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o Intérvention Planning and'?rogress Evaluation

o- Qutcome Evaluation
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‘ . ° ‘ Abstract

As jn regu]%r education, attempts to identify generalizable
coﬁcohitants of ‘effective teaching in special education have been less
than successful. For this reason, some researchers now belijeve that
o it is more useful to gonsidef not only what teachers do, but why they
- - do what they do. The present investigation was designed to document ’ -
‘ ' the’nature of programg provided to learning "disabled students and;to_
aéiéfﬁ?ﬁe the bases for theseé prd@ﬁéﬁ§i“‘7?’haf?bﬁa1 “sample df“’i28 N
teachers‘of learning disabled students completed a sdrvey about the‘
program of ohe of their stude;ts. Responses varied widely in term; of !
the amount of -time servi&e was .provided, the academic areas covered,
the matefiaﬁs, hethods, motivational strategies, . and evaluation
procedures used, aéd the major jnflueqces on decistons reported by
\ teacher<. There was no consensus among those who actda]]y teach LD

students as to an instructipnal approach or group of approaches most

uéeful in instruction. Teachers, however, reported satisfaction with . -

their programs and the ‘progress of the student. Educational
researchers should recognize this satisfaction and attend to what
¢

teachers perceive to be effective practi&e when asking them to alter

instructional approaches,
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A Survey of Program Planning and Implementation

Practices of LD Teachers

-

Examination of teacher thinking ~is a relatively recent

- development_in research on teaching. It is_considered by some (Clark,

1979; Medley, 1979) to be the most recent approach in attempts to
understand and characterize teacher effecﬁivedéss.f Previous teacﬁér
effectiveness research focused on identjfication of salient tedpher
personality traits and characteristics, examination of :methods Jf
teaching used, énd considerattorofclassroom climate and interaction
between teachers and students. ‘

Clark (1979) described five different approaches to research on
teacher effectivenesé that have been wsed in_  recent yéar51~he
characterized théqe of  these approaches  as "quaﬁtitative"
(process-product, adptitude-treatment interaction, and endaged time)
and %wo as "qua]itat%ve" (ethnographic and cogniti&e information
p}ocessing). Llark's thgsis was that résearchers, confronted with
equivocal results in teacher effectiQeness studies, h?ve opted either
to attempt to improve and make more rigorous the measurement
procedures \used in the *"quantitative" studies, or to change the

A\l

tradjtiona] question§'0f AWth works?" and/or‘"what works with whom?"
to the more qualitative question of "What is happening -here and why?"

Hunteﬁ (1979) defined teaching as "the process of making and
implementing decisions,. before, during, and 4fter instruction, to

increase the probability of learning" (n__ 62) Shavelson (1973)

called decision making the basic skill of teaching; according to Clark
. :

and Yinger (-1979), "ﬁuoh of what :is truly professional in a teacher's

» \ . N . -
life is a private process of applying theoretical “knowledge to

»
~ N . ‘
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particular cases, prob]ems, and s1tuat1ons" (p. 7). Clark and Yinéer

-

called for continued re§earch on teacher thinking, argulng that .a more .

public descrijption of the processes of teacher th1nk1ng m1ght

- - P P

facilitate professioﬁa1 communication Rather than the formu]atlon of

1

general 1aws of human behav10r, C]ark and Y1nqer saw the ma1n beneflt

-
-

- of 1nvest?gat10n .of ‘the mental lives. of teachers as be1ng the

development of a set of concepts usefuJ for "thinking about
. N l

_organizing, and making.sense of the classroom world" (p. 7). They

considered this 'descriptive’ type of research "to be "conceptﬁa]

research,” as opposed to decision- or1ented or. conclusion- or1ented
research, Although resear¢ch on teacher thinking generally is
conceijved- of as descriptive rather than prescriptive, Clark (1978)

viewed it as playing a vital role in Ehe application of research. to

a4
S

-

practice: ..

Research on teacher thinking is a logical outgrowth of
research approaches that emphasize teacher behavior. But .

