

The modules are exportable

tapes and accipmpanying ngtrutional material,.
1/

and have been made available br ,dissemPnation.

'Each minicourse was accompanied by a trainee evaluktion form, and the

trainees' ratingsbecame the basis' of subsequent revision of the minicourse.

Competencies taught were selected by training faculty, and progress through

each minicourse depended upon demonstrated competency rather than time.

Program Evaluation

Over a three-year period, half the special education students at SIU-E

received four hours of lecture and four hours of microteaching'per week.

The other half received four hours of lecture and for 'lours of ,participa-
9

tion in a special class. All students were evaluated during student teaching

for acquisition of the skills associated with the mi,,Crothing lessons.

Twenty different instructional modules were produce(Lwhich included:
to

video modeling tapes, written protocols, and performance evaluation instruments.

Over the three-year period of development and evaluation, 757 trainees

participated in the microteaching program. Five hundred forty-four were

trained on campus; 213 participated in the local, schools.

Two studies were conducted. The first examined the effect of vieing

(or not viewing)/aymodeling tape prior to microteaching. 'Significant

-

(kJ,
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differences (p > .05) 'between meads were obtained by the t-test for 6 dut

of 69 minicourses. In

direction `(favOril

anence of the mode.

All teaching perforr

vided). Each train,

performance differe:

each minicourse. Eac

5 of th^ 6 cases the difference-s were in h( xpc

2 model tape);\ in the 3thei se,

to ,e superior to viewing the tape.

)y c'ritiquer,`(no reliability cata pro

<;,

oei to work ,td criteriorOperforma ice
e

aly, the trainee's first micrOesse

.;soi a unique rating scale and wasp ther-.

considered a separ to xperie

(minicOurses).

In a second L: to

r
student: teaching, :hc mi. cro-._.

participation group (N = 86)

differed significantly (p> .

Ao comparisons *ere made. across 1

d the ratings, obtained by .trainee

gro (N = 84) was compared with

3O -item rating Scale.. The two gro

,n 6 of the 30 items.

_ _icgraphy

Shea, T. M., Whiteside, W. R.,' .:nor, E.. G., Lindsey, F)

.--4'education microte-"hing. c___ .1c.. Final Report , Edwal'ca

Southey I11 iiversi . 1974.
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Project: .litation Personnel Training Project

Dire --.-- M. ,Clark* and K. Edmonds

Lac-. oT Ktrisas, Lawrence

Jes:riptiJrl

:
.s-trainingiDroject is a series ofaPproximatpilr 30 modules, be e..-

.

. ./

... . tested with both preservice "and ifiserviCe trainee _populations attcndi:.

as2
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t.

mos

Jniversity of Kansas And other institutions,, as Well asp with Ise-

ocdl_sehool systems in the .11wrende area.

moch.:les prepare teadhers, prospective teachers;

generif skills appropriate for working wi

-adnees may serve as teachers for such studer

:77S. Although the training content is gener:

I:6 -n to work or .do work EMR adOescents.

ncate

of the: :raining odules involve knowledge'acyisition or skill

fieveloprent, but several cently developed modules foc on implementat---

;objectives in which knowledg and skills acquired in earlier ma les a..7:

integrated.
4411-

Training eleronments include the use of simulation, tutorcng (one, t

One), and the natural classroom. The modules can be incorporated into university

seminars or used in more.independent contexts. Progression through modules

is self-paced"; not ,a11 trainees are required or expected to complete every

module.

/10.CBTE Criteria

Teaihing competencies selected are derived from logic and the applica-

tion of a systems approac it developed by Budde (1972) of the University of

Kansas. The resulting competency clusters are then broken down operationally



into tem ial. enabling and entmyllevel oL rives. er,cic- art

specifiec in .)ehavioral terms and, are ava_ _DIC for 11:3Du-n:

before initiating workon any module.

Simi_ar-y, ,assessment is, competency

train: .g. Mastery levels for competent:.

1esearch is eing conductec

:o determine realistic' maf

test .items, is gel.

is to correspond _-_) ves,

d f

trainee

mroilgh try

determines which specific compon its

A trainee who tests high on an' Iret sl.

)0

man Dr

. trair.ee

be e_:-2nr-

th -esponding molfule, This does not t-2lud

object ;es, fcr which there are no pretests. pgr

-odules6)anr: SF:ries of modules are based or. ._step. _tem_

, lions .

7.,se modules can be described as meeting ai imp;

_ractiristics, with the possible exceptiDr of t fiel--cen-.:ered element.

0.-.1y the imOementation-related modules involve .rest -__leiicentered input.

However, since many of the individuals participal- 7-g in the field-testing

of theSe modules are in actualty "inthe field, .:his may be an arbitrary

distinction.

Program Evaluation

The scope of evaluation is comprehlive and

entire mddule development cycle. For example the

integral part of the

2xt for evaluation

has included the use of .symbolic, simulated, cc tr. A and nat al evaluation

paradigms, and all pare -post, assessment is crite7ior referenced.
.



: Small, contrail,
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testing of these mc-

,J

estimate of the ;

are based op/data

latterns, but hot

Pupil vAlidation gT.7.1=f, hay

, 4

tion groups are bein7 employ.,

,

oopulaions

Atrol

between 600

ainee knowre,

nvironment c:

beenus4d,

to deterMinc
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seen involved in Abe field
)een.in, aide The

0

r00. 'Effec-. -nez: s criteria'

. 4

attitude', ar.:. I -avior ,

(i.e., pupal TI-cgress).

as indidaterd, adult

-)prioite master levels fob'-

module competencies

The basics desi -e te(ing it

/

test- posttest oa-adige,

using paper and penc

also used, but the :c.

'ating scale:

ch these i

,servatic,r,

r.nentation

st.:2m Are

are used

(ere not indicated.

strumentation,has:Leen estimat:.

7eliability

.Ls .10.

lat7 arras ,of in-

Data analysis has been de::7-iptive; the percen ..!!e has' been

the most frequent form of da-:a -:!sentation.

The independent variabiJ lodule-delivere- knowledge anc. performance-

based training; the dependent measure is trainee performance. lesults have

been positive.

d

Bibliography 1.

Clark, G. 11/44. Edmonds, K. Optimi2ing habilitation services in thp public
schools: Lawrence: University of Kiensas, Dept. of Special Education,
...-Wterim Report, August, 1973.

ileisensteir, G. R. Formative evaluation and competency-based program
developm&nt. Lawrence: University of Kansas, Dept. of Special Education,
1975.

4.



!
.('

1

...
,

)

kProject : The. Special Education Curriculum 'Training .2Center" (SECTrac
, / for Preparation of Curriculuffi Consultants

\ - - /'
Dir ctor: E. L.' Meyen,.R:' Altman, *'and E: M. Chandle

1

p

,Project

,

4,

-Lo)c tion University of Missouri, Department of Special Education, Columbia,
". Missouri

.s"

_ r

Program Description

The SECTrac (Special, Education Curriculum Consultans),Aproject is a

mOdular,, competency-based pxogram for the preparation' of curriculum con- .

sultants. The development .phase/-o`f the progam consisted of the establish -.

meat of an empirical basis for the identification of competendies and the

production of instructional modules. The modules were designed to provide

trainees with the knowledge and skills requir d for competence in consulta-

tion relative to the development, evaluadn and traini g of curriculum,

instruction, materials, and support,services. The s ills developed were

5

on-categorical and generic to a wide range of educational: programs.

In order to obtain empirically derived competencies for training .

curriculum consultants, a

sample of 720 regular and

survey study was undeiaken. A stratified random

sacial education peonnel in an 11 state area

was sent questionnaires. Ratings were obtained of the importance and

trainability of items the questionnaire ongthe role oflturriculum con-

sultants for exceptional children. The result was the identification of 100

orthogonal competency statements, which served as the basis for writing

curriculum objectives.

The 100 competency statements were rated accordingo their perceived

importance by 587_field personnel. Each competency was rated on a 5-p6'int

scale and enabled the determination of the perceived relative importance of

)each. item. Trhinability-tat'ings were also obtained. The majority of re-

spondents viewed 76 of the competencies as primarily_traipable through job
1

,

1
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training 15. competencies primarily trainable through on-campus .instrUction

and 3 competencies as primarily, the function of self- growth.

A panel of specialists in curriculum and special 'education was asked

to apply a'modified Qmprt to the 100 competencieL The results were used

to organize theicompetencies into five function and 'five context dithensions.

The .five .curriculum relevant, functions were evaluating, developing, train-

ing, advisiai and
c
serving as liaison. Each or these' funCtions was seen as

generic to the 'five contexts of curricula instruction, materials and

media, communication processts, and support lkystems.

As a consequence of the clustering Proc dure, were!as4gn

to cells', constituting a function-context matrix. Each of the function-con-

text designations was identified as' a potential module composed of from onq

to 11 competencies. Each competency component was then further reducedintof

two or more behavioral objectives. A typical module was composed of

approximately five competencies, each competency waSicomposed of about' four

competency components, and each competency component was compotad of about

four behavioral objectives. Thus, the typical module was composed of

appr6 mately 80 "functionally related behavioral objectives."

The modules were then produced and field-tested, and a training program

was initiated,at the University of Missouri, Columbia. The training program

is offered on a degree or non-degree ,basis. A number of the modules are

also integrated as course -offerings in the special education graduate*

training program.

CBTE Criteria

. -. ,. ,

.

Theproject.' wa`... cresignedAt the outset as a performance-biased training

program. TY* content of thetmodules is bastd on specific competencies

identified through° sampling expert opinion. The todyles specify the

Cs s

41(1
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ti

'settings for the development of competencies, some,af-which art univerSity

r

'based and other's located in the
r
field:. Trainees are able to specifYitheir

!

own competency goals by §electing from among the available md,dules:

modules:lcontain criterion-referenced assessments designed for trAineeself

evaluation and pacing.

.The modUle have been designed according tb, a systeMs,model, and each
I

of thei 13 compl4ed rdulesincludes the following element:

1. Statement of competenbies the module is designed to develbp, the

setting for completion of the module (i.e., field or campus), and time

estimated for completion.

2. Statement of slope of the modtle and its relationship to overall

program. 4

3. Competency components subsumed under the module.
9

4. Specific instructional objectives stated in behavioral terms.

5. The experiences, resources, and information required by the

trainee to master the content of the module are detailed in the

' L "teaching element" of the module. The information is organized in

terms of instructional objectives with self-assessed criterion measures

for trainee evaluation of achievement. A content plan is included

which details activities, information, and assignments to be carried
40

out in development of competencies:.

A remediation alternative is available for trainees who do not meet

criterion performance. Successful completion of all objectives in the

module constitutes prima facie evidence of mastery.

Program Evaluation

Each module contains an Instructors Manuai=with provision for recording ,

4010

the evaluation criteria for trainee performance. Each traiNG who corns

2:1
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pletes a modult has thus performed to criterion. No independent evaluation

measures were applied, and no other level of program evaluation was con-

templated in the design of the project. Thus, it is not possible to make

any inferences about the transfer effectiveness of the Iraining program:

However, the program has strong face validity, in that the training objeC-

tives were empirically derived and materials were systematically field

tested and modified during development.

The modules havebeen adopted by a number of regular and special

education training programs and are currently available for continued

dissemination.

Bibliography
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Project: A Two-Year Study of the Effects of a CBRU Workshop on Instructional
Decision-Making

Director: D. Sylves* and J. Wolf

Location: State Uniersity College, Buffalo, New York

Program Description

This project was a two year study of the effects of a CBRUAComputer-

Based Resource Unit) workshop on the instructional decision making of pre-
.,

service special education trainees who were being trained to serve educationally

handicapped children in unspecified locations. The six-week (3 hour per day

for 30 days) workshop focused on general knowledge, skills, and attitudes

believed to be important and relevant to the education of educationally

. handicapped children. Follow-up evaluation of the participants occurred

during their student teaching situation in the following school year.

The rationale for this-project centered on the notion that the actual

process of developing a computer -based resource unit (CBRU) is, in itself,

a valuable educational experience for preservice teachers. I was hypothesized

that the following behaviors of workshop participants wo d be positively

modified: (a) ability to identify and write behaviorally stated objectives;

(b) ability to prescribe for given objectives, relevant instructional

activities and materials which are appropriate to the student's individual

difference; (c) an improved self- concept; (d) utilization in student-teaching'

assignments of materials, activities, and grouping procedures which indicate

individualization of instruction; and (e) demonstration in student teaching

of greater pupil participation as indicated by verbal interaction. These

teaching competencies were developed as essential to the teaching of educa-

*Telephone communication 6/5/75

4 1_ 6
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tionally handicapped children. They were specified in behavioral terms and

made availlable for program participants.

The program-covered a period of two years, and the assessment procedures

were somewhat modified after the first year evaluation. In general, assess-

ment criteria (made .1blic) were based ontspecified teacher competencies.

However, specific mastery levels, if required, were not indicated. In year

one, written tests were developed to measure hypotheses. "a" (write behavioral'

objectives),"b" (prescribe activities), and "c" (self-concept). A modified

rating scale was used to evaluate teaching performance (hypothesis "d").

Finally, hypothesis "e" (pupil' 'participation and interaction) was assessed

by the FGESS modification of Flander's Interaction Analysis, Pre-, interim-,

and posttests were administered.

In year two, the written tests were modified, the Perceived Individualiza-

tion of Instruction Scale was utilized, written lesson plans were required

and evaluated, and the FGESS modification of Flander's Interaction Analysis

as used. Again, pre-, interim-, and posttests were administered. Assess-

ment procedures for both years were performance-based and-accounted for

attitude changes and acquisition of knowledge..

CBTE Criteria

Participant progress through the program was determined both by

/-
demonstrated competencies and by course completion in the six week time

period.

This program met the majority of criteria for a competency-based teacher

education program. The program allowed for individualization, both in

developing the CBRU components and, certainly, in practice teaching. Feed-

/
back was supplied through discussions, tests, and rating scales. However,

it was not indicated whether the student and the program were held accountable
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for the student's demonstration of specified competencies before the student

completed the program. Participation in both experimental and control groups

was voluntary.

Although training was based at the University, extensive evaluation

and trainee follow=up was conducted in the field. Decision making by pro-

gram directors concernedthe format and 'objectives of the workshop only.

There was a great deal of student input into the actual process of CBRU

<Levelopment, and students determined the organization and content of the

unit. The only constraint upon student input was the necessity of adhering.r

to a computer compatible format.

Program Evaluation

In each of the study's two years, 30 exceptional education students

completing their junior year were randomly selected for the experimental

group and particAlOation in the workshop. In addition, 30 other students in

special education were randomly selected as the control group. Each trainee

was administered pre- and posttests; the experimental group also took an

interim test as'a measure of immediate progress after completion of the

,workshop.

During the two years, participants' progress was assessed in terms

of criterion-referenced measurements, including written tests, observation

and attitude',scales on individualization, and writtefi lesson plans. Methods

of analysis included multivariate analysis of'variarice, a matched t-tech-

nique, t-tests, and multivariate analysis of covariance.

It was lypothesized that participants would attain higher scores on

measures of relevant cognitive content, on self-concept, on application of

skills in a classroom situation, and on classroom verbal interaction. The

results from year one and year two indicated that the experimental group
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scored significantly higher on the cognitive measures. The experimental

group also tended to have higher means on the affective measures, although

the differences were not always significant.

A student teacher rating scale and the modified Jaspn (a,sign system

observation instrument) scale failed to show significant differences in

classroom application in year one. It was concluded that the lack of re-

liability of the untrained observers produced excessive error. Therefore,

the year two study used written lesson plans and the Perceived IndiVidualiza-

tion of Instructioh Scale (self-administered) for assessment, which resulted

in the experimental group's scoring significantly higher than the control

group on the classroom application variable.

The year two experimental group also scored significantly higher than

the control group on the classroom verbal interaction variable, although

these differences were not Significant during the first year.

Bibliography
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Project: Computer,Applications in the Field of Learning Disabilities

Director: J. Lerner* and J. Schuyler.

Location: Northwestern University, Department of Communicasive Disorders,
School of, Speech, Evanston, Ill

Program Description

This 9rogram was designed for preservice training of graduate students
rJ

in special education. Its\focus is .the acquisition of knowledge and

skills necessary in the diagnosis and remediation of learning problems in

learning disabled children./ It provides simulated experiences of clinical-

teaching processes through the use of computer modules. The programex-

tended over a period of four quarters or four 10-week units. Two courses

were offered: (1) simulation of the di'agnoeric and clinical teaching pro-

cess and (2) a computer course for specialists in learning disabilities and

related areas.

CBTE Criteria
3

The authors of this program believe the primary aim of learning dis-

abilities programs in universities should be training in dia sis and re-

mediation of children's learning problems. In line with this position, the

specific objectives of two-year program were: ,(1) to develop interaCtive

computer programs that would simulate thediagnostic and clinical-teaching

processes and to implement such procedures within the curriculum of the

learning disabilities program and (2) to develqp a model for a course that

would introduce the learning disabilities specialist to certain fundamentals

of computer technology and to implement such a course within the learning

disabilities curriculum. The program was intended as a bridge between and

a supplement to the theory courses and practice.
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The final report lacked sufficient 'data for a thorough evaluation in

terms of criteria for competency7baSed teacher education p grams. There

was no information on whether the general objectives were de fined and

specified in behavioral terms or if these were made public before enrollment Y..

s
in the course. Little information On evaluation procedures is available.

It is not indicated whether the assessment criteria were competency-based;

whether specified mitftery, levels Were required, or whether assessment-pro-g

cedures were made public. It was reported that in the clinical teaching

simulation, traiqedS'Were-evaluated in terms of how their teaching decisions

compared with the responses of a'group of staff and faculty in the clinics.

A weighting system was developed; and the student,was.Aiven both an overall'

,

score and a score (percentage) in each of seven 'areas: the student was

also given the mean class scores and those of the faculty ,group for com-

parison purposes.

Evaldation of the overall program was obtained through attitude

questionnaires regarding the Clinical teaching simulation course and the

computer course. These questionnaires were also completed by six local

learning disabilities teachers and then several who attended workshops

familiarizing them with the program as a validation group. These assessment

procedures account for attitude change rather than acquisition of knowledge.

The trainees spend a specified amount of time with the computer and in

class. Their progress through the program is based on course completion

rather than demonstration of specified competencies.

There is some individualization in the training progilm. The computer

feeds back information requested by the trainee. Thus diff4ent information

may be supplied to different students working with the same "child." Also,

each trainee independently designs his/her "child's" program. Feedback is,
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Cc

continuously supplied by the computer, which answers the student's questions

and also provides information about, the progress of the "child." Feedback

by faculty members is provided at the-termination of the course.

Both the diagnostic- clinical course and the computer course are well

modularized. The trainee can progress through the computer units at his

j
own pace. However, it is not indicated_whettiher the progin accounts for

the traipee's having successfully mastered the desirable competencies by

completing all of the modules. There is student input through the Oalua-
,

tion procedure which provides the basis for program revisions.

Program Evaluation

The trainee group completed attitude questionnaires before and

training. In the clinical teaching course, an analysis employing a

after

correlted
a

t-test was performed on 19 cases to measure attitude lhanges regarding. the

use of the computer in teacher training and the understanding of the diagnostic-

remedial process through computer simulations. In addition, a validation

group of six learning disabilities teachers evaluated the program. A correlated

t-test was also used in the analysis of 15 cases in the omputer course.

There is no available data regarding the procedures for selecting trainees.