\ teacher behavior sensible and effective in one setting may
be inappropriate in another, and it is the individual teacher
who has to define the teaching situation and make decisions
about. appropriateness. So if research is to be put into
practice--if the general case is to be applied in particular
situations--then researchers:must know more about how ‘teachers
exercise judgment, make decisions, define appropr1ateness and .. -
express thoughts in the1r actions. {(p~ 1) -

Except ‘for a few studles that examined the‘diagnostic practices
of reading clinicians (Gil, Hoffmeyer, VanRoekel, & Wedinshank, 1979;
Gil, Vinsonhaler, & Wagner, 1979; Gil, Wagner, & Yinsonhaler; 1979;

teachers to reading clinicians (Gil, Hof fmeyer et al., 1979), research

Yon teacher thinking has concentrated primarily on regular classroom
) ' .

teachers. Some of the findings of research inyregular education very.

N

S|

WeTshanks—t978—1980)—and—a—study—that—compared—tearningd: Gsabilities —-

)




11k ely- are appilcable in special educatlon however, the situation and

'r«". i ‘Q,' the constraints” operatlng in special education settings are generally

, very different from those in regu]ar education. For example, spec1a1:

- -~

educatjod teachers, u%ually deal with fewer students than do regular

’

educatiﬁh teachers, and more .often instruction is on an individual
instruction with ‘that of adother teacher, and their instruction may be
:determihed_jhfpart_by that dther teacher. They generally have much

more diagnostic information available about a student ard must operate

_under fhe constraints of a law thathrequirES a written educational

s plan with specified goals and objectives.

s ' e

- . - A few investigators- fdve examined decisions made about students

before the sthdents actua]]y start3”receiving special education

-~

Management Sciences, 1979 Poland, Ysse]dyke Thur]ow & M1rk1n 197§'

. Rucker & Vautour, 1981; Thur]ow & Ysseldyke, 1979; Yoshlda Fenton

AL T

Maxwell . & Kayfmah "1978; Ysse]dyke Algozzine, Regan Potter,_RrChey,
& Thur low, 1980; Y§se1dyke, A190221ne & Thur]ow,»198d;‘ﬂsseldyke &

. C ;X'HHHWOW 1980) but’ 11tt1e-1s known about what happens to students

v

Y
. have -wrltten about recommended 1nstruct1ona1 practTCeE. 0f3‘specia1

..
r . \

'educat1on teachers but*thege wr1ters generally have not“considered

what §t s that special educatlon teachers currently are doing and why

A

. [3
. . \
. . ‘3
. . .

X : ' . .=
basis. Also, special’education teachers often must coordinate their

servﬁces, that is, c]ass1f1cat1on and p]acement decisions (Apb]ied

oo lnstruct1ona11y once they are 1n speci‘al educat1on Many,individuals"

they are doing what they do. Yet,” the degree to which teachers are

-wi]lihb to modify their practices very likely is strongly. related to.

- ., their current practices and their reasons for operating as they do.




' random]y se]ected from the nat10na1 membership hst of the Council for

-

The purﬁose of the-present study was to 1nvest.19ate the
mstr‘Uctlona] p\anmng and evaluation practlces of spec1a1 educatlon
teachers? ' Specﬂﬁca]]y, 1t was des1gned to document the nature of

programs pronded to’ learning dlsabled students and to determme the

.

bases f’or thése programs “and the hases for . teachers decisions to

conltmué or chaqge the mterventmn strategles ‘used with specific

students. 0f particular 1nterest‘ were therngomg pva]u;tlon )
practices of 1eanni’hg,disabilities teachers, ' '

Method ' S

3

Subjects Co. . . .
t \ .ty ¢

Subjects were 128 ,teachers of learning disabled students who

comp]eted a _"Survey on h‘nstructiona] progjram planning, and-
1mp1émentat10n pract1ces . ,-The survey was sent to 373 individuals

»
™

Learmng 01s‘ab%11t1es (CLD) of the C'duncﬂ for Exceptwna] Chﬂdren.
(LD members who ‘receiv.ed‘the sur‘\'/e'_y ‘but who were not currently

@

pr—ov‘iding instructional servic\e .tgzs'tudents were asked to pass the
survey on.to a colleague or.to.-fe'tu‘ﬁn it yncompleted. Of thg 373
syrveys mailed, 34% (n =“128) w.e\re returned compfeted and 9% (n°= 34) . -
were réturned blank (total retur"n'= ?132';'). K individuals - were
offered a.research report ot mohograph of t’h'eir choice (from a list of

six publications of the Inst1tute ‘for Research “on “Learning

Disabilities) and.a summary of the survey results for returmng the

-

form. LN ) ¥ L - :
.. . o, ) =, ' R . : P
The subjects were from 42 states and were distribhuted fairly

evenly among rural {27%) ,!. suburban (34%), and urban (?8%) school

A ~ -~




'1-1,000).