The program's reported positive results indicated a.significant ,_ ,tinge

in trainee attitude regdrding the usefulness of the computer in teacher

training and the understanding of the clinical teaching process.

The course involves only simulated teaching experiences and at no time
0

requires the ,trainee to perform before live students. Generally, the student

must show that s/he understands the process of diagnosis and remediation of

learning problems, though some specific teaching skills are included. The

program directors id not intend for these two courses to replace either the
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theory or practicum requirements, rather the courses were intended.to

supplement these requirements and'act as a bridge hptween them.
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Projedt: Methods and Materials Consultant

, Director: .D. Welch

Location: Olathe United School District, Olathe, Kansas

Program Description

The Educational' Modulation Center, sponsored by the Olathe United

School District,,offered simmer and academic year stipends to train in-

service teachers as itinerant Methods and Materials (M,& M) Consultant/

Teachers. The student's to be served are emotionally disturbed and/or

learning disabled. Previous work with such children was desired of pro-

spective trainees, although not necessary.
-

Teachers were trained to be consultants to regular teachers. The

center's training orientation is the use of behavior modification with

emphasis on the development of individualized instructional prescriptions.,

The training format is a three-week workshop in which participants re7

ceived coule material related to the following areas:, (a) specific diagnosis,

(b) educational presCription, (c) orientation to 'use of prescriptive materials

laboratories, and (d) behavior management techniques. The workshop is

offered for three consecutive weeks in the summer or during tee non-con-

seci:itive weeks during the school year. Trainees whb\ elect the former

training option are also assigned a practicum with an itinerant M & M con-

sultant; the trainees who select the academic year trainee do not take a

practicum. Thus, knowledge-skill integration is systematically controlled

for summer trainees only, who work with M & M consultants assigned to,

teachers in 'functioning classrooms.

The program is independent of any 'university credit system, but teachers

may apply to the Universy of Kansas for graduate 'Icredit. on an individual

' basis-.
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.>1
CBI? Criteria

It is difficUlt to rate the degree/ to which this program is competency-

based, because the focus, of the availAhle material was an the deSCription of

the service aspects of the M & M tea er role, rather ty(an the characte/of

training. ainee's terminal competencies are specified in terimint(1 be-
e

havioral terms, bJit criteria for assessment of performace of these or in-;

terim competencies were not indicated. Similarly, no information/ is avail-
\able abort related or implied .CBTE criteria..

Evaluation r
Cothprehensive tracking of child progress is an integral part of M & M

activities. It is used to assess the effects of M & M intervention. in terms

of the pre- and posttest performance of each child on four 'criterion measures
,.

reading, arithmetic, spelling, and a teacher'rating of the child's behavior.
I

The use of pupil performance; scores appears to be validation indices of the

& M training process.
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Discussion and Conclusions

Program Descriptions

/191

The patterns observable in the training programs reviewed here suggest

both common philosophical bases and also distinct 4dministrative pref.-
/

erences and instructional orientations.: These patterns are no? unique to

CBTE. They reflect trends also discernible in tie larger special education

community, e.g., mainstreaming, noncategorical tvaining, diagnostic-pre-
/4

scriptive teaching.

Develbpment of CBTE programs in many of the training institutions

occurred at the undergraduate level; with 65(pansip to master's level degree .

programs. An JIdergraduate program seems to permit More time to provide
,;

truly integrat d training activities, to collectdata fdr, program revision,

and to collect l ong-tern follow-up data. Those graduate programs attached

to universities with undergraduate programs, or those which allow more, than

one year for master's training, seem to be the most highly developed.

The number of inservice training programs sponsored by schoo0l systems

is probably on the increae, particularly in terms of direct assistance to

regular teachers with handicapped children in their classrooms. However,

such programs have not been extensively documented or formalized and/or do

not project a CBTE format. ThOse inservice programs includdd in this 'review

appear to be well received by- participants and very responsive to teacher

needs.

4
The .categories of pupils to be served, as well as the instructional

setting in which they are found, suggest a high degree of commonality across

programs and level of training. Trainees tend to receive noncategorical or

cross - categorical' training and are thus equipped to function in multiple

settings. These factors complement the content focus of training, which

22 a



1011if
192

most often takes the form of diagnostic, prescriptive/clinical teaching.

Traknees typically are expected to acquire genericteaching skills within the

context-Cif-field training, but also increasing]." through the use,of dinicourses

and interactive modules, e.g., CATTS. Only two of the programs.reviewed re=

flect a strong behavior modification orientation, but this:may to due"to

selection bias.

.

Most programs include both knowledge vquisition and skill development

objectives, but integration of knowledge and skills (e.g., coordination of

course content with practica) is apparent in only about half of the programs re-

viewed. Lack of integration--the weakness most often reported by trainees' and

prOgram directors--is also considered the most difficult weakness to eliminate.

ibgrams most successful at integ tion have been those in which course work'

and practica occurred simultaneously, with course work complementing and

supporting skills used while teaching. Typicaly, course works(knowldge objec-

tivesi precedes practica; skills develop'in practica independent of course work..

Training environments usually include natural classrooms and,'-toe lesser

extent, laboratory classrooms. Only two programs, Indiana and Northefm Iowa,

require trainees to work through a systematic gradation of instructional re-

sponsibility, i.e., tutoring, small group instruction; entire class. Course

work usually occurs in seminars and,-when associated with school-sponsored

inservice training programs, often fakes place in a teacher retraining center

or school building rather thari at a university.

About half of the training programs report using modules, but it is

difficult to determine what portion of the program is modularized. Most

programs which detail the content and sequence of their curricula support

th modular approach but indicate that the time and effort associated with

ad ting a total modular format is prohibitive. For the most part, curricula
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information te9ds to crflect a format in transition between tradition

formats and legitimate modular formats.

Three programs report usinFg workshops, but the functions of these

workshops vary actiegs the programs. At the University of Northern Iowa,

workshops used to 6rient cooperating (supervising) achers to the

194

,.\

course

undergrad4ate trai ing.program/proCe,dures. The workshops at the State

University College at Buff'alo is a six-week program in !which a curriculum

unit for a competency-based retrieval unitlis generated. The program\at
.444-,

th University of onnecticut is similar but lasts over an extended period

(42 weeks): The service project at the University, of Connecticut was

developed to train teachers to be effective supervising teachers. After-
_

6
school workshops are used to explain rel9vant ,content and tOdemonstrate

desirable skills. While attending the after- school workshops, the cooperating

teachers also work with student teachers in their respective classrooms.

The.Programs reviewed reflect a high degree of variability in delivery,

systems; even so, they all approximate a CBTE format to some degree. This

suggests that the CBTE model can accommodate a wide range of settings and

training orientations and is therefore not necessarily restrictive.

CBTE" Criteria

The available data indicate that most CBTE programs re'y primarily on

authoritative sources for the basis of competency selection. This fact,

however, does not impede the generation of comprehensive clusters of com-

petencies, nor does it restrict the utility of such clusters. Once com-

petencies are generated for training programs, most programs are willing to

subject competency statements to public scrutiny.

The breakdown in any training program related to CBTE criteria typically,

occurs when p4-ograrn developers it directors attempt to specify mastery levels

4
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for knowledge and/or performance objectiVft. Those who are successful tend

artifical.and/or isolleairlISessment criteria which lend them-

,

selves to easy record keeping paradigms. In additionalth4ough performance

criteria are stipulated, they are often, arbitrarily determined. The issue

of assessment criteria and determination of mastery levels is one which

suggests the#pressing need tO:incorPorate empirical processes in the design

and implementation of CBTE training. An empirical basis for setting mastery

A)
levels anti prescribing the' context)in which performance occurs would not be

to focus on

as subject to trial and error.

On the issu6\6f progression through training programs, thiIs review

ndicates that most programs tend to work under fixed time litits p.g,,
) -2 .

.
. .

. .)
intermediate and final termination points, such as the semester system),

but a great deal of flexibility is possible within these limits, especially

years ofif training is totally under program control (e.g., the last.two

an undergraduate program,,withall other course work completed). Some very

innovative inservice options which cope well with the schedules of teachers

have been develOped by the'programs reviewed here (University of Idaho:

1.
Mark Twain Intership Program, Olathe, Kansas.)

In terms of

a fair amount of

In addition, most

based experiences

implied and related CBTE criteria, most programs provide

individualization 'and incorporate some form "of feedback.

programs are systematic, modularized, and employ field-

. :These three piarticular characteristics were probably

present to spne `Vxtent Ai traditional training programs supplanted by CBTE

formats arid probably can be identified In numerous prograts that continue

to projectlia_traditional orientation. Therefore, the most-salient related

and implied elaracteristies of CBTE are those which distinguish .CBTE from

traditional options, the form and frecipency of student/program .
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empirically based program revision. Only a few p ograms seem highly-

developed in these areas. The fact that a few diverse training programs
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reflect such high standards in terms of accountability, prOtocols, and pro.-

gram revision suggests that such goals are eminently attainable.

Program Evaluation

A great deal of variability is refl9cted in evaluation paradigms across
(

programs, and this variability holds for descriptions of evaluation programs,

'designs, and results. Although the context of evaluation in most programs

suggests a progression from the symbolic (knowledge) to the natural (real

°

classroom), the progression.does Nit necessarily produce a hierarchy of skill

attainment.

Programs which integrate evaluation environments in a logical progression

often report gross evaluation data in summarized form. Occasionally,

attitude data are offered as the major support. for program justificatjon or

effectiveness. Only two programs cite pupil change data as evidence of

program effectiveness, although three others report using pupil change

data as a additional, means of determining program effectiveness.
40

In-the design of program evaluations,"only three programs employed con-
.

tror,groups in determining program effectiveness, and selection of trainees.

across most programs is nonrandom. A pretest-posttest design appears to be

most-popular for trainee evaluation; this 'design and the time-series method

are used most often in those evaluationkp4radigms which include pupil change

data.

Criterion tests, opinion surveys, and rating scores are the most frequent

forms of instrumentation used, probably becauSe these methods lend themselves

readily to descriptive summarisation, i.e., percentages. Reliability, when

r)
404_
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reported, is usually associated Wit Pt inter-rater stability.

It appears that, program evaluation, that is, total evaluation, is often

an afterthought in program design and implementation. Although extensive

trainee evaluation accompanies a CBTE program, this is often reflected only

in summary fashion as attitude change or percentage levels on a series of

criterion-referenced tests. Performance evaluation data are often founded

on unreliable instrumentation. Pupil change data are infrequently reported.

New documentation processes seem most warranted if special education programs

are to achieve relevant accountability systems that facilitate effective

-decision making at all levels of teacher training.

Conclusion

Variety and commonality in structure, substance, and emphasis were re-

flected in the programs reviewed here. The programs also suggest the pro-

blems and strengths inherent in the development of a CBTE forMat. The final

chapters are .an attempt to generate a set of.guidelines and recommendations

for those interested in CBTE program development and revision, and for those

concerned with improving research in teaching. If the focuS'of both interest

groups is better trained teachers, then such groups should engage in com-.

plementary and interactive efforts that will facilitate the identification

of innovative training paradigms and validated teaching skills.
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CHAPTER IV..

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
Teacher' Oehavior Research and CBTE
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From a CBTE perspective the purpose of research on teacher behavior is

to provide an empirical 'Wsis for the selection of appropriate oomiietencies

and for the assessment Of'"good" teaching for teacher training. The nest

criterion for judging the utility of specified observable teacher behaviors
A

is the effect of such behavior on the growth of handicapped pupils. Hence,

an empirical base for CBTE in special education would constitute the

identification of a. set of teacher behaviors which have been demonstrated

to have significantly interacted with the characteristics of handicapped

pupils to enhance the growth of objectives for such pupils. Our review of

the research literature clearly indicates the absence of such dy of

empirically determined competen ies'in special eduCationor for regular

education for that matter. th pre and inservice teacher training

programs throughout the United States are currentlY in various stages of

develOping facets of CBTE programs with virtually no objective basis for

supporting the competency statements which serve to de `in:: their operational

objectives. Hence, most existing training programs in 'al education are

predicated on criteria from needs assessments which may be unrelated to

pupil growth criteria (i.e., professional biases, philosophical commitments,

percpetions of school administrators, etc.).

As we review the body of literature available in special education it

is apparent that relatively few researchers have focused their attention

on relating specific teaching behaviors ..to the growth of handicapped pupils.

Further, those few attempts to uncover relevant teach._ag behaviors have- been

for the most part unsuccessful. Research in teacher behavior has had, as

1
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a result, virtually no impact of the field of teacher training in special

education generally -nor on CBTE specifically.

Securing An Empirical Base for CBTE Through Teacher Behavior Research

In this section we will attempt to present some critical issues which

must he addressed if an empirical basis for CBTE in special education is

to be achieved.

The. Role of Theory in Teacher Behavior Research. Our review has

revealed a paucity of theory directing research efforts in this area. The

serious researcher is frequently faced with the necessity of developing a

conceptual framework to guide.the selection of potentially "high pay-off"

Variables to study. This process necessitates. activity of a theoretical
. ,

nature which frequently has no obvious relationship to the current "product

orientation" of project sponsors. The general unwillingness of sponsors to

support activity having a basic or theoretical thrust probably contributes

more than any single variable to the general lack-Of conceptual framework

oPthe research reviewed in the preceding chapters.

The requirements of -1,,,r%,1-ical work must be drawn from an integration

of our knowledge of h: icapped learners, the nature of curric LIlum content,

and conception of teaching. To be maximally effective in guiding research

in teacher behavior, theoretical conceptualiAtions must seek to identify

those instructional and pupil characteristic which most-probably relate

to pupil growth. This implies more than the c nstruction of hypotheses

related to the effects of one type of administrative arrangement over another.

What is needed are efforts to construct models which suggest that teachers

with specified ha L_ ,Astics, who demonStrate specified observable teaching

behaviors, with pupils having specified learning characteristics will produce
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desired pupil outcomes within the limits of specific educational p6texts.

\ ....,-

Elie complexity of searching for functional relationships between presage,

process, and product variables in the study of teacher behavior demands a

sizable effort in order to prioritize variables for study and potential

pay-off. Theory is a powerful tool for organizing such an endeavour. It

is, to be sure, not the only promising strategy'for uncovering meaningful

relationships between teacher behavior and pupil growth. But it is, in our

opinion, a necessary component of a total effort. Without the nurturing of

sound theoretical conceptualization§ we run the risk of floundering in a

sea of variables with little hope of maximizing our efforts to develop an

empirical basis for CBTE in.special education.

Recommendation 1.00.' Agencies supporting research on
teacher behavior should allocate funds for the develop=,
ment and preliminary testing of theoretical conceptuali-
zations which attempt to explain and predict, within
specified educational contexts, relationships between
the characteristics of handicapped learners and the
Characteristics and behaviors of teachers.

1.01. Theoretical work should have
potential for- contributing,to the identification of
relevant teacher' behavior variables which can be
directly measured and subsequently filtered to teacher
training practitioners in the form of validated com-
petency statements to be included in selection and/or

training procedures.

1.02. Theoretical work should have
the potential for developing the basis for a unified
cluster of empirical research which is guided'by a
clearly defined set of constructs within a specified
domain or facet of special education.

The Role of Programatic Research. Closely related to the need and

importance of theory in studying teacher behavior, is the role and status

of programatic research in thig area of special education. In almost all

instances, our review suggests that efforts in the field of teacher be-

havior research in special education is ch4racterized'by the "one shot" study

of relitively short duration.. There is an absence of comprehensive long-
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term commitments to programatic and/or longitudinal research in'this area.

We believe that the absence of long-terM commitments of researchers to

problems in teacher liefliv\ior research may be primarily due to the federal

funding practices rather than to a tack of awareness of need or lack of

commitment on the part ofresearchers; Our pen al of the support structure

of research reviewed in the present report reveals that in,almost all cases

such projects were funded/through federal agency sponsorship. Hence, the

influence of policies and practices of sponsoring agenices must be considered

as a factor in accountil for the relative dearth of programatic and/or

longitudinal work in this area.

Programatic research requires relatively heavy financial commitments

over protracted time periods and is- frequently associated. with the need.for

a considerable degree of freedom on the part of research teams in allocating

efforts and resources. This is the case because programatic efforts character-

istically require teams of researchers working together and with a differ-

entiated supporting s the work is generally of arsequential nature in

that projected activities are frequently determined by the results of

previous activities of the group. Such requirements are often at odds ) - a

with the internal policies and practices ibf federal sponsoring agencies who

must onsider issues such as relative distribution of limited funds, fiscal

policies of government in relationship to cash flow limitations,'0-

ments'of "contract" versus."grant" support, relative risks in putt Luu

many eg n one basket" catering to contemporary "short term" needs. etc.

Furthermore, lai scale programatic efforts require considerable advanced,

planning and, organization--they require extensive basic and theoretical

work--all o which freqeuntly conflict with agency policies and practices.

The result is ghat researchers are often unable to adequately address

23i
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criticallconceptual and/or methodological issues, as it is simply easier to

conduct "short term" and "one-shot" studies given the current funding

patterns of sponsors. The problem, however, is that in seeking to uncover

relationships between teacher behaviors and pupil outcomes we are not apt

el

to reach our objectives through one-shot projects of short duration. For

example, research directed toward uncovering relevant teacher behaviors

which influence the growth of severely handicapped children certainly must

account for the uniquely slow growth pattern of these pupils. It is uhiat'ly

that sufficient variance in pupil growth could be evidenced over a one

two year period to reveal teacher behavior torrelates of such growth. We

contend that the nature of the handicapped pupil populations whose growth

we seek to maximize through teacher behaviors demands research of a pro-,

gramaiic long-term nature. Unleis sponsors are willing to support such

endeavours both professionally and financially we can expect accommodations

which result in single ,s19pt studies Yielding null results, the selection

of independent and dependent variables fo/Study which have limited utility

for scheol purposes, and the structuring of experimental conditions that

`have limited generalizability to the naturalistic environments in which

handicapped chiI,r\en are taught. It appears ironic that those committed to

fostering growth among handicapped pupils have adopted policies tnc actices

_in the support of research which ignore the unique, characteristic of these

I(
children.

Recommendation 2.00. High priority should be given
to thei,support of programatic and longitudinal research
on the effects of teacher behavior on the growth i)f.
handicapped pupils.

-2.01.
and

policies and practices
--Should be reviewed and revised to encodfage researchers
in the field'to undertake the commitments implicit in
programatic and longitudinal efforts.

O 4 -
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2.02. Programatic research programs
should be preceNnY evidence of completion of the-
necessary theoretical and methodological work to
optimize the potential pay off from the projected /C
systematic research program.

Proposed research of a programatic nature cannot be assessed using the

same criteria as those used for single project research proposals. The

;1 204.

sponsor must establish a differential set of criteria for each type of

research and development activity. To assess proposals of programatic

nature using the same criteria as is used for single studies, placing each

type of activity in competition for the same funds, is analagous to judging

the merits of a particular "gourmet dish" with a carefully planned "gourmet

dinner." The "dish" must not be rejected because does not satisfy our

appetites: nor must the "dinner" be rejected because it is more extensive,

an9 expensive'than the "dish". Tht point is that the single project and

the comprehensive program of research are designed to meeediffererit

objectives, each requires different physical and human resour-es, each

requires a different assessment and commitment.

2.03. Sponsors should establish different
criteria for assessing the support potential of programati
research and individual studies,-respectively. Programatic
research proposals should never be placed in competition
with individual project proposals.

2.04. Sponsors should determine the
propo on of resources to be allocated to programatic
and i ividual research projects, respectively. Operational
criteria should be established for defining proposed
research into one or the other category. Assessment
of proposals should,involve-only within-category
competition for support funds.

/
We have indicated the rather fragmentary state.o -f the research literature

related to teacher behavior and suggested that one very promising approach

to ameliorating this condition is through the suppori-of programatic research

efforts. However, our emphasison programatic efforts should not be

construed as an exclusive preference. On the contrary, we found a number

2 3,-,
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4 of excellent "one shot" studies'which if coordinated with a broader network

of similar work could contribute significantly to our knowledge of teacher

behavior effects. There continues to'be a great need for well conceived

individual efforts targeted at problems of a more modest natur, when compared

to programatic or longiitUdinal research programs. But whether they be field-

initiated or request-for7proposals (RFPs),Jit is imperative that'such

individual pAsects address high priority needs in a field having relatively

few available research dollars The pay-off of i _vidual projects can be

enhanced through,progrPnatic planning at the national level. That is,

there is a need for finding a mechanism for coordinating the individual

"gourmet dishes" into a "gourmet dinner" prepared by different "chefs" at

different "restaurants"-- while not constraining the creativity. and

particular abiltiesbf individuals from making their most effective

contributiortSh.

SponL, support
resew P jects national

needs i. the teacher behavior research area However,

a °method be devised for developing the, means for
coordinating individual projects through the stipulation
of those priorities stated in sufficient detail to permit
assessing the importance of proposed work against prior-
ities.

Methodological Issues and Needs in the Study of Teacher Behavior-

In the absence of a comprehensive body of literature in special educa-

tion related to the study of teacher behaviOr and in the view of the

limited resources for supporl f such activity, the question of greatest

pertinence is: which specific activities have highest potential pay-off

toward developing an empirical basis for CBTE? We have already suggested

' the support of theoretical and conceptual efforts-as a, tool for facilitating

such decisions. In this section we turn to a second set of activities

which we believe should be considered as relatively high priority if the
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goal of research in teacher behavior vis-a-vis CBTE is to be realized.

These are a cluster of issues and neds which are primarily methodological

in nature. They are aimed at the form rather than the substance of

m research activities but are no less important since theycletermine the

usefulness, reliability, and validity of the results obtained through

research endeavours.

Criterion Variable Construction. Our review has left us with the

rather uneasy impression that researchers and teacher trainers alike are not

clear in their convictions relative to what outcomes or growth variables

are most highly valued in considering the progress of handicapped children.

in the schools. Furthermore, there is little evidence to assist in

i 4
determining the

i

allies held by other ret4ant groups (e.g., parents,

admInistrators, le islators, etc.) which would help in clarifying the goals

of educational programs for handicapped children. If we are to seek those

teacher behaviors which significantly influence a handicapped child's growth,

it is imperative that we have a'thorough understanding of what it is that

we are attempting to optimize and/or minimize among handicapped pupils.; It

would be very useful if researchers did in fact have evidence concerning

the extent to which relevant target populations value different outcomes

for handicapped pupils of different types, ages, etc. To our knowledge

there are no such comprehensive studies reported in the research literature.

Recommendation 3.00. High priority should be afforded
to the study 'of the values held by various,target'groups
(e.g., teachers, parents, administrators, legislators,
community organizations) coincerning growth and outcome
objectives (e.g., academile growth,' social growth,
communications growth, moral development, growth in
self concept, etc.) for various handicapped pupil
populations.

3.01. Attempts should be.made to determine
for all target groups sampled, what types of evidence

24;
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would constitute acceptable criteria for a4sessing
growth in the various areas concerned. Attempts
Should be made to determine which criteria would repre-
sent minimal evidence of growth.

While the recommendations in 3.00 and 3.01 are directed toward

uncovering the outcomes most highly valued by relevant target groups and

the determination of what constitutes minimal evidence for the achievement

of growth criteria, it appears safe to assume that academic competence is

generally accepted as a high priority objective for most handicapped

school aged chAdren. HOwever, there appears to be considerable difference

of opinion as to how to measure grow'th in academic achievement. Many

special educators are critical of standardized achievement tests and argue

for criterion referenced measures of pupil growth. Others argue that the

nature of some handicapped children warrants a more functional approach to

4.
academic achievement in contrast to the developmental character of most-

academic curricula. Hence, it is argued, special education programs

frequently emphasize the utility of learning (or teac4ng) elected facets

of academic curricula in preference to .a strict adherence to prescribed

developmental sequences for particulaf grade levels. The selected content,

emphasized in such programs is often,not repfesented through standardized

measures of academic growth.

3.02. Priority should be given to projects
which attempt to develdp Achievement measures which are
commensurate With Nth the characteristics of specified
handicapped populatibns and defined curricula.

( Many special educators contend that fostering the social arid/or

emotional growth of handicapped pupils is more important than academic

growth objectives. The relatively high value afforded to such,non-academic

growth objectives has not, however, been accompanied by the development of

valid and reliable assessment tools applicable for use with exceptional

4

ee,
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children. There is clearly a. need for the development of new methods and

tools sufficiently sensitive to uncover change in personal/social attributes

of handicappL pupils as a function of teaching.

3.03. Priority should be afforded to
projects which attempt to develop methods and tools for
the valid and reliable measurement of relatively small
increments of change among handicapped pupils in the
non academic areas of growth. Particular emphasis should
be given to measurement of pupil growth in self Concept,
social competency, communications skills, perceptual-motor
skiys, attitude development, moral development, cognitive
development, other dimensions of personality change, and
other personal dimensions relevant to the specified
objectives of special education programs.

The extensive use of summative instruments in measurement of the growth

of the handicapped, leads us to believe that output variables have been

too narrowly defined by researchers. It may be useful to adopt the posAkrft

that child growth occurs cumulatively in small steps, With children

having relatively slow or impeded development it is necessary to adopt

a fine grained assessment procedure in determining growth as a function

of teaching. Workers who use behavior modification paradigms tend to utilize

such assessment procedures in attempting to track efgorts to, accelerate

or decelerate behavior representing a specified objective. Hor4ever, the

classical approach of behavior modification has led to rather limited

conceptions of applicable metrics. There is a need for the development of

observation teachniques which capture the behavior of handicapped pupils

in both controlled and naturalistic environments without necessarily relying

on rather simplistic indexes of two stage S-R relationships. There is a

need for dependent variables which describe more than the rate and frequency

of child behavior in ratter contracted behavioral units. Measures which

describe relatively complex chains'of behavior, which include indexes of

intensity and generality are needed.

3%.

2 4
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3.04. Priority should. be given to the
development of valid and reliable obServation'inttrUments
designed to measure growth of handIa5;aFUR s cumula-.
tively as they function in their respective special

4' educational contexts. Instruments Should yield data
permitting infeiences pertinent to the complex nature
of the growth variables under assessment. They'should

'attempt to measure the intensity, duration, andgeneraliz-
ability of behaviors in addition to simple rate and

Ufrequency measures. They should characterize logical
segments of behavioral samples in addition to simple S-R
segments.

C.
Another important concern relates to the source of evidence for child

growth. It appears to us that most workers in the field limit their

criteria to so called objective testresuil.g., pupil change data drawn

from objective instruments). There is a clear, need to expand our current ,

conceptions of valid evidence for teaching effects or measuring teacher

behavior and its effects. Work which seeks to explore new procedures and

sources for generating such data should receive support in spite of the

apparent "high risk" nature of such activity. Specifically, we see merit',

in exploring the development of valid and reliable procedures for deter1ining

pupil growth and teacher assessments through direct iiiteryiews and/oar test-
,

ing of
hVP

Odicapped pupils and their parents. There is value in determining

growth of handicapped pupils from data derived from the perceptions of their

peers, teachers, and other relevant opulations who interact with such

children. Disparities obtained between d' t sources of data,relevant

to the same growth variables or teacher behavior variables need not assume

standard psychometric, interpretations (e.g., lack of concurrent Validation

with a normreferenced or criterion referenced instrument). Rather, the

tudy of discrepant perceptions of criterion variable states may assist in

a more dynamic understanding of the variables themselves.

Prioritizing Research, Designs in, the Study of Teaching.

:,Presage Variable S:Eudies.. Our review reveal Rd that a relatively high
e ,

A

A-4
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percentage.of the existing literature falls into paradigms which seek to

relate one set of presage measures to another. Hence, teacher background

Variables, previoloveeriences, personal characteristics, attitudeS', per-
,

sonality traits, motiv4tions for teaching the handicapped, etc. are typically

interrelated. In' our view such Studies merit relatively low priority. for.

further support. They tend to describe existing'characteristics of teachers

and/or plapils but add little to building a basis for CBTE programs. Even

where such interesting presage variables as reasons for teaching the

handicapped, nature of teacher training program received, and personali.

4ttributes of the teacher are related to type of children taught, attitudes

towardteaching;expectancies, .etc. it is our view. that relatively0ittle

gain is to be achieved by the results of such studies vis -a -vis the

establishment of an empirical,basis_for CBTE in special education.

Presage-Process Studios. Studieshwhich seek to relate pupil and/or

teacher characteristics to the teacher -pupil interactions in educational

contexts appear worthy of continued support. While relatively little can

be gleaned from such studies pertinent to the establishment of competency

goals for teachers, they may be--useful in stipulating criteria for the

selectionof personnel to work with the handicapped-- particularly, if the
do

processes observed have discernible valences relative.te what is deemed

facilitative in the behavior of teachers in the education of handicapped

children. If teacher-pupil interactions are implicitly scaled by decision

makers with respect to the objectives of special education for the handicapped,

then the relationship of these variables to teacher and/or pupil presage

variables may well have Oplications for policy and practice.

Presage-Product Studies. Studies in this category tend to explore the

relationship-between pupil or teacher characteristics and,the growth of
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pupil or teacher. In our opinion such studies are generally joor risks

relative to producing results having direct policy or practice implications.

Hence, we suggest they receive relatively low priority for future support.

It is, however, important to point out that such studies may yield interesting

results which prove heuristic for more comprehensive subsequent investigations.

For example, stuaTA which attempt to demonstrate that certain teacher

'characteristics (e.g., attitudes, knowledge, previous experience, previous
. .

training, etc.) are related to specific pupil outcomes,(e.g., reading

achievement, change in social acceptance, improved self-concept, growth

effects of instructional variables on pupil outcomeswhere,The teacher

presage variables are, in effect, proxies for unmeasured teacher behaviors

(e.g.,ieacher attitudes maybe correlated with unMeasumed teacher pupil

interaction variables, both 4f which, are correlated with pupil dutcOmes).-

If.the relationship between the presage and unmeasured'process variables is

relatively strong, then it may be most parsimonious to focus on the presage

variables as potential teacher selec on criteria her than the process,

(interaction) variables as potenti 1 training objec vpssince process data

are more expensive and difficult to obtain. The problem however, is that

previous research both in regular andripecial education has been particularly

unsuccessful in identifying.tekher presage variqles which predict pupil

outcomes. The bulk of educational research literature does suggest that

pupil presage variables are excellentpredictors, of pupil outcomes (e.g.,

pupil sex,, age, intelligence, socio-economic status, entry achievement

level, are usually stronger predictors of pupil academic achievement than

teaching variables). We believe that the lack of success in identifying

relevant teacher presage variables predictive of pupil growth is due to

1
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their distal relationship to pupil outcomes in the causal chain of variAles

explaining such outcomes. In other words it does not appear reasonable to

expect to find reliable and meaningful, teacher presage variables which

predict pupil outcomes because so many educational process and presage

variables interact with these teacher presage variables to mediate, moderate,

attenuate and/or suppress their effects. Hence, we argue for highest

priority consideration for those studies seeking to relate the most proximal

teaching variables to pupil growthijn special education.

/ Presage-product studies ignore the process variables which are iroximal ."

/
,i

,

t .to
4

the outcomes of interest--they assume the pedological pro-

cesses between teachers and handicapped, pupils from the definition of
.

presage variables. These assumptions are often erroneous, thus yielding
(

null results. Herice, the typical presagel)roduct,study defines or by

what method a teacher has been trained and seeks to relate t ere variables

to pupil outcomes. The transfer of ,skills attained in training to class-
(

room operations is typically not studied directly--but rather assumed to

have taken place. Hence, many presage-product studies of this type appear

to the casual observer to be process-product studies. A, teacher having a

high verbal intelligence score doe's not necessarily differ in her verbal

classrooehavior from another teacher haVing a relatively low measured

verbal intelligence score. 'Modulation of verbal classroom behavior of

teachers of handicapped,qhildren is probably more proximal to pupil com-

prehension. ti J1 is the teachers general verbal competence.

Process Studies. Studies which seek to relate teacher and pupil be-

havior in 'educational contexts have high priority for support in our view.

Such studies promise to uncover teacher behaviors which covary with deiirable

and undesirable pupil behaviors within special educational contexts. Hence,

they promise toyield needed information upon which to build an understanding

fi



213

of teachin effects on instruction of handicapped children and to contribute

to the stipulation of specific behavioral competencies needed by teachers of

the handicapped. Here again it is important to emphasize that the relatids-

ships obtained through such studies are limited to occurrence within particular

_ educational contexts and are frequently de2criptive (e.g., teacher questioning

level zelated to pupil response, level; pupil off-task,behavior related to

teacher managemeAt style; teacherigrouping procedures related to pupil

participation in lesson).

Process studies may be conducted under controlled or naturalistic

environmental conditions. Process oriented projects conducted in controlled

environments usually can control sources of variability t rough experimental

manipulation and randomization and therefore, are expect9 to incT4ase the

internal validity of results reported. Such studies should receive high

priority only if they promise to achieve a reasonable level of internal

validation through their proposed designs and if the relationships studied

have potential for external validation in naturalistic settings.

Field studies of teaching processes have the decided advantage of

describing relationships which exist in-naturalistic educational contexts

within Vie schools. Such relationships are frequently of relatively high

importance and utility because-they emerge from a multitude of uncontrolled

variables present in the naturalistic educational environments in which they

are studied. Such studies are usually fraught with sources of invalidity

due to the research inability to control variables. However, relationships

obtained under such condition \ are apt to be of considerable interest and

importance te) practitioners in the field as well as teacher,behaviOr re-

searchers. ReSults of such studies are, however, frequently difficult to

(
f

interpret - -we know that relationships reliably exist but are frequently at
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a loss to indicate why they exist. The problem with naturalistic process

Studies is not when significant relationships between pupil, and teacher

behavior are evidenced, but rather when relationships are disguised or

- _

depressed in magnitude due to the many sources of invalidity introduced by.
1 t

poor research design. Henc we 1.ecommend that priority be given to

naturalistic process studies only if the proposed designs of such studies.

lermit uncovering the relationships sought.

Another important consideration in prioritizing process oriented

.naturalistic studies is the issue of cost effectiveness. Such studies are

relatively costly, requiring considerable time, energy, and financial re-

sources during the data collection'and analysis phases. Therefore, it is

-essential that naturalistic process investigations be closely scrutinized

for adequacy of design and feasibility 2pf all operations proposed prior to

receiving support.

frocess-Product Studies. Teacher behavior studies which seek to identify

those teacher behaviors which are related to pupil growth criteria deserve

very high priority consideration-for further support. Such studies haveliF

direct relevance to both policy and practice in CBTE. "Relativelyfew such

studies have been identified and reviewed in the present work. There is

a clear need for investigations, of this tyWin all areas of speci.91 education.

However, it appearS unlikely that researchers contemplating such studies

would ignore relevant presage variables. We, therefore, move directly to

a discussion of the merits of presage-process-product studies.

Presage-Process-Product Studies. It is obvious that the most potentially

useful investigations toward developing an empirical basis for CBTE are

0 those that include he three major blocks of variables of the PPP taxonomy.

Such studies require omprehensive multi-variate designs and demand both
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programatic and longitudinal commitments of researchers. They tend to be

costly and difficult to conduct. But in ourlopinion they are deserving of

the highest possible priority for support.

It is probably not feasible to expect that pure experimental paradigms

can be developed for PPP studies given the constraints imposed by the

exigencies of educational research. However, new and exciting methodological

innovations are being introduced into educational research which permit the

('

s itematic stidy of complex;educational phenomena through the use of'multi-

(
ariate correlational techniques. For example, the emergence of path

analysis which has proven so useful in econometrics and sociology is

currently being utilized in PPP paradigms in regular education (Berliner &

,Ward, 1974 eves, 1972). The techhique permits the construction of mini-

causal models which can be empirically tested with path coefficients

permitting causal inferences to be made from correlational data. The develop-

ments in multiple regression analysis, commonality analysis, and other

multi-variate procedures are promising when related to PPP studies in special

education (c.f., Kaufman, Semmel, F Agard, 1973). In assessing the particular

merit of a proposed project which seeks to study the relationships between

presage-process-product variable clusters, it is imperative that investigators

incorporate appropriate multivariate procedures to assure that sufficient

methodological sophistication and statistical power is attained to analyze

the complex re ationships being sought.

3.05. Priorities for suppor of teacher
behavior studies in special education show d be partially
based upon the classess of variables whi dnvestigators
propbse to investigate. Priority should be afforded to
studies ii each category in accordance with the following
recommendations.
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Class of'Variables Rank Priority

1 Highest
2

Presage-Process-Product
Process-Proiduct
Process
Presage-Process

Presage- Product
Presage

3

4

5

6 Lowest
r

Str egies for Studying the Effects of Teacher Behavior on Pupil Growth

We have recommended that designs including all blocks subsumed by ti ---

PPP model are most likely to yield highest "pay-off" for establishing an

empirical basis for CBTE in special education. There remains consideration

of the research strategies through which these variables may be most effectivel:

studied.

ascriptimaaelationalayraclas. A number of researchers have

attempted to study the relationship between teaching and pupil growth through

correlational procedures. Typically, the three classes of variables (PPP)

are intercorrelated to determine the strength of relationships between in-

dependent and dependent, measures. It shouldbe noted that this strategy

has-telded minimal validation data for teacher behaviors (competencies)

with respect to academic achievement among normal pupils in regular educa-

tional programs. With respect to research in the field of special education

it appears premature to evaluate correlational methods used for establishing'

relationships between teacher behavior and pupil growth, simply because so

few studies of this nature have been reported in the literature. In the ab-

,sence of a body of literature from which to infer the most fruitful independent

"variables to study and withthe dearth of theory in this field, most correla-

tional procedures will result in "shot Run" approaches to uncovering relevant
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relationships.

One potentially promising correlational design was reported by Semmel,

Sitko, & Krieder,. (1973) in which two year gain scores of NR pupils on

commu9icationskills were used to identify high and low gain teachers

(class means) at the extremes of the class gain,score-sontinuum. These

teachers were then systematically observed using Finders Interaction

Analysis system in afidlhdfortito uncover behaviors which discriminate the two

groups. Presage wriables (e.g., teachers age, experience, etc.) were then

related to the performance variables. McDonald (1974), and Berliner and Ward

(1974) have subsequently recommended a more powerful strategy having the

advantages of greater methodological precision and promise-for developing

possible causal inferences betweew-blocks of variables. Essentially, theSe

researchers propose a strategy wherein class mean or pupil post-test scores

are regressed on the pre- est scores for a large sample of teachers. The

res%archer theh identifies teachers who deviate markedly from the regression

function (above and below the line). Then the paradigm calls for intensive

study of the teaching behavior and other characteristics of these' tliers."

Once identifying the teaching performances that differentiate these teachers.

from others in the study a hypothesis relating to teacher behavior and pupil

growth is established. The hypothesis is subsequently tested through repli-

cation and/or experiment.