) 5
districts (unknown = 10%) Most (88%) of the teachers were female,

°

almost three-quarters (73%) held at least a master's degrée, and the

-

average ,number of years- Qf experience teaching special education

studénts was 6.3 (SD =" 3, 7' median = 6.0; range = 1-16). Fifty-two

“percent of the .teachers taught in. elementary schgols, 13% taught in

» >

‘m1dd]e schoo]s or Jun1or hlgh schools, and 14% 1nstructed senior high

L3

' students The rema1n1ng subJects either taught at -more than one

1eve1 taught in vocat1ona1/rehab1]1tat1on centers, etc., or d1d not

specify "the level in whicn they taught. For the. 120 subjects who
provided d}rect service jnstruction, the average number of students
taught per teacher was 19.3 (SD = 9.3; median‘= 1677; 'range = 1-60).
Fifty-one teachers (322) indicated that they provided -indirect service

to an average qf 38 students'each (SD = 133.8;‘median = 5.2;'range =

Materials ,

’

A program p]anning and imp]ementation survey was constructed

based on comprehens1ve 1nterv1ews of 25 1earn1nq d1sab1]1t1es teachers

in Minndsota. " The survey onsisted of eight sections: . (a) schoo] and

S

teacher.—information, jb) student infowemation, (c) se]ection of IEP

goals and objectives, (d) program description, (e) determ1nants of the

Y - v - ©

program, (f) changes in the original instructional-’ p]an, (g)
evaluation of prdgress, and (h) misceldaneous. A supp]ementary”form

to be. used in response se]ect1on accompan1ed the survey See Appendix

A for a copy of the survey and supp1ementa] form

A coyer Tetter exp1a1ned the purpose of the survey and described

the procedure for selecting one student from the teacher's caseload

Y




6
whose program would be referred to when responding to survey items.

The letter and survey were sent along with a stamped return envelope

“and a form to he returned by -those interested in receiving a summary

report of the results and/or one of Six listed résearch reports or
@onographs. | ‘
Procedure

Surveys were mailed to the 373 CLD members in the late spriﬁg of
the 1980-1981 School yéar; 250~surve}s were maf1éd in mid;Apri1, dnd
the ‘remainder were sent in early May. For those in the April mailing
who had not'responded; a reminder was sent at the time of the May
mailing. .
" Two numbers were ‘assigned to each survey. The first was used to

. "‘ » .
monitor the geographic area from which completed surveys were received

and to facilitate the sending of follow-up notices. The second was a

-randomly selected number between 1 and 15; teachers with caseloads of

approximately 15 students were asked to use this number to determine

Al

which student's program they” would describe as they completed the

survey.  Teachers. who did not have approximately 15 students were

asked to devise an alternate method for rapdom selection of a student.

\

Data Andlysis

T4

For purposegiof data analyses, responses to* items in Sections C

A
v

(Sources qQf Information), G (Influential Factars) and E (Types of
Evg]uation§l of the survey. were -grouped ~into —catggoriesf~ ~Four
categorie;,of responses were‘formed for Sections’ C and G, and fivé

cateqories” were: formed for_Section E of the survey. Table 1 is a list

of -the cqtegories and the component ‘items of each. Data'anaJsts L
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Results

R

Data collected from the survey were analyzed in five major areas:

(a) student characteristﬁcé, (b) program descripﬁqon,-(c) hases for

program »decjsiongz (d) evaluation practices, and (e)- teacher

satisfaction and attributions for program success. Surveysresults
will be reported for each. Not all respondents completed all items on
" the survey; therefore, the n's reported below vary from item to item.