Using paradigms similar to the one described above it should be possible

ito isolate specific teaching variables having particularly strong relation-

ships with the growth of handicapped children in school related objectives.

Armed with such empirical data, the field can move toward explicating and

elaborating theoretical views having considerable empirical support--pro-

gressing both conceptually and empirically toward theoretical-experimental

research designs which seek to validate 'causal inferences relative to the
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effects of teacher behavior'on pupil growth. At the end of this rather

lengthy chain 7.11d emerge empirically validated teacher competency statements

with relatively clear indicators as to the conditions under which they can

most effectively be acquired by teacher-trainees as a function of traindng.

Further, the empirical basis, for CBTE in special education would include

sufficient information about the relevant attribute by treatment' interactions

(ATIs) between type Of handicapped child and nature of teacher behaviors to

lead to meaningful differentiation ,of training programs--this in-contra-
\

distinction to contempoil'ary criteria for differentiating between existing

programs (e.g., programsof training to teach the mentally retarded, be-
,-,1

7//--
haviorally disordered, learning disabled, visually impaired, etc.).

Experimental Study of Teaching Effects. One of the most salient features

.

of experimental studies is the requirement of randomization andmanipulation

of variables. It should be noted that the research reviewed rarely utilized

these powerful techniques toward achieving valid results. We contend that

in most instances researchers would have preferred utilizing such experi-

mental methods but due to the conditions predefined by the context in which

they chose to work such methodological standards are simply not possible.

ExperiMental studies are not easily conducted within the confines of on-
o,

/
g ng special education programs in 'the public schools or training institu-

tions since the priorities of t t eprograns are frequently,antagonistic

to the demands of experimental rigor. The result is invariably a compromise

in favor of the program requirements, with the subsequent result of weakening

the research to a point where research findings are frequently questionable

against conventional criteria of external'and internal validity.. Hence,

it would appear that there is sufficient reason to propose greater support for

experimental studies of teacher effects within contexts under the control

of the researcher (i.e., in laboratory settings). Studies performed in the
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laboratory have the clear adv tage of potential control of variableI that

threaten the internal validity f research res.lts. However, they frequently

control the environment in` ways ich seriously 'limit the external validity ',

of the-results--thus are rarely applicable tc:wthe conditions preyiiling in

the schools. This is why it is our contention that controlled experimentation

should procede from a base of both theory and empirical findings drawn from

in situ descriptive correlational studies conducted in the schools. Once

validating hypothesized relationships through replication in the schools,

4 would appear appropriate to bring them to the laboratory where systematic

manipulation and randomization of the independent variables (teacher be-

haviors) can be realized,. In this way the functional relationship between

the teacher's behavior and the pupil's growth can be pursued toward un-

covering valid "causal" inferences. In other words, if the phenomena studied

under laboratory conditions were originally derived from studies conducted

in the schools then the results of laboratory findings would be more apt

to generalize to the conditions prevailing in the schools and, therefore,

would be more likely to contribute to an empirical basis for CBTE. Our

position is succinctly summarized by McDonald (1974), who contends,

A research and development strategy on teaching competence
ought to include bothinductive-correlational study and theoretical-
experimental studies. Further, each inductive-correlational study
ought'to be followed by experiments which test the validity of the
hypotheses derived inductively. (p. 16)

Generic vs. Specific Competencies.- Our discussion has primarily

focused on methodological issues closely related to building an empirical

)/
basis for the determination of competencies that should be most appropriately

adopted as objectives by, teacher educators in special education. However,

it should be re-emphasized that the convictions and theoretical orientations

of researchers will determine in the final analysis, the form and nature of

(`)
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the competency statements. Research in regular education has, for the most

part, conceptualized competencies in generic terms which assume that there

exists I`set of teacher eehaviors which will influence the growth of pupils_

irrespective-13f the Content to be-leariled and / r the content, in which

teaching occurs. Hence, we find reviewers of the research literature (c.f.

Rosenshine, 1971 reporting such promising variables as: clarity of teacher

.
presentation, teacher enthusiasm, teacher emphasis on learning and.adhievement,

'avoidance o? criticism, positive response to students, use of structuring
-__--

comments, and use of differential levels of cognitive demands (questions).

When compared to the effort expended, the results of research seeking to

discover generic teaching behaviors which predict student outcomes is dis-

appointing to Say the least (Heath & Nielson, 1974).

. We believe that the current conceptualization of competencies as a set

of discrete generic behaviors may be counterproductive in the.search for

validated teaching behaviors. It should be remembered that generic teaching

behaviors are most frequently assessed using frequency of occurrence over

a lesson or observation period. The frequency or rate of such behaViors

often fluctuates from lesson to lesson or situation to situation for the

same teacher. In other words, the within-teacher variance is frequently so

great as to call into question the advisability of-summing across observa-

tions to obtain an index of frequency or rate for a given teacher in a

research investigation.

It is clearly not sufficient to knoytwhat behaviors teachers have

within their repertories but rather we must learn about the conditions

under,which they choose to emiethe behaviors of interest. Shavelson (1976),,

Morrissey & Semmel,(1975) and others have emphasized the importance of this

teacher decision making process' as perhaps the most important of the "generic
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teaching Competencies." To-study the variancebetween and within teachers

relative to teaching behavior therefore, requires greater attention to the

contextual variables which undoubtedly contribute to the lack of stabilit)L

of the so called generic skills. It is, in our opinion, likely that teachers

**.vary their behavior in accordance with the content taught, their perceptions,

of the state of the learner, the time of the day and day of ,the week, etc.

We therefore recommend,that studies seeking to relate teaching behavior to

pupil outcomes clearl delimit the conditionsoof the study such tiat the

contributions of

What we are

contextual variables can be clearly analyzed'or contrdlled.

proposing isjhat rather than continuing to leek geneiic

0
teach skills, workers ip special education would be well'advised to

search for relationships within specifieditontextbtal limits. With specific

reference to special education, we sugge t that teacher behavior studies

focus on specific subject matter fields (e.g., oral.',or silent reading,

mathematics, social ft tudies, etc.) with specified handicapped pupil popula-

tions (e.g., visually impaired, orthopedic handicaps, educable mentally

retarded, deaf, eac.) within specified "administrativeadministrative arrangements (e.g),

/
Y ,

',.

,
-.

.----'

in-tact!Special class, integrated regular class; resource room, etc.) and
Y.

--.,

with specified teacher populations qregular elementary, special I

resource, etc.).

Recommendation 4.00. Studies attempting to relate tecnar
behaviors to pupil outcomes,should focus on behaviors
within specified contexts and with specified student
populations.

4.01. Relatively low priority should be
afforded to those research designs which seek to uncover
generic teaching skills while ignoring relevant contextual
and subject variables which have high probability of
qualifying obtained results.

11.

4.02. Relatively high priority should-
be afforded to studies which seek to specifically study
how the same teaching behaviors differ in frequency ,

///
/
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A

andior'rate as a function bf different content taught,
jifferent pupils taught, under different administrative

aO'arrangements, and/or under differing environmental-conditions.

Recommendation 5.00. Studies which attempt to specifically
investigate the variables associated with teacher decision,
making relative to the use of identifiable teaching be-
haviors ghould'be encodraged and supported.

P5:01. Of particular importan are those
studies which seek to validate models of teacher decision
making strategies. 'Studies in this category which seek

I/
td explicate why teachers o the- handicapped utilize`
one teaching behavior in \ eference to another in his/her
.repertory at a given point in time with a student or
class'at a specified learning level are very important
to our need fon,ncovering the most, effective strategies
for'teaching handicapped children and translating these.
strategies into trainable teaching competencies. Hence,
we recommend particular support for programatic efforts
in this area.
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NIE Conference on Studies 'in Teaching

The National Institute of Edudation sponsored a national confererice,

,,/on studies in teachingduringthe summer of 1974 for the purpose of providing

"an agenda for further research and deve ment to guide the Institute in

its planning and Anding over the'next several years." One hadred "respected-7

practitioners, administrators, and researchers" were convened into ten panels

'through whirl h intensiire analysis of extant knowledge and recommendations fOr

'''needed further inquiry emerged for respective panel topics. '''Each panel's'

40
report has been,publiShed ()Gage, 1975) and represents an invaluable source

.

for those interested in promising research and development directions for

the future."
/'

The NIE conference reports haVe particular relevance.to workers in

the field of teacher behavior research in special education interested in

issues of CBTE. Many of the recommendations'of the NIE panels are applicable

to issues in training teachers to work with handicapped pupils. Space does

"not permit comprehensive review and discussion of all the panel,/reports.,,

However, we have selectively drawh from one report whichappears to be

tits

4
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most relevant to the topics of the present review.

4). _

Teaching. as Clinical Information Processing '(Panel 6). Panel

6 (Gage, 1975) dMcussedteaching within,the conceptual framework of

clinica1 information processing. Seven approaches are recommended:

6.1 Examine the Clinical Act of:Teaching

.Examine the Percepti6nS, Attributions, and.Expectation of Teachers

6.3 Deveelop the Means to ImprOvciognitive Processes in Selecting among
and d Organizati 41 Alternatives

6.4 Examine the Effects Of Reflection and Feedback :oil Teach r Percep,
tions, AttributionS, and Expectations, of Se'lf;kcile; a d Teaching

S-

6.5 Examine Organizational and Structural Detertinants ofAoghitive
Functioning in Teaching

_ .

6.6 Develop Methods for ResearclCon Teaching- as Clinical InfOrmation
Processing

6.7 Develop Theory Concerning TeaChingas Clinical Information
Processing

The major thrust of the:panel's aeliberationsis succinctly stated by

the panel chairperson; L. Shulman:

TlieecOgnitive.processes with which, Panel 6 was concerned,
include perception, expectancies, diagnostic judgment, prtsCrip-
tion, and cision making. An understanding of these proCeSses
can be applied in further research on teacher selection; teaiper
education, and the developtent of technplogical or staffing
innovations congruent with ways teachers think and feel. (G4e,
1975, p: 1).

Much of the eduCation of handicapped' pupils involves the diagnosis(of

the status of the learner, Hence, the recommendations of the panel which

focus on examining the cliniCal act of teaching has equal relevance f

special educators. We therefore concur with the following recommehaations
_

for future inquiry and extend the need to the field of the handicapped
#4.

Recommendation 6.00.'SuppOrt should be afforded to effortS
which seek to systeMaticalIY analyze the dOgnostic
process of teaching as applied to specified handicapped,.
populations for specified content areas under speCified
administrative-organizational systems., LF



Recommen atdlon 6,.01: Supportort efforts to systemati lly
examine t Vpervasiyenepsskof,biasOn'the diagnostic
infifiences of-teachers" when applied t inferences abodt
specified handicapped pupil populations,within the context
of specified content are s and under defined administrative
arrangements.

The above recommendation,includes the analysis of teacher diagnosis in
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both the active and preac ive phases of teaching. Lk
Recommendation .00. Support efforts to systemtically ,

stu y "the perc ptiolis, attributions, and expect tions
of teachers" of specified handicapped pupil Pop ations
under specified educational contexts.

Studies in this category would include the assessment of the effects

of teacher expectencies, stereotyping,and labeling of handicapped children

on both teaching behaviors and pupil outcomes.
7

e

.
The NIE anel 6 poin s out that in addition'to Aaking judgments-about

,, "teachers make.general assessments about the organization of class-
S

andsthemselVes for learning. Teachers have perceptions and make-

judgments regarding grouping arrangement of physical settings,

-instructional materials and methods, topics and objectives." These percep-

tions have a profoUnd effect on how handicapped pupils will be. educated:,

In other words, not only is it important that we understand the diagnostic

process use4 by teachers in forming perceptions of the learner but we musi"

4
also understand the perceptions of teachers relative to instructions

variables. Hence, the following recommendations, have particular applicabi

for potentially identifyingcompeteftsies needed,for the effectivtoducatiop
104

of handicapped pupils:

Recommendation. 8.00. ,Support syst atic efforts which-
seek to examine the'grodping of handicapped pupils in
differ'ent types of educational settingsleas a function
of teacher cognitive determinants.
Q.

'----Recommendation 9.00. Support systeuAicStudies which
seek to examine. -individualization of instruction in'
relationship to teacher diagnostic Processes and teacher
expectancies, attribUtionS,
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Our review of Jacob Kounin's work suggests.that teachers who are

aware of what is transpiring infirclassroom environments tendto be more effec-

t

tike ""khan thotewho are not "With 'it ". Teachers .of handicapped chi-1 en

6
are frequ ntly69awe---of the dynamics of interacting with their pup

and are ften at a losS.to explain why they react to their handicapped

pupils ith.speified pedagogical techniques. In some instances they are

unaware that they are in fact acting in ways that are.objectively observable.

Henee, there is a need to study the relationship between teacher awareness,

teacher behaviOr, and handicapped pupil behaViot and growth.

Recommendation 10.00. Support research efforts which
attempt to systematically study how teacher self-
awareness relates to'the processes and produc.
of special educational interventions for specified
handicap#ed pupil populations under defined educational
contexts.,

In support of the above recommendation Panel 6 states:

In order to reveal the ".blind. spots" of teachers, we need
more studie1 of the sort that haVe already begunto show how inaccur-,
ately most teachers estimate the frequency of,their interaCti., with
various students in their classroom. These stadies wi quire'
classroom observers to tally the floveof events and check those
tallies against teacher estimates ow predictions. '(1). 43)°

Motivatio4 for teaching handicappeqchildren is a complex issue.

However, it, is reasonable to contend that-'isuch motivational dynamics must

have particular impOrtanceHin determining the effectiveness of teaching.

handicapped pupils. "As in any occupation, the morale and satis

-04he teacher are important determinants og his or her Performance n the

ction

olassraom." 1.- -

Recommendation 11.00. Styport systematic attempts to
relate the motivations of teachers of handicapped pupils

.to,the procesSes of teaching such pupils.

Specific Competencies for Teachinz the Handicapped

Special educators have.attempted to define the salient variables that
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differentiate special educational interventions from those that characterize

regular education. Howeve , the question, "What's special about special

,

\

education?" has no, in our anopinion, been answerSemmel, 1975). In rela-

tion to-building an empirical base for identified competencies needed by

teachers other personnel who, work with the handicapped it is important

that the field attempt to answer this question, at least within the limited

Confines of teacher behaviors. Hence, we must focus on the discovery of those

competenciesunique to teaching specific types of handicapped pupils as

well as those which apply across handicapping conditions. The latter cluster

of competencies are analagous to what we have previously referred to as

generic skills while the former fall into a cluster which we refer to as

spcific skills. Following the logic presented in the previous section,

we propose concentration first on the identification of specific cbmpeteA4es

followed by investigations which seek to generalize the applicability of

these variables across different handicapped and non - handicapped learner

groupS.

In a field where almost no research exists relative to validated
r

teaching procedures for the handicapped, it is difficult to determine the

best strategy for the identification of,:;teaghing behaviors which are unique

to effecting maximum growth amoggspecified groups of handicapped pupi s

Where shall we begin? What-sources are available or could be developed-to

guide research inthis area? We propose beginning with those variables which

\ -\\

define and therefore differentiate h dicapped chilidren into groups with

respect to the 'growth variable(s)

effect teaching behaviors wi

interest. Hypotheses relative to

most likely emerge from int'epsiive analysis

of the empirical literaturepegining to the status and growt
a

, is of specific' handicapped populations..
. q

ara ter-
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For example, if we were interested in identifying teacher behaviors that

facilitate n reading comprehension among children identified as

"behaviorally diSordered" Ift'Alle public schools, we might well. review extant

0,
theory and researiCV \\the characteristiosuch children, as related to

both reading behavi dad general leatning and persbna4ty,characteristics.

Synthesizing thesefindings with a particular theoretical oriettatioh.to

behavioral dis,Orders should, result in the positing of a set of interrelated

hypotheses about the effects of specific teacher behaviors during reading

instruction and their effects on formative and summative measures of reading

comprehension among behaviorally disordered pupils. Since we are primarily

interested during this phase, in identifying those teachet competencies

which are particularly relevant to a specific population of handicapped

children, it is not necessary that comparative effects on other pupil

populations be tested at thiltime. However, to achieve a greater economy

in our research efforts we see no reason why the testing of hypotheses

directed'at a specific handicapped pupil population should.not be tested

with other clearly specified pupil populations simultaneously through research

paradigms which permit blockihg on the pupil type variable. Such investiga-

tions have the advantage of identifying those teacher competencies which

uniquely interact with specific pupil populations while at the same time

yielding those "generic" skills which appear equally effective across

different handicapped and non-handicapped pupil populations. If significant

interactions within similar instructional contexts (e.g., content taught,

administrative arrangements, etc.) do not emerge, and generic skills ate

'demonstrated to generalize across groups, then significant feedback to

training programs can be expected which will have particular relevance for
.

dategorical or non-categorical teacher ttaining.

A second major concern specific to special education relates to

tri ,
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administrative arrangements within which instructional programs for the .

handicapped are conducted. These variables are too frequently used as

proxies in-definingthe instructional program itself. We frequently refer

to "special class prOgrams, ource room programs," "residen dal school

programs," "the consulting teacher program," etc. as though they were more

than administrative arrangements--often implying differentiated instructional

4*.
practices, curriculums/, and specialized conditicins. It is therefore important

that investigations seeking to identify effective teacher behaviors either

control for or s tematically study the effects of these administrative

arrangements.i It is probable that differential effects on the same

dependent variable with same pupil population using the shine teaching

behaviors may be demonstrated as a function of different administrativ

arrangements. We therefore propose that teacher behavior studies include

specific consideration of administrative arrangements in their designs.

A third tajor clusterofIvaTiables which deserve speific attention (in

designing teacher behavior research in special education is lesson content

Curriculum for the handi'capped frequently differs along many dimensions

when compared to curriculum for regular'educational programs. Hence, any

study which seeks to identify specific teaching behaviors validated against

pupil growth criteria of specified handicapped populations within specified

administrative arrangements must control or systematically vary the content

taught.

In summary, we propose that thsee of the most salient features

differentiating special from regular education programs are (a) the variables

which define respective handicapped groups- 'capped pupil characteristics,

(b) the administrative arrangements within:which the instructional program

is conducted, and (c). the specialized content of the instructional,program.

4



229

Teacher behavior can most efficiently be studied when considered in relation-

ship to these three contextual vajriable blocks. For maximal utility toward

building and empirical base for CBTE in special education, we must know

which teacher behaviors interact with variables clustered within and between

'these blocks and which generalize to al\of the contexts.' While most studiesmost

cannot e4pected to systematically investigate all of theSe variables'

simultaneously, research designs should at the very least-seek to con'trol

those not to be systematically investigated. Optimally; research op teacher

behavior in special education should eventually be in a positionto report

the contributions of each variable block to pupil growth in relevant

curriculum areas and the nature of any interactions which exist between

these blocks of variables. -What we are seeking is the nature .of theTB x

HP__x AA x IC interaction and.all other lower level interactions as well as

the main effects of each variable cluster; Uhere,TB are teacher behaviors,
,o

HP are handicapped pupil populations, AA are different administrat*ve

arrangements, and IC are different instructional ofttents.

Recommendation 12.00. TeaCher lihayior research in specialt,
education, should include designs which permit control and/.
or systematic study of the main effects and interaction's -

of teacher behaviors (TB) hypothesized to be relevant tc\
specified handicapped populations,.specified samples of
pupils drawn from identifiedohandicapped)pupil populations
(HP), different administrative arrangem nts (AA), and

*different instructional Contentl, (IC).

Systematic Study of Teacher Behavior in Special Education

Multivariate Analytic Procedures. It is perhaps worthwhile to indicate.

that we are not necessarily implying that the variable blocks recommended

for study be subjected to experimental paradigms with the Usual co esponding

analysis of variance statistical procedures. Our recomMendaiions hold when

applied to descriptive-correlational models utilizing multiple-regression

2(S3
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r,

and other multi-variate correlational techniques. When applied to general

linear models, we are seeking a function of ,114e general, form:

G = a + b1 X1 + b2 X2 + b3 X3 + b4 X4'+ b5 X1 X2 + b6 X1 X3 + b7 X1 X4 +

b8 X1 X2 X3 + b9 X1 X2 X4 b10 X1 X2 X3 X4,

where bl through 1)10 are the, regression coefficients associated with these,

vectors, G is the predicted criterion growth variable, X1 is teacher behavior,

X2 is the handicapped pupil group membership variable, X3 is the administra-
!...

tive arrangement variable, and X4is the instructional contents variable.

It will be noted that the model.is expressed in restricted form,

omitting interaction tenils which do not include the X1 (teacher behavior

variable) but including the contributions of the X2, X3, and X4 variables

additively. In effect, the restrictive model indicates the researchers'

interest' in the contributions of each of the variables takep alone and those

variables interactihg with X1 on the prediction tf the pupil growth criterion
Q),

variable, si ce it is assumed that the major interest in the study is on

the e ccts cif X1 anatinteractions ofother variables with it on the growth-
-

variable. If the7cross-productrterms not containing Xi (e.g., X2,

affect' growth, the contribution of teacher behavior (X1) to growth will

be generally.bver estimated. We can express thefull model with all the

possible, terms and test whether the difference between the full and restricted

model are e.tjtistically-significant. The possible nonsignificance of the

above test gives statistical justification to the resea r's preoccupation

with X1 ?'

Through standard multiple r gression,analysis we are first attempting(

todisc"ertbebestlinearambillatimofpredictorvariales which a

for'the greaftst proportion of total variance in the criterion variab

(that combination Rvhich maxim ies Rh- -the square of the_multiple cor

( r.b

count
A
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We then seek to uncover which variables in our linear combination contribute)

most to R2. Use of standard forward step-wise regressionjcomputer programs

permit the researcher to enter variables systematically to determine the

contribution of each variable (including interaction variables) to the

variance of the criterion variables. Since the proportion of variance

added is sensitive to the order of inclusion of variables, we may start

with the total variance of the criterion variable (R 2 ) and reduce the

varidrice by eliminating the variables one by one (backward regression).

The reduCtion in variance due to the elimination of any variable is the

contribution of that variable.' CompariSon of forward and backward stepwise

regressions permit us to judge the "best" order of variables. Most computer

programs permit the researcher to determine the effects of withdrawing

individual variabl

effects of adding

package)

As Kerlinger

regresscion techniq

and should be util

es as_ well as allowing the researcher to determine the

individual variables (e.g., SPSS multiple regression

and Pedhazur (1973) have so cogently argued, multiple

Lies have particular applicability to behavioral

fled far more frequently by researchers studying educa-

_tional problems than is Presently the case. In the present context we

s_bbmit that Multiple regression analysis (MRA) techniqUes are notY7ffiy

useful in solving many recurrent methodological weaknesses found in the

research literaiUre, but they are uniquely cost/effective in such work.

In fact aksisrof variance and covarianc are degenerative cases of

multiple regression analysis, and problems approached through ANOVA or

ANC04, can.also be solved it-, a MRA-framework. If the reader agrees

pr)e

Js
age-process-product studies are most prdmising for builling a basis

--/
? ':7

CUTE then we must recoolze that such paradigms entail extensive commitment
.

._
A .

\

b
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of resources for data collection. The result of such data gathering.proceOures

will be the collection of a massive dat4 base. Without the appropriate

application of multivariate analytic techniques, much of the information

collected will simply remain on file in an unanalyzed form--resulting in

wasted data and inefficient research. This is, we believe, the case in a

relatively large proportion of the studies reviewed in the previous chapters

of this review.

Multiple Dependent Variables. A second issue related to the need for

more omnibus use of multivariate techniques relateS to the collection of

multiple dependent variables in teacher bffiha 0vior research. Growth variables ,

P

are e emely costly, to collect since they are frequently composites of

replicated measurement across specified t -periods (e.g., pre-posttesting).

However, the greatest expenSe appears ,o be in gaining access to subjects
, ,

and arranging to take the measures need d.- Hence, it appears 4o us that

comprehensive teacher behavior studies cft be made more_efficient if they

are designed to test the effects of independent variables on multiple growth

variables (multiple products). Studies which seek relationships between

presage and process variables on growth variables simultaneously (such as

attitude change, academic achievement, social growth, change in emotional

stability) will obviously yield considerably more extensive information

\-2-than those which foCus on only one growth variable. In mostnstances the
I tr

.

additionalourceS needed to. adddependent variables to_comprehensive
ro

data(c011ection efforts are minuscule in comparison to the increments in'

infoiffation obtained.

everal dependent variables ,can be studied and analyzed stMultaneously

through the use of existing multivariate techniques--most.of which are'-

readily available in computer program libraries. Canonical correlation,.
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for example, is a generalization of multiple regression analysis which permits

the study of many criterion variables collected from descriptive-correlational

field studies. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) has a parallel

application to experimental studies using more than one dependent variable.

The emergence of these techniques over the past ten ye'ars has apparently had

little influence on approaches used by special education researchers in

their study and analysis of teacher behavior effects on handicapped pupils.

Recommendation 13.00. We strongly recommend support of
any activity which seeks to systematically bring multi-
variate analysis techniques to the attention of active
researchers in the field of special education and
which fosters their-more regular application to the
problems addressed in thispreview.

0.01, Studies which seek to investigate

the,effectsof multiple independent variables on-multiple
dependent variables simultaneously, deservd priority
support providing they utili2e appropriate multivariate
data analySis procedures.

ftk

Bui -ding Mini-Theories and,TtStine-Causal Influences Using Correlational
,

Technique : Path Analysis. A particularly appealing technique for'inferring
,

ality from the relationss between variables is Path Analysis (galock,

1.

8; 1971). In this methOd-the researcher is diawn into the construction

ofimini-theories which hypothesize the direct "causitive" and indirect

relationships between variables. .When the method is applied to problems

in the study of teacher behavior in special education it has particular

heuristic value, For example, consider the .researcher who wishes to ?udy

the direct influence of variables such as content taught, administrative

-Bmra gementso theroup identification of handicapped pupils, teacher behaviors,

1 /and pupil behaviorson pupil growth in social adjustment. The researcher..,.

constructs".a path model showing the possible ausitive reloplionshipsAPaths)
, ----,,.

betkeen these variables. Figure' 2 is an example of a path model thatrmight

1
be Censtructed.
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Teacher 5)

Behavior'

Administrative
Arrangements (2)

Instruct onal
= Conten (3)

1 Pupil (4)
1

Behavior

3

pi (.

Figure 2. Caus.al path model showing hyp thesized direct
and indirOct influences of variables.

NS.
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It will be noted from Figure 2 that the model offers a number, of
\ , -
;9fartjal paths r causal chains to /explain pupil growth. The researcher

.. $ /
in the present se is not interested in accounting for variables 1, 2, or

1' 1
,

3 so they.are,defined as exogenous to the system ,as indicated by the curved

arrOWs which represent simple ero-ortl4r correlations. However, it is
*

1 °

hypothesized that these yariarfts Pay have direct influence on either
0

,.- teacher behavior (variab1ei5 A pupil behavior (variable 4). On the other

hand, an 1.ndirect influence of exogenous variables on teacher behvior through
,, I

pupil behavior, is also hypothesizeek,, and pupil behavior in turn is.Nhypothe-

sized to have-
di,rect influence on teacher behavior. Teacheriehavior is

predicted to have direct inTluence on pupil growth. The model proposes that
/4.

one or more of the exogenous variables-dfrettly influence teacher behavior
\

--: 4'.. , 1which in turn has, a direct iff, fluence 'on pupil` growth. ft also suggests
lifFfr

ft- ' . ,

that one or more of the exogenous variableNhave a direct influence on
tpupil behavior which in turn has a dilltct influence on teacher behavior

which influences pupil growth directly. We also note that the model suggest.
b

a dire# influence of one or more of the exogenous variables.on pupil.growth.. ..,

Through recursive equatt/ons, path coefficientS d're deteri:dned-for each of

e pr--,,V en' case,the i'`610hs. In tht the researcher theorized that pupil be-
,

or \' 1

ha.1,44 has 'direct nfluence oft teacher behavior. The opposite relationship
,

--:-..P. .--,
. might just as easily be hypothesized by constructing a second model and- ....

2$N -

testing it using the same paili Analytic procedures. However, only the ,
, , elS

'3 - : ' /
_ .11

,,
t

correct relationship will, reprodudeasthe correlation matrix. In this way

it is \pbssible to empirically ascertain thefmost likely cauSitive, model; it- , _
'

,- / .

is also possible to propose a model, test*it, and modify the model in cYclew ,

- th.us yielding a pacrticular model l'ilhich,.:is theoretically plausible arid
,

,.:

compatible with the, data.

-
a
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4!.

Tht model presented in Figure 2 iiillustrates one technique for,Combining '-

theory constructionvconcerning the influences of the. three exogenous presage

variables with'both teacher and pupil process behaviors on pupil-powtfl '(a

product variable). However, content specific causal models may be even

more useful to the researcher in special education who is interested in

studying teacher'behavibr using multivariate correlational techniques. Path

models can be constructed to study teaching effects within one handicapped

population, for one type of administrative arrangement, 'for a single content

area. 'The effect of holding these exogenous variables constant will limit

the generalizability of the results but should lead io more intensive study,

of, teaching behaviorsThe holding of one exogenous variable constant and,

.performing separate:path analyses,. one for m th.and one.for reading

will show the quantitative as well as qualitate differences in achievement

in math and reading. .Fo4Xample',. "Figure 3 is a model that might be'con--
*,)

,

strutted to study the effects of various teaching variables within the

.0Ontext of Oral reading-instruction for. EMR-children in the intermedi t
.

.

level special classes-lwith the objective'being the identification of-relevant
Y t

!tea9h r oral reading behaviors which influence pupil growth in oral reading

achieVement. In this eL5ple,',.two' exogenous teacher presage variables (the,
'

training rtceived,l)y,the_spetial class' teachers -anprthe age of the teachers)-

are included in the model. Four teacher prompting behaviors' constitute the

teacher process. behaviors whoge direct influence on pupil ..emission of correct

, vw
words and /or meaningful substitutions. (miscues) are too be studied., Nth

,

the

influehte of the teacher prompting and the pupil process variable (correct
\

words/meaningfui.miscues) Oh-oral. reading achievement (the Okliduct or growth
..

variable) are also hypothesized in the model.-Our hypotheticaol pathkanalyst
,

. ,
,--,

, r
has hypothesized the most. probable causal chain based upon theoretical

. -

'predilections and synthesis of existing-evidence related- to the teaching of
. .

271
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Presage
.Variables
(Teacher)

Process
Variables
(Teacher)

. Process
Variable
(Pupil)

0

Figure 3 Path nx)del for validating "causal" 'relationships, betWeen teacher
. .

presage variables, teacher, process behaviors in prompting oral

rearing,, miscues of EMR pupils, pupil process behaviots following ,
0

teach.er..prompt, and, oral reading achievement of pupil product

variable::
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oral reading.tOINFLpupils. It might be argued, for example, that teachers

trained in a tertain manner, indeperident of their current age tend to

utilize context prompts in preference to other prompts in their repertoires.

The reasoning is that contextual. rompting exerts a powerful influenCe in

determining the number of correct responses or meaningful miscues emitted
.

by pupil. Finally,,it is posited that the number of correct responses

'and meaningful miscues during oral reading lessons will have a direct

influence on the pupil's growth in oral reading measured by a summative

oral reading achievement test. In effect, then, the researcher is positing

an explanatory chain of variables to account fOALoral reading achievement,
-

which is identified in -Figure 3 as
P31,

P73, P87;:.._.irilksubjecting the

hypothesized Paths along with the competing hypotheized causal flows to

empirical,correlational analys(i , (Figure 3), support for one teacher

prompting tethnique in'prefervice to another may be established. In the

,present case it it also pOssible.that not only the-teacher behavior, but'-

la,the teacher training Procedures'that precedeLthe behavior may be. validated.

Further,:through inclusion oft4 upil process variable it is possible to

assess the influence of,teacherperformance on proximal formative pupil
(1D-

behavior,41d to assess the influente of. such pupil classroom behavior on

summativeTmeasures of oraVreading achievement.

i

While
4-
path analss-te.chniques appear very promising for teacher be-

havior research a cav t is necessary prior to leaving the subject. The-

,. 4 .. 4.i-
reader must be.sensiti tothe assufnptions underlying path analysis which.

,a

may be unwarranted given the nature of the phenomena researchers in the

. .,

teacher behavior area %firth to investigate. Pathanalysis:astumesthat the

variables included Inthe model are both linear and additive - -an assumption
.

.

frequently' violated bylvariables studieein the'teacher behavior, area.
.

cy , .
. .

it must be-remember -that Curvilineat. relationthips can be used in path
.:,2- . ... ,

,....i
. ,. At -

Hence,.
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analysis only when we know the exact functional relationship between the

independent and criterion variable, as the form of relationship must be

theoretically justifiable. It is also noted that the flo14 of the variables

in recursive path models move in only one direction of the causal path;

ithese models cannot be used when reciprocal causation is postulated: Recip-
.)

rocal path models can be analyzed only when certain mathematicalconditions

are satisfied. Hence, they are much more difficult to analyze than recursive

models. Finally, the researcher should consider the assumption that all

variables involve interval scaling. The violation of the latter assumption

does not, however, appear to be serious since the application of ordinal

measures have been used with minimal negative eff.dbits by a nuMber,Of re-

searchers.

Path analysis is a powerful tool which is potentially very useful to

field which Currently suffers from a dearth of theory and a major, dependency

"on non-experimental researc'.findings. Hence, it would appear to have

particular relevance when appropriately applied to the:study of the presig

process and. product variables -which are most salient -tcIunderstanding the

dynamic influences-of variables on various growth objectilies established m.

for handicapped pupils.. *
v.

Path analysis may be used in instances where the employm7nt cif.-analysis

of CoVariance,t*COVA is untenable'. Itniay be fruitfully employed in alit.
0 . - -4' .

.

.

. ----------7
Pmstances,whether the assumptionsof non- usdl relationship between covariates

and treatment .
variables are met or,not. ANCOVA is used extensively in

educational research to statistically adjust for the differencebetwen

'

subjects on.so4 variable; (covariates, e.g. IQ). It enables us to find

out the effect oftreatmenton.criterion Y, adjust fon differences in

0

specified subject variables, so thattbe, results of treatment effects are
4

'not /clouded by these status differences among subjeCts.- However; ANCOVA

t 14.1. _
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requites a number of strict statistical assumptions, the most.important of

1phich is that the treatments (T) do not causally affect the covariates (C)

(or vice versa): is assumption'is shown,in path model, Figure 4 (a).

It may be possible that the covariate can 'causally affect the treat-

ment, or that both treatments and covariates can be affected by another

1 /mani lative factorkM. These are_shown in Figure 4 (b) and 4 (c).

It must be 4e1410ed that the causal structure of Figure 4 (b) and

4 (c) need not be actively manipulated by the researcher. The method of

grouping or dividing the sub'ects into twd groups. of high and low achievers

on pretest scores, and using pretest scores as covariates ofaotttest scores--
.

can produce the causal structure in. Figure 4-(b). If we select subjects
.. .

from racially isolated residential districts and find the effect'of attitude

towards schobl on achievements uSingSES as covariate, we mayhave the

causal structure in Figure 4 (c); racial isolation causing bo?th-attitude

and SAS. (Whether this hypothesis is "true" is irrelevant to the discussion;

we' can subject the causal model to statistical testing.)

Recommendation14.00. Priority Should be afforded to
activities which seek to apply path analytic procedures
to the study of presage, process, and product variables
associated with the determinants of growth among
handicapped pupils.

Linear and Curvilinear Relationships. The relationship between teacher

performance variables to pupil growth variables is too frequently. thought

to bea linear fundtion. This assumption of linearity leads researchers

generate hypotheses of the general,form; given an increase in rate Cir

frequency or intensity of a Particular _teacher behavior yariable, there will

to

corresponding_increase in 'the rate, frequency and/or intensity of!a

pupil growth va iable, regard ss of the strength of the relationship. The

fundtion is, repeserited by,a straight,line.0 Since linearAy is frequently
.



(a)

cigure,

T

(b)

L

(c)

Path models showing possible relationships
,betwee44 treatments (T), covariates
manipulative factOr (M) ,'wand trite ioti_ 4{Y)
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an assumption underlying of the more popular statistical procedures used in

the behavioral sciences, it is perhaps reasonable to suggest that some re-

' searchers adopt the assumption based upon the requirements of their

p
statistical tests in preference to consider g the assumption in light of

their theoretical and/or empirical beliefs. As research findings in

regular education accrue it is becoming obvious that quite a number of

teacher behavior variables are ?curvilinearly related to pupil outcomes.

8,

For example, the teacher's use of praise and' approval reveals a non-linear'

relatiowship.with pupil achievement. Teacher acceptance of pupils' ideas,

teacher use of criticism,, and teacher use of "high- order "' categories of

knowledge have been demonstrated to relate cdrvilinearly with pupil achieve-
, w

.

ment. Teachers use of ""divergentrather than ucover§gentl,..1.: questions has a
,

.

non- linear relationship to pupil vocabulary growth. Several other such non-

linear functions have been'reviewed by Dunkin & Biddle (1974),

Medley, sigt -Soar (1975).

Curvilinearity is particularly important when applied tb the teaching _-
,

of various handicapped pupil popUlations. The cognitive, affective, linguistic

and sensory-motor chaTacteristicswhichdefine'and assign pupils to respective

handicapped populations may have higher probability of interacting with

'environmental variabled'-gepeatedAhrough teaching performance to reveal

non-linear functg.oes.....For,exaMp4;, the teacg4r's usib pf repetition' and
. -

drill in teaching ment4111ietareted-pilpiiS "arithmetic fundamentals may

resultoirCa'complex relationship be6ieen the children's acquisition of

arithmetic facts and*the teacher's use of drill such that those teachers
, -

who use relatively little drill and"redund&ncy produce relatively little

gain; while teacherS who us a great deal of drill andOlundancy*prodpce
, .

similar effects. Teachers; who use some.

latively.high.gaini In this exampie

,

tmayoproduce4re-- r
44 r*;
at the cy.racteristi,cs

,o \ v ...t;
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of the'learners are such that there is need for repetition of learning trials

to acquire arithmetic fundamentals, but the same children tend to lack

.intrinsic motivation for learning. Hence, extensive use by the teacher of

repetition through drill produces a relatively stable stimulus environment

to which the pupils rapidly habituate--with a-consequent reduction in

learning. The relationship described in this hypothetical example is shown

in Figure 5. The reader will note that if standard linear analysismodels
. .

were applied to these data the relationship between'the teacher behavior of

interest 'and the pupil growth variable would be obscured. Methods exist
4

for directly testing the assumption of linearity and the nature of the

complex relationships that may exist between independent and dependent
1--

variables-used in teacher behavior research.

The study of curvilinear relationships can also be applied to determine

optimallpteathg behavior. In the aboVe example, the relationship between

frequencyof drilling (X) and residualized gain scores(Y) can be given as:.

'Y = 1X.- b. As X increases, y' increases, but at some pointthe effect
)

P6f X
2t

s over and Y decreases: performing a routine multiple regression

arialyis of Y with X and X2 we can obtain the value of bl and b2. This

would,)enable the researcher to determine how far teachers can increase
,

drilling before such behavior red ain, i.e., the optimal amount of
A .

drilling;

Recommendation 15.00. Researchers who propose to study
m the effects of teacher behaviors o pupil outcomes .3.n ...

,,) -Special education 'contexts:tshoul e reqPired to routinely
test, the assumptionof linearity. inte,m variables
of -interest in the behavioral scfenc s,are i oubtedlY .

not linearly related, researchers should be ncouiaged,
to study non-linear relationships using Aopr 'hate
methodologl procedures and technique. -'- '1kt

,
, .:

f , 15.01.',', Researchers
4

should study the non-0
linear. relationshipstotheoretkcallyjand,pmpirid'ally
validate thit particular fdtm of ciPivilL4Ar'rela4ionships;

.4
,. ,.

t
4 'SI'

.t ,, 1
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f

LOW MOD. HIGH

-s FREQUENCY OF TEACHER USE, OF
'"ARITHMETIC DRILL" BEHAVIOR (X)

- ' -01)*
Hypothetical Qwrvilinear function for teacher drill behaviors,
during mathematics lessons' and, gain scores of 'EMR pupils in-
arithmetic fundametrtals. IT the assumption of linealitywere
not tested the zero order correlation would(rev4al r 0, thus

hiobscuring an importapt relationspA . 41.'2
<3.

4 4
C;
+ 1



The form of most of the' inteiesting curvilinear relat
ships can be identified, and may help in determining
optimal levels of teaching behaviors with handicapped
learners.
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itMultidimensional Scaling. Multidime ional, scaling (MDS) is a compara-

tively new multivariate technique which ,has been successfully applied yin
410,

tt%

psychological and marketing research but has yet to be widely used in
I

educational inquiry (Romney, Shepard, and Nerlove, 1972a; 1972b). The

technique may be particularly useful for CBTE flrogl.p.ms as it provides a
'amethod of -differentiating teachers along a number of performance dimensions.

The method utilizes rank order data, and byobtaining rank older

measurements about teacher's specific competencies one can locate _a given

teacher in relation to an "ideal vector" and in relationship to other-

I.

teachers being ranked. The method also provides differential weights for

respective teaching dimensions. Instead of using only one source df measures,

rankings of teachers may be obtained from a variety of sources (e.g.,'direct
A N,

observation, peer assessments, supervisor ratings, pupil opinions, paper and

pencil tests; etc). This provides information on what competencies;-rand

what uniq.uely weghted combiination cf competericies 'different sources expect

in a teacher.

The following hypothetical examples shows how MDS may be of use in

evaluation of t acher competencies.
,';_ ,

4
.. Judges (sup rvisors, etc..) who have observecAteachers are asked to .------.

? ,
IA, 1

rank thetn on any number of relevant competencies, e4.,' tolerance of
4 6, 6

i . . 144

deviant 1
,

-.)e-Yor'-f.d of task(dimension I), amount time on tas (dimension I'Ion ). The '''.,

4

. .
s.relevant dimensions are selected,as a test of the ompetencies stipulated

.,., . ..

r"745. the ,BTE program. MDS not only represents? the athers performance, it ,
. ";..,.,

,-. locates the performance in irelatiO. to an ideal vector which has beech.4 ,

t
. . . .0,0 ,

,

'4:
a
detoliminetby the 'Neight" 'assigned to the, ique c i -0.Q.Jof ciimenstor5,

`gi 7 ; ,. li ....

,
- .i

.,
' t.:,, ,,,.. ,... .: . , 4,-.
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I and II. Two different "ideal': vectors are shown in Figure 6.

Depending upon determination of the ideilvectior, we can rank order

A the teachers on the basis of projection on the ideal4ector. rifvector.1,

is ideal; the rank order is T <_T < T -< T ; and if vector 2 di ideal the
3 2 1 4

rank order isT<T<T<T. By the representation of teachers on
3 1 2 4

relevant CBTE dimensions and the ideal vector, we are -able to not only

;validate:the CBTE attributes, but also to find the "Areal" combination of

the attributes. Another variation is to use Coomb's technique of locating,

an ideal point (as opposed to vector). The teachers whO -are-closer to the

ideal point are the most competent teachers.

In an alternative use of MDS, we can obtain rankings which discriminate

between good and bad teachers.' The good teachers will cluster together ti

and will be closer to the ideal point, or will have more projection on the

ideal vector. This would help us to identify thoSe who did not reach CBTE

criteria even though the "b d" scores on all the competencies'

may look good. This is-a consequence of the location of the ideal vector

or ideal paint which ives differential weights to different dimensions.
t

The technique holds great promise for practical application to the

major problem facing CBTE programs, namely, identification and verification

of competencies.

.Recommendation. 1,6.00. Researchers of CBTE in special
education should be encouraged to explore-the merits
and utility ofMDS techniques.

110

t

5
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In secl*on-we have' ttempted to deal wiibIssueS Ter anent to the
.

question: How can UTE- progr4s4deterrhipe which cempetenci eS to select for
to

-.training teachers of handicapped children? We-have argued that teaching

competencieS must be validated against criteria relating directly to the

growth of handicapped pupilsn relevant curriculum areas. ,A pre4trred

method for building an empirical base for competencies to be included in

training programs should be built through teacher beha'or research efforts.

The role o(theory is particularly stressed for the_purpose of guiding re-

search efforts toward 41 integrated and coordinated of relevant teaching

behaviors for study. The fragmented nature of extant research findirigs rel-

ative'to teacher behavior variables and their effects on the growth of

handicapped pupils, strongly suggests the need for further conceptual work

in this area. .

We have argued for greater support for programmatic and longitudinal

research on teacher behavior effects. While programmatic research deserves

particular support we have suggested the need to review current sponsor

policies and practices toward encourac.. and fostering the development of

increased programmatic efforts loy researchers in special education. It was

also suggested that individual projects of smaller scale and shorter duration

should be encouragedarfd supported to the extent that the cummulative outcomes

of independent individual project efforts can be integrated within the context

of a comprehensive planning effort.. We reiterate our belief that funding lo

sources should establish independent criteria for supporting programatic

and individual project research, respectively.

Out,review of the research, literature, revealed a serious lack of

methodological rigor in most of the studies reviewed, the general dearth of

programmatic research not withstanding. We See a particular need for the

development ofinstrumentation, specifically designed to measure the growth
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of handicapped pupils in areas relevant to curriculum. objectives. Particular`
; -

effo-it should-go into the development of criterion, referenced measures and

observation systems. There is'clearly a fit d,to develitop reliable, valid,

and-sensitive indexes of gt/owth of handicapped pupils in bolt academic and

non-academic areas.

,When considering the most fruitful approaches td the study of

behavior effects, we have attempted to Fioritize research.,paradighs for

potential suppert. Highest priority should be afforded to those studies

w'hich- attempt to relate presage to process to product variables involving

both teacher and pupil variables. Our second priority would be the support.

of process-product studies; and also to support process occurr6nce studies.

We see relatively little advantage to encouraging presage-product investiga-

tio since relatively little can be learned that will assist in uncovering

teacher competencies from these paradigms. The principle of studying "proximal"
41C

blocks of variables has been emphasized as an important criterion in attempt-

ing to determine highest potential "pay-off" from research efforts. We

contend that the more proximal the independent variables are_to the criterion

variable, the greater is the probability of validating meaningful relation-

ships. Therefore, relating teacher background variables (e.g., years of

experience, personality characteristics, values, etc.) directly to pupil ,
\;11

outcomes is not likely to produce interestingresults. Such,presagevariables
a

are undoubtedly mediated through the-teacher process variables to impact on

the pupil's behavior and groth.'

Several overall strategiceg for studying teaching effects.Were discusseds

with particular reference t6 correlational-and experimental approaches. We

suggested the adoption of_a_stratev which the first .leeks to uncover relation-.

ships between pupil growth criteria and Spdgified teacher behaviors in field

r--



-

so-\ 2
'r

settings. The strategy'calls for the identification of-teachers Who are-
1

associated-with the highest and laWest residualized'gain scores in.an attempt

to uncover the process behaviors that differentiate the twO-groups. Ftllowing

. the establishment of such relationships, these hypotheses, tan be teeted

, either through replication or experiMentation. To establish a functional
, .

reP''toonship between independent and dependent variables we suggest moving

into the controlled laboratory environment with rigorous experimental paradigms

The principle strategy espoused here is that hypotheses should be generated
41,

in the field through descriptive-correlaipnal field studies'and then brought...,

to the laboratory for rigorous experimental. validation.

Whfn considering which:variables should be studied, we contend Ihet the

rather popular search for relevant generic skills bx,regular educatick re-

searchers'Thas not been particularly profitable. Hence, We propose that re-

sear. in special education focus on specific comp setencie ofteachers
It

in relationship to the content taught,. the nature of the pupils taught,.

the:comart of specific administrative arrangements. A particularly idportant

need is for the development of programmatic efforts to study teache+ decision !.

making strategies-.-that is the conditions under which teachers choose-tb'

emit behaviors Within, their repertories.

Plnally, we have attempted to briefly indicate how the-techniques of,

multivariable' analysis '(e.g., regressions:analysis, path ,analysis, multi,-
.

,
.

.,..
;,

.

..
,

& dimensional scaling) Can profitably be-used by researchers who must Use non- 4
,

. . ,, V. ,.

1research paradigms in the 'field of special education. We col}... -..
.

:
- .

,..,q

cluded the sectiontwiththe important caveat that Iesearchers studying the_
d

,f.
.

....effects of teache vior on pupil growth must be sensitiveeto the fact

e'
that many of-the

-

'

tionships sought may be non-linear in nature.. 4

important that researchers test the assumption of linearity or risk obscuring

; critical curvilinear relationships through the statistical procedures, used

4 (
.



,
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We submit that if the recommendations put Threard in this section are

accepted by funding agencies and special education researchers then.there is

every reason to believe that reliable and validated teacher performance

variables can be identified and translated into competency objectives by

training'personnel responsible for CBTE in special education. However, we

hasten to remind the reader of still two more very important caveats: First,

A.

this section simply attempts to deal with istues related to securing an

empirical base for CBTE through teacher behavior researth. The writers

neither suggest that CBTE is the most appropriate means for preparing per-

sonnel to teach the handicapped, nor do they contend that the competencies

needed by teachers of the handicapped necessarily differ from those needed

to teach the non-handicapped. These issues are, themselves, viable and

important empirical questions for further study. Second, it should be

remembered that while we emphasize the role of teaching and its effects on

pupil growth in this review, we are aware that only a relatively small per-
0

centage of the variance in pupil growth can most likely be attributed to

teaching variables given the existance of a number of very powerful organiSmic

and environmental variables, which affect handicapped pupils. The ability to
,

-manipulate these variables lie beyond the resources of teachers and the

schools. But regardless of the magnitude of its contribution to the growth

of handicapped pupils, teaching is the business of professional educators who

must seek to optimize its effects on the handicapped.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
TEACHER TRAINING RESEARCH AND CBTE
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In Chapter. III a number of special education teacher training programs

were rgy5Lewed from the perspective of published CBTE criteria. It became

apparent that, to the extent that 'our sample can be viewed a$ representa-

tive of CBTE in special education, most programs (61%) rely primarily on

authoritative sources for the basis of competency selection. Only five

programs of a total of eighteen (27%)-reviewed were clasSified as having

,utilized empirical techniques for determ/ning which competencies yimad be,

included in their programs. However, fourteen of the eighteen programs

reviewed (78%) have speqfied their behavioral objectives, while seventeen

of the eighteen (94%) publicly_ reported the teaching competencies they

intended to train. In other words in the absence of support from empirical'

research on teacher behavior effects, trainers are none the less proceeding

to identify and publicly state the competencies which their trainees must

acqOire to teach handicapped pupils in the schools. Hence, it is clear

that teacher training programs in special education must assume.a major

portion of the burden for providing evidence for the validity and effective-
)

ness Of their programs. This2ses.tizi will deal with some of the more salient

issues related to methodological, conceptual, and substantive needs for

research and, evaluation of CBTE programs and program component.

Conceptual Model for Empirical Activity in Teacher Education

Fi ure 7 Offers pa conceptual framework within which we have chosen to

.

classify' and discuss issues re4ted to inquiry in the field of teacher

training inispeCial' education. The podel is presented nnly for convenience

in communication.
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The model in Figure 7 suggests that for any particular criterionbe-

havior, cluster, Or composite of objectives it is necessary to differentiate

two different types of inquiry in. teachet training (A). Further, the model

focuses on differentiating classes,of.data for the purpose of inferring

levels of training effectiveness and/or validity (B). Finally, the third

dimension focuses our attention on the.aggregate of training components.

which define a training program (C). Facet A consists ofinquiryriktivities

which logically are subsumed under Teacher Training Research (A1) and those

activities which fall under Teacher Training Evasluation (A2). Facet B

/-
distinguishes between data which permit inferences relative to levels

(I - V) of-the Effectiveness of Training (B1) and a second class'of evidence

leading to inferences pertaining to levels (I - IV) of the Validity'cf'

Training (B2). Facet C consists afNk variables which are definable as

o logical- components of Teacher Training (C1. Ck). We turn now to defining

each of these facets through differentiating'the salient characteristics of

their subordinates.

Differentiating Research-and Evaluation in Teacher Training (A). When

we refer.to teache'r-training research (TTR) we are'def. g a set df empir-

ical activities which have as a major purpose the ident fication of methods
4

and principles fer realizing a relatively permanent change in the behavior,

attitudes; and/or knowledge of those who will or are teaching handicapped

pupils. Central to the concept is concern for generalization, of the results.

of inquiry in teacher training toward building an empirically developed

:instructional science of training teachers of the handicapped. Hence, all

of the methodological criteria applied ta scientific inquiry are aopro-

priate when designing TTR activities. To make generalization posy Ole

particular emphasis must be placed on controlling sources of extern.



,
or

Pl. 2:)..1;(>
cal %

.

,e-C (c71

gse

o

B
1

Effectiveness

B

Validity

,IV

256

it

Ck .

Program Components (C)

. ,

Al - Effectiveness and validity of results generalizable to a pc-cuiaLion of
Teacher Training Programs.
Evidence, fors efficacy and validity of a single Program.

B1 - Effectiveness evidence for total Program drawn from researc: szA evalua-
tion efforts.

B2 Validity evidence for total Program drawn from research and i;aluation
effoits. _ ,

C
k Effectiveness and validity data'for specific program commone7t :rawr

from both research and evaluation activities.
B
1

(14) - Levels af effectiveness.

B
2 (I-IV) - Leve13 if ithdizy. 4

Nit

gure :onceptual model of empirical
activity in teacher education.

4
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invalidity of data Inte al validity of research is'necessary but not

- sufficient if the_resu s Cannot be general zed to a known popula-
.,

4 tion, situations, ireatrent and measurement variables (Campbell & Stanley,

1963);

Teacher.training evaluation (TTE). activities relate to the gathering

of evidenspaboui'training procedureS, organizational variables, roles and

functions,'et,1165ermit assessment of both formative (current) .and
.

, .. '1,:'

sprimatiye.0"gtes$ toward meeting stipulated or implicit goals and objectives.
. '4 . Al; . .' .

The evaluator's pritaryb joncerals to colletyobective'data which will
\ .....,

-.4

. s .

: assist in making relatively rapid policy dediSions_resulting in adapting,
I

adopting, rejecting the components of a training program, or the program

considered as a whole. While TTE efforts may utilize the methods of

scientific inquiry, generalization of results`to other programs is rarely,

possible because such TTE efforts tend to focus on controlling i-,-ral

invalidity in data collection procedures. TTE is not general] to

cont-7'Du- tc an instructional science of teacher training
k

-entiating Effectiveness and Validity of Teacher

of teacher training refers to the gathering o:

That is, as a function of one or more Operational' _2finec

riables, the behavior of teacher-trainees underg: rel.

. .

-ange, a change to a pre-specifie level and/or Lty wn.

ed have transferred in naturalistic contexts co some .:_ipect(s)

anaicapped pupils. The two most salient characteristics of the

ceps of -ai.7.ing effectiveness are: objective evidence of change among

aees in ..esired directions and levels as a function of definable and

Tc able t -wining variables, and the demonstration that such change.

tr fers tc work situations with handicapped pupils. The concept of

of :tiveness does not imply thenecessity for. gathering evidende pertinent

c.
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to the growth of handicapped learners as, a function of tead*gi:.rather it

requires the gathering of evidence of the g owth -9f trainees as a function

of teacher training. The assertion of a trainingprogram'y effectiveness

is based on the assumption that trainees achieve demonstrable predefin

competencies and behaviors the program intends.fs a result of program

activities.

The Concepf of validity applied to teacher training subsumes all of

the defining dements to meet the cri.7ria eff-ct_ It adds th,

requirement that the competencies develooec among --:711in,,ies ..

of training- have direct influence on th am-= DUD1

-)ther words, teacher twining is ult-;

a-,-iors acquired during, training a .i.L.rerzt
c

be-

m. pu.7:2.1

v
will be noted by the reader :h.= := use o- .cncept .... dity

-7-: somewhat from traditional.psychometric usa5 -.)r the p.:7,- of

.:y, we point out that when a program can demorsztr=e that it L -aining

...ves desired resuip consis7.ently, it il. an efteCt.-e -Drogm-ar

duces reliable and valid outcomes). ,Whe71 a pc=am can demons=ate
-

effective training procedures resulting in desired trainee outcomes and

where such outcomes also are shown to have influence on the growth-of

t

4handicapped children, it is:a valid training program. Hence. the cor,4t
,

/.
of validity,- as used in the present context refers specifically to the

raison d'etre for selection of teacher competencieS' to byrained and note

the methods of teacher training themselves.

It is'apparent that the validity oi a train.ing Trogramis defined in

the present conte)st can be assessed withoilt gatheririt 'ffectiveness evidence.

For example, a particular training program can stipulate its objectives in

behavioral terms, establish a training program designed to meet thote



objectiires, follow-up graduates of the program and demonstrate_ that those

who reveal criterion behaviors have significant impact on the grdwth of
a ,

handicapped pupils while those who do not real criterion behaviors have

little-or no impact-on pupil outcomes. Evidence is thus gathered in 'support

of the competehcies stressed by. the program. However, a more complete

assessment of va4

percentage of th

training', after

Obviously the progra' cam

trainees'ossessed c

'Levels of Effec mesE and Validity

fqx., the program.--ld asi the questic,.: What

nnstrated th behaviors -:ri.Or to

in direst

e credited

behaviors pr:

proposed schemas-fg:

have modified thee

e differentiating ih

However, it is 'o

stages within eac.

ig with han,:licaped children?

effects of 7rair-..ing if

entry int: e program_

...7ner (1972) -5thers have

ce _utilizing diffc-= levels of We

Dot.iaLizations by =::sizing the impc7tance of

h the concepts. of "el'7.- .iveness" and "vLlidityi"

s char we are dealing
\

a continum cf _evels

acept. -.able 10 offer reader OUT preliminary view

of how the stages Df effectLveness and validi: 'criteria might be ordered

and defined.
4

Differentiating Program Components and Total Training Programs SC).
..41

Teacher training in spepial eduCation is a complvx multi-faceAd.se of

organizational, contextjal, situational, procedural, and inter-perSpnal

/'
,

variables interacting in both-controlled and uncontrolled sways. T'se

variables produce experiences and environments for trainees,which are in-

./

tended to result in trainee readiness for.teaching,handicapped children.

. We refer tao the aggregate4 of experiences 'in na specifies program as a total

teacher t:ining program.

o. 0.



TABLE 10
.4`

Stages of Effectiveness and VaJidation Criteria

- STAGES '

I Effectiveness

(Conceptualizing Goals and
Defining Objectives).

II Effectiveness
0

(Defining Training; Assessing
. Entry Levels, andStating

Criterion Levels)

III.M4ectiveness

(Certifying Intended Training
Variables)

IV Effectiveness

(Relating Training to Criterion
Behaviort)

V Effectiveness

(Demonstrating Transfer of
Training)

r

ti CRITERIA
S-

. Competencies stated in behavioral terms; the
pro ram's "philosophical" or "theoretical"
ori tation is publicly identified; com-
pet cies are organized in accordance with
thadr implementation with specific handicapped
pupij,populationt, educational, contexts, and
tea he' roles.

'Training variables are identified through the
stipulation of-program components and contexts
trainer role, materials and procedures are
clearly evidenced; trainees entry level and
'outcome assessmentprocedures-correspondto
competency objectives; performanee measures
and criterion leirels are public and explicit.

Co'rrelation of Stated prOgrat philosophy and/o3
theoretical orieritatiop with training Yari-
ables--Is the-program doing what it intended
to ,do?

Evidence that vp4cableNat training variables
and cionxexts resulk in achievement of

criterion-performance indicgtive of com--
petency acquisition.

-Trained competencies- are transferred to
naturalistic.contekts and roles with
handicapped pupils.

-260

I Validation

(Relating Competencies to
Educational Processes)

II Validation

(Relating Competencies to
Pupil Outcomes) \

III Validation

(Relating Teacher Competence
to Comprehensive. Pupil Growth)

IV Validation,

(Relating Teacher Effects to
Adult Adjustment)

ObServed teacher performance is related to'
pre-Stipulated contingent processes valued
in the education of handicapped children
(e.g., desirable pupil behaviors):

Observed teacher performance is relateeto
valued pupil growth in specified curriculum

,

areas.
NI

A

Observed teacher performance is related to
a composite of pupil growth variables ti4h-
stituting a complensive index of objectives
for the education f handicapped pupils.

Observed teacher pOrformance related to
adult°adjustment of handicapped pupils. '



The adVent of CBTE has provided a useful way Qf looking at progrArs

. in terms of components having definable( characteristics which can be scaled'

and measured. Our analysis of CBTE programs in Chapter is one example

of a components analysis of eighteen CBTE oriented programS% In addition

to the criteria Provided by the literature on CBTE, most coetemporary -

teacher training programs have many similar program components

introductory Vcaurses pre-student teaching Tracti cut, student teaching,

inservice workshops, etc:). compOnents of teacher trailing programs can

be relatively comprehensive and general in terms of a total training effort
\,

(e.g., practica) or highly prescribed and limited in terns of the totality

(e.g., a visit to a diagnOstid clinic,, -a workshop given by a _particular
r

national figure, a particular multi-media: module)..

. It is obvious that when interest -is in total programs and their effects,

it is necessary to define the totality 'in terms of some set of program

components if any modicum of clarity and utility is to be achieved._ The

greater eh, specificity of components the 11411er/is the probability -of

gathering evidence on to-gal program effects. Differefiation among program

components s an ideal that is worthy of pursuit but impossible to achieve..

'Defining program elements in molecular terms may result in' clarity but not.
_ 151

necessarily in utility. Hence, program components must be defined in terms-4,

of the smalles -v meaningful elements for teacher education. No criteria

currently exist for making such decision but it seems safe ,to suggest .

th4t we parse programs into components which permit, sufficient operation 1 i

,

clarity to allow replication and Sufficient utility to be of particular

interest to teacher educatorS.

4

e
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ajor Issues in feskollerjraining Research

262

As might be expected from previouS chapters, vety little can be

generalized from the current state of.knowledge about the effectiveness-of
s,47\ 1

..-teacher training procedur4( in special education. Our review does, however,

suggest a few promising techniques which do have empiricaltsupport-when

.0applied to a constructed sets teacher competencies. For example, the use
so

of behavior modifitation techniques, cybernetic feedback models, and modeling

have'received some attention with reasonably favorable results. However,

we believe' that in the. great' majority. of the research reviewed very little

attention, is given to the question: What are the most effective procedures
dP

and conditions for maximizing trainee acquisition of specified competencies?

In fact, researchers have not, to our knowledge, asked the more basic ques-

tion: 'Do etial education teacher education programs have a unique effect

on the teaching havior of trainees? Hence, we have a fertile area for
e -_ . . Y.

expanded researth,activity. Wherrwe consider the vast SUMS and human re}

sources beirt invested in specializedtraining of teachers to work with

handicapped pupils,' it-3i incomprehensible that so little data exists.re- .

lative to the effects of such training,on the skill,knowledge,( ,and attitude

Tivelopment of trainees. There is clearly a need for extensive support of

.
programmatic and project research related toloasic and 'applied issues in the

training of teachers,of the'handicapped. We will consider some of the more

pressing needs-in this section.

t.

Effectiveness of Teacher Training. Assuming that CBTE programsOlave,

,stipulated their performance objectives, there remains the issue of determini*g
/- l'V .1/4.

the most effective means for achieving-these objective's. Regearth in teacher.

training promises to deliver generalizable result's which have direct
.

applicability to planning and implementing CBTE programs in special eication.

,'
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.pence, it would appear that inquiry of s nature should enjoy relatively

high priority for support.' Such researc vity should be subject to the

same standards of methodological-rigor as was, reyiously distussed

2630

--connection with teacher behavior research. isle we maintailiXtrong support

for teacher training-prpgram evaluation (A2) e again emphasize the importance
'1.!. , ..

....

of,dMerentiating between TTR and TTE. Ey luation paradigms are frequently

,tied to non-repfiCable training variableS filch are ofsuch limited general-.,, .
- -

1.zability as to severely curtail. their a plicability to the field of teacher

train aS a whole,
V,

Teacher training research shoo primArilyfocused on the effectiveness

issue rather than upon issues of alidity., We belieye that the greatest
:,It ', .

potential pay-off will come f those studies which first:Seek to deterAi
,

the effects of tfainingon ainees (i.e., teachers) rather than those.

.;peeking direct effects on handicapped pupils. We think that given our

present stage of deyelopment in research methodology, it is unlikely that

.
,.

a direct relationship can be established betweenthe training received by
/_

.
,

, . i/ .

titeachers and the contribution of such training to the suftave.growth of

j
the handicapped pupils. First, we must'focus on the me proNimal relation-

,

shipsbetween training and the performance of trainees; then between train-

,. '4.
ing and the formative behaviors of both trainees and their pupils; and

finally on the summative growth of handicapped 441s.

Further, we submit that generalizable results of TTR are most likely

.
..

.tto accrue from studies which focus on specific program components rather
4 _

than a composite of program components. Teacher training is SO complex
. .

that attempts to uncover the effects of total programs 'do not appear to be /
t

a particularly fruitful approach. Hence, we propose that priority in the

area of TTR be given to studies which-fall within the cubes Al 131Ck
?
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(pee FigUre 7). It ihould be further pointed out that such studies must

alsp stipulate the target population to which results are meant to generalize

(e.g., teachers Of partially sighted children, pre-servtee level, etc.).

Recommendation 16.00. Priority should'be afforded to
teacher triining research which focuses primarily on the
effectivepess of specified training components.

Principles of Teacher Training. While we have emphasized the stipula-
.

tion of specific training components in TTR, it is important to recognize

.that relatively fewgeneric principles have beenempirically uncovered rel-

ative to the most effective meansfor training teachers. There is a clear

need for TTR projects which attempt to explore and uncover such principles.

For example, support might be afforded to studies which seek to determine

the relative importance of immediate feedback to trainees; the role of

oositive/neative *einforcement in the .acquisition of skills; the effects

of modeling teaching behaviors; the effects of gaming, simulation, and/or

in situ practicums, etc. Such studies,asthose which explore issues of

modularization.vs. lock-step training, the effects of performance contracting

.with trainees,, etc. are all examples of training variables which might produce

generic principles'for training teachers.

Recommendation 17.00. Priority_should be afforded to TTR
studies which seek to uncover and/or explore generic
principles of training teachers to work with handiCapped -

children.- Such studieS should demonstrate potential for
the empirical validation of important generalizations
about training methods and which have promise for
applicability in broad range of training programs.

.-The Role of Feedback. We conclude from our review that almost all

teacher training effOrts-employ variations of cybernetic feedback models as

standard procedures. . Regardless of the naturfof the trainee performance

it is assumed that acqdisitionof,desired behaviors is dependent on the

parameters of6feedback relative to the performance. However, we are just
t

yl
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beginning to learn more 'about which parameters appear most effective within

the feedback model (see Semmel, 19.75). Given the omnibus use of feedback

models and the fundamental nature of the principle when applied to teacher

tvtinineit appears logical to.maintain a high level of support for studies

which attempt to further explicate the issue.

In essence teacher educators operate on the unverbalized, often

unConcious, assumption that feedback is essential to the acquisition of

,teaching performance. 'However; one of the present authors (Semmel, 1975)

has recently suggested the possibility that predictive models might be more

efficient for training. For rather than Offering the trainee information

on what has 4ready transpired relative to his/her teaching behavior with

handicapped pupils, it may be more effective to,supply the trainee with an

empirically determined prediction of what will occur, given data on past

experiences. Such throughput models warrant further theoretical and

empirical support since they deal with issues having far reaching implica-

tiOns generalizable across all training efforts.

Recommendation 18.;00. Support research which seeks to
systematically study the role of various parameters of
feedback in conjunction with the acquisition of teaching
competencies.

TheoreticalOrientation of Training Programs. It is our observation

that the training programs whose objectives were clear and whose methods

were consistent were those that are based upon definitive theoretical

approaches to pupil learning. For example, our review revealed that the

Vermont Program (McKenzie, et al., 1970) clearly espouses an applied be-

havioral analysis orientation. The program developed atlthe University of

Georgia (Wood, 1975) is based upon a social-developmental orientation.

Each of these programs shows an internal consistency of organizati6n which

may be reasonably attributed to the definitive theoretical framework in

which they were developed.

Jo()
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Of course,-eclecticism has its place in a broadly conceptualized pre-

or inservice training program, A well trained teacher probably shduld have

a range of knowledge and skill pertaining to alternative models of teaching

and learning andeXperience in the application of one or more of.these (see

JoyceF, Weil, 1973). But a given training program is more likely to success-

''

fully develop teaching skills if they reflect a unified theoretical stance.

concerning teaching and learning. Hence, from the standpoint of presage;

process-product paradigms it would appear particularly valuable to determine
. 1

the relationship among theoretical program orientations, the procedures

developed for training specified competencies, and trainee outcomes. We

)contend that whether a particular program espouses for example,, a behavior

modification approach, a Piagetian approach, a social-learning core curriculum,

manual,or oral training, etc., the statement and application of an underlying

theoretical framework is as vital to the clarity of training program objec-

tives as is the stating of specific competencies. Once again, we reiterate

the importance of delimiting the conditions to which the results of such

studies might be generalized by specific consideration of the curriculum

content, handicapped populations, and administrative arrangements to which

the variables studies are most directly applicable.

Recommendation 19.00. Support studies mhich seek to determine
the relationship between nature.of and committment to theoret-
ical orientations of training programs and the effectiveness
of training.

19.01. How are different theoretical orienta-
tions and biases pertaining to teaching-and learning reflect-
ed in the establishment, conduct and outcomes of training
Proceduies?

19.02. Given specified objectives in the
form of stated teacher competencies, which orientations
produce relatively greater trainee attainment of goals?

01_
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19.03. Given different Specified competency
goals, which theoretical orientations appear to be the
best "match" in realizilii, 14fferent objectives.

19.04. .Which theoretical orientations arermost appropriate developing competencies for teaching
different pupil populations and/or content.

Competency Selection and Theoretical Orie ition. The absence of

empiricallyiderived performance objectives haf ven_rise to a number of

long lists of competencies drawn from various s (e.g., Creamer &

Gilmore, 1974). Competencies are frequently ated with particular

philosophical and theoretical orientations t training. It appears
,

fruitful to suggest that, given the absence :rically determined com-

petencies, CBTE programs first define their v.__ :ular orientations of

models for training and then select clusters of competencies which correspond

to these orientations. The conceptual framework offered by theoretical

orientations permits a logical basis for the selection of competencies. The

absence of an overall framework too frequently leads to the selection of a

set 'of unrelated teaching competencies htving"little apparent relationship

as an aggregate to the program's objectives. We note that those CBTE programs

reviewed in the present study which we evaluated to fie relatively effective

tended to have clearly definable orientations and evidenced the selection

of competencies which related directly to their overall committment4.

Recommendation 20.00. Competencies for CBTE programs in
special education should,'in the absence of empirical
support, be selected conceptually based .upon the develop-
ment and/or identification of the overall theoretical/,
philosophical orientations of the program.

Models of Teaching the Handicapped. Weil (1974) and Joyce'& Weil (1972)

have emphagited the importance of developing general models of teaching

school age children. Their emphasis is 'Clearly on the need to explore

different teaching strategies which operationalize clearly definable models

for teaching and then to train teachers in the use of these models through

3o2
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j
the correspondirig stra According to Weil, "Teaching

strategies may involve hundreds of communications (moves) between teacher

and student. T6aching skills, in contrast, are smaller, More disqrete units

ofteaching, often a single teacher move; they are essentially instructional

techniques and procedures that may be used in differe..t.. combinations in the

flew of teaching." Joyce and his associates offer four major concepts for

A
extrapolating an efining a teaching str4egy: Syr-ax nrinciples of

reaction, socia

sequence or phases

em,. and support system. The -scribes the

the teaching models--what aims __Irst, second, third,

etc. Principles of reaction refers to the expected responsiveness of ,

steadiers to learners--"rules of thumbfoiT/the teacher relative to how she

is expected to 'react to the leatner. 'The'social s,Tsten "iheludes a descrip-.

tion of student and teacher roles, hierarchical or authority relationships,

and the kinds of norms that are encouraged." Finally, the support system,

refers to the additional environmental conditions and structure necessary

for utilization of the model. Joyce & Weil (1972) have documented a large'

number of different models for.teaching using the above constructs to attain

(operational definitions.

4 .

The work of Joyce and his associates has particular relevance for

buildinig more effective CUTE programs i- necial education. First, it

.w000,1* very important to assess the already identified model's for their.

/, pOse when specifically applied to teaching specified handicapped

'populat under specified administrative contexts. Current practices for.

//,'the eOcation and training oehandicapped pupils frequently define applicable

social systems and support systems. Various models might be analyzed to.

dterriine their fit for such systems.

3 ti
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'A second important path for inquirry is suggested by the need to

determine, identify and/or develop new models for teaching which are

specifically related to the handicapped pupil, his/her teacher, and tile

educational contexts in which-s/he is-educated. This approach could utilize
7

the Joyce et al. constructs in offering operationai descriptions f the

teaching which characterize these specifi models. S. .ecuent,

to description, projects coulc be formulated to determine- the validity of

! 1 r

these models relative to growth of handicaPpedpupils.

IP
Adopting the mOdels for'teaching the handicapped approach has the

,definite advantage of potentiall'y identifying specific strategies-for

teach g specified groups of handicapped chikdren,.stipulat g the specific

perfo ance-skills necessary for each 'phase of each Strateg , and incorporating

these.skills and straegiesia imporiartt objectives to be attained by teacher

trainees'in special educatioh CBTE programs.

Recommendation 21.00. Sumort:should be afforded to
projects which seek to study models of ;teaching such

as those proposed by Joyce et al. with the purpose of

identifying the models which have' particular promise
for use in the education and training of specified

handicapped populations under specified'administrative
contexts.

21.01. Support should I ' afforded to

projects which seek to empirically vak4 .tte the efilects

of specified teaching models with specified handicapped

pupil populations under defined educational contexts.

21.02. Support should he afforded to

projects which seek to identify, describe, and/ordevelop
specific models' for teaching handicapped populations
using the constructs of (a) syntax, (b) principles of

reaction, (c) social system, and (d) support systeT.
Such projects should be required to operationally,*fine
both the strategies and the skills required for each

model.

21.03. Support should he afforded to

projects which seek to develop, field test, and/or

validate training programs and modules which are designed

to train teachers in the use of empirically and/or
conceptually validated models for teaching handicapped

pupils.
30r,
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The Role of Curriculum and'InstrUctional Development Training P7-7rams

should esT-at,ilsh.r ')n arse ',,Aween an emphasisupin ;t.

: 111 and knowledge of extant _ . d-use -7;_a1and

and cum :12 experience with child-use matLrials is se asp

necessar rci -ovide a link between instruct:onal princi- es and ,

K
actual t y,; the child-use materials employed _:.her

training . .1 be __stent With,, and augmbrit the'theoretical '7-i ation

of the tra_ g pr
. '

With :he'e-7m3 -;ri of the diagnostit=prescriptive teac

special edicaticA, focus of many training prOgrams ha_ .

mastery of 6 prcze! g,eneric teaching. strategies. A t:

n

with such strategi. ..s theoretically capable of seleatin

designing instruct=.1 A material's for any givehchild. .ALd
40,

knowledge is necessar;, as the basis of instruction, it is inst.L to

the degreipthat it does not deal with actual child-use curriculum 7.1aterials.

Very few of the training programs reviewed ;,

this very integration of instruct_,mal theory ocher training and

aced

Child-use aterial. However, one program focused atirely on curriculum

and instructioAal develop7ent (Meyen, Altman & Chandler, 1972). ,Since/It

is not usually feasible for a yingle program to conduct the necessa re-

search and development required for adequate realization of all .aspects_of__,_______

,teacher preparation the CBTE colltept of modularization provides a workable

alternative. Thus, encouraging continued'developMent and disseMination'ot

such modular training programs in curriculum, instructional development,

and the topics subsumed under the categories, diagnosis, individuali:ta-
,

tion, pupil evaluation, is desirable. Examples Olsuch modular programs are

the CARE (Cartwright, Cartwright, & Robine, 1972); SECTRAC- (Meyen,Altman, &
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4

Chand )72), Tips for Teachers (Semmel & Thiagarajan, n.d.), and the

liter A-V Training Materials (Wood, 1972).

ti,
iarious instructional packages listed above could provide trainees

desirable generic skill and most dts available for dissemination to

dining programs. CoMparabld products af'curriculum development. projects,.

,

owever have not been widely, disseminated, and available vidence s,:ems t-)

4:

..

,

suggest teacher training in theuse'of thes9 materials is incidental or of
. ..

marginal concern' in the'trainimg process. It would SeemHimper; iv

ia7:-oas of cutriculUm development should invOtve a y10:
-

linv environment, so that instructional sequences

ci_Atext. Developers and sponsoi of such prof

and more sytematic dissemination of these
?

ation programs.

Recommendation 22;00. Re- hers and,developers shoyo
be supported in efforts to ,L.velop and diseminate val-
idated instructional packages for training teachers to
understand and appropriately utilize available curri-
culums and programs specifically designed for use with
handicapped populations.

22.01. Funded curriculum developme
projects should be encouraged to work cooperative)
with developers for the purpose of translating cur7i-
-culum content, procedures, etc. into modules and
other dissemnable instructional packages foi use
iri CBTE training programs.

22.02. Sponsors should continue to
support efforts to develop procedUres materials
for training teachers in the competencies directly
involved with instructional developmeht.

,? L.

Self-Instructional Modules. The advent of CBTE has popularized a ,'

number of training procedure alternatives havingAvaried formationd utilizing

different media. , These have been comprehensively described and discussed

,

in a previous publication (Thiagarajan, Semmel, Semmel,,1974) Many of

these approaches are predi ated On principles having limited' empirical

rN

LIP 0
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4
4 )support but neverth'ele'ss have7consi.d.6rable face individualized

,

tie use of .sef, -in-.instruction is 'extended to teacher training thr

, structional modules in training component .!'R

deleloped, 'or adopted sel_

of -zDecial edUcators.VThese modul

., highly specified with resi-

c uent 1)7 mediated. In addit,

_.r fecr. .,:ness. The modular.;
Jea.. Jut has some potential cliff:.

appear fruitfu17to support resear.

cts. of self-instructional modularized :rain'

other 'program components which a- empt to

great advantage of self nstructi ,dul,,

view is that they areusually well r= pa
-N.

independent var_L___es1-

Recommendation 2.00. u ?port
and development activities con
effectiveness of self-ins&ruct

training programs for teacfr.

Simulatd n Gaming and Microteachir_

instructional foi4Ratsehave been develope

't "'.27IIS have. c hex

lng

C

:ning

genes

to he

lures in -Inariso:

op e s 2: -tencies..

fc-thie : :!e effec-

research
.:-,rned xpioring the:

mcciular components
-s of -che i andicapped.

In recent years .a number of

as alternatives to-traditional
teacher training methods -(see Thiagarajal , Semmel, & Semmel, 1974). These

new formats, hafr potential value for CBTE in special education. Among the

more promising of these techniques are tl'e use of simulation, gaming, and

microteaching. It is important that the new developments be applied to

the field of special education teacher througl- systematic inquiry.

We should learn which formats are most alp-F.:cable for zning specific"
teacher competencies.

$



1'
4

, ... ;./* I
Recommend, _Ion _4. JO. Suppox the --3ysteme.'H. c Addy.: of_ ...-

- alttailati' "Mats for training ,'. ers in the acqu 5i. -
gon of sr.. ' lls for work ,iti- 5pecifies1
handitapp- ::: vulations. '

...

The Effect: -em Trai nitig Envi- -,n4ents. -Al_ _:__ng, regard-
-

4
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. less of particul

'physical, sovial.

the matching of spec*

specif,ic teacher competeric.i

but there is little emnfri

most effectively d(-

classroom cbmponen

Field based traii:_ni :i,ay

competencies. It should 1,

tics , -OCCUrS

.'gical envirc
-

:ner,training

. CBTE emph;

evidence in,

.in the con-t:..rt.

.relevan-. - roblem is

7onnients to the acquisition of '

performance b....j.ecl training;-

whi4 compe-encies are

the field cr nt, fhe didact_c college

,ructional me smnonents. or ther. ebmponents

the mast __ent locus eloping many

.e7 mbered that r service r-- 1C:-.711S classroom

visitations, and stucent to .g can resu'..

energy normally devc:ed tc Instruction

raking Ira_ J.:. le time and

dicappe It Appears

necessary to determi e whd. :h aching competencies can mcy. .'fficiently be

developed. without the necessil of competing for the resources of the public

schools. Field based training p ogram components must be researched from

the broad perspective 'Of cost/ben fit analysis where the costs and benefits_

to trainees must be compared to, p Bible detrimentS to on-goiiag special

educaticinal plograms. for 'the handicapped--and with an eye to identifying

thoS-e' skills which are dependent upon development- within the context of

naturalistic educational settings. The broader issue of the interaction

between training environments or program components and particular competency

acquisition cap---be applied equally to that which is taught in college classes,

through self-instructional, self-paced modular components of programs, etc.

Recommendat'_an 25,00. Support research which seeks to
determine e most appropriate traini g environments in
which to d,: slop specific.teaChing c mpetencies. Studies
which comp the eff ts A1,f simUla ed and naturalistic
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,-

environments in,the development of specified competencies
shoulkyield Naluablerand relatively immediate implica-
tions fbr theModificatiog of existing teachet`training.

. 0
. programs.

Field Tainins.,_. , In addition to observing that many secial education

teachervpreparatio programOlack committtent to a specific learning - and /or

child development theory, We Piave alseoted:a lack of specificity in

descriptions and conceptualization-f the nature of the field experience
. ,

Component-arthe.preParation program. appears to be true oPboth

CBTE and traditional preparation prog :For even though CBTE stiPUlates
..'

that
/
traineeS demonstratecompetence by means of` performance; probably.all

274

,

preparation programs provide trainees with"opport ities for field experience

as part of preparation to teach. In most programs, field,experience'takes

the form:of'limited participation and/or classroom observation, which is

then usually followed by six months to one year of student teaching,

Research on Practica and Student, Teaching, Our review of programs and
ft(

research has indicated that there is insufficient information on the nature

'1r the practicum expet nce; e.g., how the trainees' time is spent, how

much actual: teaching takes place, the nature of trainee accountability, the

competence of the cooperating teacher, the degree of structure in super 'sion,

etc. One project reviewed in Chapter III focuseliexclusively on proble

of student teaching (Strauch, 1974), while details of the practicum co onent

were/offered in several others (e.g., Universities of 'Florida, Indian

N. Iowa, Vermont, Idaho). Additional research and development is-needed in

the development of accountability syStems, observational and other evaluation
1

instruments. Also greatly needed are methods f identifying good critic
-, .--

, 6

teacherg, p ograms for evaluating and trainin,,g critic teachers, and arrange -,
. i -. ;

ments for utili tion and compensation of cOMpet.ellt_cooperating teachers.
t ...

._

-,.

° 3 0
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Te.developMent of §tandaid, reliable supervisory instrumentsCait also rJ--.1

quired,as weiTitiscleyelopment of competency requirements for praOicum

supervisors.
.

. OneoftlPemosfpopularteachertraining,components used by programs in,

the United 5tates is student teaching. Pre-Service trainets art,placed,' .
. , .

most frequently during their senior yeai,,,with ericlass-in a

communityYescho6I servicing the handicapped. In effect; he critic teacher

serves as a-model and the trainee as an,wPrentice. Gilyen,the omnibus use .

of critic teachers in student 'teaching 4, t is surprising that so little

empirical study has been conducted relative to important issies related to
...

the practice. For example, it would be.. of considerable valLe to determine

the relationship. between the competency objectives valued or stated by the

training program and the modeling teaching behavi
-Ty

revealed by critic

teachers selected for pre student tlachers. There is so little

known about the effect\ of student teaching andirratic teachers as models

on the trainees acquisition of teaching compete pies in special 'educational
f.

contexts.

Recommendation 26.00.- Priority support should be afforded
to research projects, which attempt to isolate the independent
effects of student teaching experiences and particularly the
modeling behaviors of critic teachers on the acquisition of
stipulated teaching competencies in special educational

/
contexts.

26.01, Develop criteria for identifying
competent critic teachers and condudt research on meth
of evaluating and training critic teachers_and practi

-supervisors.

Chil 5ervice Accountability. Alternativp/plans for securing field

pla ement and .training practica must also be encouraged. Probably the best ,

settfniforlhe training of teachers is PS -:child service program operated

F. 4.
in conjunttiO with the teacher preparatIon.prpgram. The Rutland (Wood,

1
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,.. .., .

.

1973), Vermont (McKenzie, et al 1970), And Northern IowalCourtnage, 44 al.,

,

497S) programs -are all examples Of training programs in :which trainees `are

directly ;accountable for..service to pupils (and/or pareftts), and ate evaluated
. *, . -

on the extent to' Meet goals for puPil?behavil5ial Change'and/or
,

. V P
1

learning.' Mere can beilittle queStion...that-evidence of pupil growth is.the
- ;

best. criteria for1validation of the,training program, andiA.the highest'
,,

level of eertificatibn of. trainee Peformance..', Thus, t4ining'prOgfamswhiCh

establish 'a means of ihcorporating responsibilityfor individual pupils into

their teacher training system, should be. systematically studied.,

Training programs that are iied to child service delivery systems'appear

to be inherently superior to programs where training isstructurally unre-

lated"to field services. Student teaching, participation, and observation

are of limited utility if unrelated to service delivery and accountability

for child growth. AlthOugh such a goal may be administratively accomplished

in any number of ways, the aim of integration of preparation with practicum

is in our view a central one in the improvement of teacher education.

Recommendation 27.00. Support and encourage research and
development'activities on teacher preparation programs
_which include child service components and accountability
for pupil outcomes,-,

Training Program and Local Education Agency (LEA) Cooperation. One of the

major tenents of CBTE is the establishment of a consortium of teacher trainers,

LEA's, parents and relevant citizen groups for the purpose ofogoal setting.

Nowhere does this tenent become more important than the practicum aspect of

teacher education. ,A high level of mutual cooperation and a good working

relationship with the LEA is imperative for effective practica. This re-

lationship implies that everyone involved in the practicum understandS and

contributes,,,to the setting of goals (e4.,',,child, parent, cooperating

teacher, student teacher, school administration and training program. To

v!
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assume that a consortia of such diversity would, work cooperdtively on bOth:

an administrative level and for commonly held educational goals is, to deny.,:

the sociological reality of the inherently antagonistic roles in which the

parties are often cast. Research and develoPment projects concerned with

improving the communication between trainers and fieldpersonnel are

desirable. To this end,.training programs should be held accountable for

demonstrating that' a ,p

operation.

for cooperation with field placement sites is in

Recommendation 28.0Q research anddevelopment of,
methods for effecting and improving relationships between
teacher pripiaration programs and Local Education-Agencies

1

Delivery Systems for Inservice Training. Masters degree level programs

offered by college and /or universityteather training programs and the one-

1

shot inservice workshop are the principle delivery systems for inservice

training. 'Considerable-disenchantment with both modes has developed among

inservicelteachers and school administrators. CBTE offers possibilities

L
for program variationscesulting in new and potentilly effective delivery.

systems for training .inservice teachers of the handicapped.cField ased-

ters programs are already gaining in support among special educat4rs.

ElcppAable, self-instructional module's are also being developed and field

testp toward developing_momeffective training modes for inservice teacher

t.ott-
populations. Certainly ihere is 4 need to establish high priority for the

further development and evaluation of innovative elivery systems for in-

service-taining of personnel who work with handicapped pupils in the

schools,.

Recommendation 29.00. Priority support should be estab-

lished fOr projects which attempt to develop and evaluate ,f

new delivery systems for training inservice teachers and

other personnel who .have responsibility for the education
d training of handicapped pupils%

3-L4
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29.01. 'Priority support should be estae
lished for the UeTopment of modules of a self-instruc-
tional nature designed for independent delivery to in-
service trainee_ populations in the schools: Development
projects of this type should receive support only if
they clearly stipulate the competencies which they
propose to develop ,and an,evaluation paradigm which
permits the assessment of the effectiveness of the module.
Such projects should be carefully coordinated to assure
that redundancy is minimized and that their content
relative to competencies selected are in accord with an
acceptable criterion of assessed need.

Accountability, Evaluation and Documentation. An additional area of

concerti is the selection of documentation strategy that provides for collec-

tion of accountability data, for the collection of evaluation data, and

for the oollectionof research data. Accountability data is defined here

as data which is primarily descriptive, i.e,,; number of students trained,

pupilt served, percent of trainees attaining 90% on a criterion test4itc.

It may also involve summaries of trainees. attitudes, nufffiiiOl(pupils taught

or. parents assisted. Accountability data serves to satisfy sponsoring

agencies, but yields little information suitable for decision making.

Evaluation data, on the other hand, provides the program developer With

dnforMation about progrm effectiveness such:as;trainee performance on

criterion tests to determine the strengths and weaknesses of instructional

content; direcit observation of trainee teaching skills in controlled and

natural settings for identification of areas of skill remediation and

programming deficiencies.. Whereas-evaluation data suggests areas of program

revision and expansion,-research data is the outcome of a test alternatives

which may or may not lead program improvement. Research and research data

should generalize to many training settings and issues.

It is apparent from the training programs reviewed in this study, that

some programs have confused ideas about the function of. the data they have

collected and one finds that accountability data often is reported as evalua-

tion data.

(31
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The most frequently reported measure of program effectiveness in the

present review was the trainees subjective evaluation of the prograt or

Some aspect of it. We believe that prograks that report traineeattitude

data as the measure of program evaluation; fall far short in fulfillment of.,

the purposes for which .,,evaluation is required -- namely, verification thpt

trainees have acquired a given set of competencies. There is a pressing

need for research and development of cost effective, flexible evaluation

instruments and techniques and an effort to disseminate such instruments.

Recommendation 30.00. The development of standardized clas-
slfication, terminology and program evaluation instruments
has great potential for improvement of evaluation within
prograMs, and for the conduct of comparative evaluation
-between programs.

The Teacher Trainer and the Researcher. Fundamental differences betWeen

the needs of training program developers and the interests of researchers

have contributed to the present paucity of data on the identification of

effective teaching behaviors and validated competency clusters. The multi-

dimensional character of classroom environments( and classroom interactions

also cause serious measurement problems for traditional methodological

alternatives.

The focus of the program developer is typically the identification

and/or adaption of personnel, support, administrative and material resources

to accommodate the training format. Thus, the identification of competency

cluster, although a critical antecedent in CBTE program development is only

one component in the total process. Since, a comprehensive list of behaviorally

validated competencies are not available, the program developer often

generates his/her qwn list or resorts to the adoption of intact lists

validated by professional judgments.

Because the researcher tends to focus on discrete teaching behaviors,

or isolated competency clusters, the validated competencies the program

31



developer reqUires are not readily available.
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The program developer is typically faced with inter-relating varied

knowledge and skill components over an extended period of time (e.g., one

to two years), and simultaneously incorporating relevant assessment con-

ponentiinto the sequence. This is an arduous task, which frequently re-
l-

.

quires changes in assessment formats from one subsequence to another,

selecXion of arbitrary mastery levels, and generation of evaluation data

wIlich may be nominally satisfactory, but adds little to knowledge about

-effective-teaching behaviors.

'The researcher, on the other hand, is typically concerned with much

shorter time intervals, as s/he is not under the same constraints as the

-teadher trainer. Continuity across research efforts, however, is frequentlY\-
- \

.

not possible, because funding for such research efforts are sporadic. .____) --;

Attemptito identify desired populations, moreover, are associated with

both political and temporal constraints, which makes availability of subjects

more.often a chance factor than a planned or deliberate one. In addition,

there is a great necessity for researchers to address, problems from methodologica

points olf view. While such research does not usually have immediate. pay-off

in improvement of programs, no significant advances in programming will take

place without such studies.

Differences in priorities between the program developer and the teacher

education researcher are tied directly to the preceding considetaons. The

program developer is ultimately concerned with the implementation of a

total program, usually within an extant system-. Thus the basis of competency

selection, the specification of competencies, the selection of assessment

criteria and processes all assume variable priority status depending upon

the point in time in the implementation process. Changes in priority status

may result from external'pressures as well as input from trainee and faculty

personnel.



The commitment of the teacher educatiOn researcher is often much shorter

than that of the program developer and reflects.an interest in the very

specific relationships' among presage, processes and/or product variables.

Unless programmatic long-termed research is 'supported, there will be little

data on the factors associated with long-term change in teacher behavior

as it is affected by fraining,'and similarily, long-term change in child

achievement as the result of teaching.

Measures taken to promote the integration of research and training

.could bring much needed continuity to research in special education teacher

training. Federal and state-training grants are usually awarded for from

one to three years, thus research within the context of such a grant, could,

be conducted for a similar period. Trainee and pUPil populations the

become available over extended periods.
// '7

Priorities in an integrated trai447-research program should be

negotiated and formalized prior to implementation. Systematic methods for

documentation and revision should also be developed prior to implementation.

c.

The presence of multiple research components would require a high level of

specificity in such processes but will not restrict opportunities for re-

vision based on relevant feedback.

. It is evident however, that not all preparation programs have the

interest or personnel required for the conduct an integrated research and

traini program. The specific competencies of'researchers are not by any

means identical to those 6-f, program-developers. Optimally, the complimentary

skills of research and prografi development °should be available in a single

teacher preparation program: perhaps with establishment of consultant

resource pools, this integration will be partially realized.

/

COnsultantresource pools could be established to assist in the identifica-
/

tion'and adaptation of'extant training modules to meet unique training needs;

3i
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assist in the design of integrated training and evaluation planning activities.

Casebooks could be prepared which would suggest optimal program planning

and instructional sequencing schedules and/or-patterns. ExeMplary CBTp pro-

grams could be selected to serve as demOnstration sites. R & D centers

could screen available training and child use materials, and develop materials

that continue to be needed*by .training-programs. Reliable and valid observa-

tion systems, essential.for the assessment of trainee performance and program

validation, currently lacking in most programs, could be.developed.

The resource,concept reflected here in a few examples, if appropriately

developed and applied, would facilitate an optimal level of dissemination,

would minimize. duplication of efforts, and would introduce ,a quality control

mechanism to the process of program design. The conflicts of interest and

differences in focus between the trainee and researcher in a sense permeate

many of the other issues considered in this chapter. Hopefully a'redefinition

of the roles and responsibilities of each in terms of a cooperative under-

taking* will.resolve many other problems associated with training program.

development, implementation.and evaluation.

Conclusion
a A

The preceding numbered recommendations have suggested strategies and

research topics for program development and teacher-pupil behaviors. Programs

must show evidence of integration of content with field training, and dist

provide-for trainee accountability in terms of pupil behavior: Funding and

sponsorship of research on teacher behaviormust be programmatic, long-term,

and designed for the systeinatic study of each of the relevant variables

associated with a given cluster of competencies. In ad*tion,targeted

competencies should be derived from a central theoretical framework so that

empirical study may serve also as verificaiion of the theory. The emphaiis
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should be placed oniquality control in researCh,rparticularly with reference

to the application of rigorous standards in methodology.

In addition to the suggestions.given here, the reader is referred to

two recent projects aimed at generating ideas about the future conduct of

educational research: the National Conference on Studies in Teaching,

sponsored by the National Institute of Education, (Gage, 1974), presented a
,

series of documents detailing recommendations for future educational re-

. search. 'More recently, national-panelson research needs related to the
I

t
development of personnel to serve the handicapped was sponsored by BEH, and

. .

was conducted byA Educational Testing Service (1975)..

The nqt0 for careful plannin in the delineation of research policy, and

the all3cation of resources is evident. Input from researchers and teacher

trainers into the policy-making processes along the.lines of,the NIE and ETS

conferences is desirable. AdditionaleffortS_at synthesis of extant research

and assessment of policy implications should be funded and conducted at

regular intervals. It is further recommended that while input from constituent

populations is vital and socially responsible in the decision-making process,

the leadership and guidance in determination of researdOpolicy should

emenenate from the most qualified, experienced professionals.

In summary, federal funds for research should be allocated on basis of

a master plan which emphasizes programmic research, encourages integration

of research with training program development, continues to encourage and

support dissemination efforts, and takes all measures to insure that the

research supported is of the highest quality in terms of methodology and

documentation. For without an emphasiS on professionalism and quality

control, all the hopes for improved education of handicapped children can

not be realized, the good will of parents, administrators, legislators and

other consumer groups notwithstanding.
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