Student Characteriétics ,

The averége rage of the studentgL‘se1e;ted from the teachérs'
caseloads was 11.5 yéar; (D = 3.1 range = 4 -- 18). . The most
frequently reported grades were third (16%) and fourth (14%); the

~rémaining studénts'were distributed fairly evenly across érades 1-11,

with one student reported to be :in gragle 12 and one in preschool (see

_Table g). 0f these whose race was reported, three-quarters (76%) of

the students were reported to beiééuéésﬁéh, 13% were Black, and 4% _ _

belonged to other races. Thirty percent of the students had receijved
services for one year or less, and a total of 68% had received

services for three years oF less.

e e - - . - - —m s m W s - . . -y -

s s e . > L - p i n = e e - - - - - -

-
v

s

Thirty-six percent of the responding teachers had worked with the



Educationé] Plans (IEPs) had béen written withjn the, past year for 97%
of the studéngs.. For ‘those ;%udents whose IEP hsa been reviewed after
it was-written (n s 60),‘93% had their review take place during the
spring of 1981. The breakdowns of number of years of spegia]
education servicey, theﬂpatg the teacher started proviQing service to
the student, the year the most recent fEP was writteﬁ, and ihe year of
the most:recent IEP review are listed in-Tab]es 3 and, 4,
Insert Tables 3 and 4 about here

_____ F e e em e m—a e m e — - — . ————-——- -
~

Program Descrigtion

Type of service.’ When asked what level of service was being

provided, 7Q% of the 'teachers indicated that they worked directly with
the students for up to™four hours a day (Level III, service); 12%
taught students 'in -a full-time self-contained classroom (Level V

service), while 7% provided indirect (Level 1 or }I) service to the

students (see Table 5).

- am = - a e e e am o m e e e e A - .

[

For the 110 teachers (85% of the total) whose target student

received instruction ‘in reading, the average amount of special ,
M * 4

education service the student received per day in reading was 42.5

W . ,

~

» < ' l - M
. . N d f f B
. .

8 ) \ -
. student whose program they weré describing for more than one year:»
- (i.e.; they started working with the students in 1979 or earlier); ove -
teacher had worked, wifﬁ “the student for eight years. Individual
|
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. minutes per day (SD = 17.4; range = 3 - 100) of instructional time for

. . . \ ' 9
o .
minutes (SD = 25.7; range =‘3 - 120). Math instruction was provided

to 88 target students (69%) for an average of 37.2 minutes per d;y'(§g

LN )

= 17.7; réngé = 3 - 60). lostruction in spelling totq]ed an average

of 22.3 minutes per day ($D = 14.4; range = 3 - 60) for 84% of the

v

§tudents, and written \1aﬁgudge accounted for an qyérége of 25.2
8l students (63%) Fifty-one teachers (41%) indicated that an'average
of 45.0 minutes per day (SD = 43:4; range = 3 - 206) was §pent in
areas other than reading, héth, spelling, and written‘iangdageﬁ Thg
areas in thch this time was sbeht varied great1y~and'iﬁc1uded such
iopic§ as social stuqies,‘science, b?havior, fine motor development,

/ . . .
© art, affective. education, career education, thinking skills, study

. ’

skills, and other similar :échoo1 subjects. The above times were
calculated on the basis of a five-day weék;’times'based on 1ess.than a
five-day week were transformed into their five-day equivalent.
Teachers -were‘\asked wheéﬁer the instruction' they ‘provided in
readang, math, spe]]1ng, and/or wr1tten 1anguage was in place of or in

addition to. 1astruct1on prov1ded by the regular classroom teacher 1n

&=

each -area. In the area of spe]11ngﬁz instruct¥on was provrded
* \
. s1gn1f1cant1y more often as a supplement to regular class 1nstruct1on

. v 7
rather than s a rep]acement for it (x2(1) = 6.12, Q}( . 05). "In the

other academic areas, instruction was considered to be supplemental as

often as it was considered 'ﬁb be ' in place of regular classroom

instruction (see Tablé 6)* ., =~
' . , - .

. ) » .
' ]

~s
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Insert Table 6 aBOut here

---------------- | S,

Materials. S]%ght]y more than half (n = 67) of the 128 teachers

y

ind{éated the type-of material they relied on most with their target
4

student in reading. Of these, 31% poted that a commercial program

b

(DISTAR, Frostig,. efc:) was their primary material. The child's.

classroom text, other'texts, and consumables were indicated to be the
primary material for 18%, 16%, and 15%'pof the 67 ,respoqdents,
respectively. For math, 57 teachers reported their . primary
instr&ctidna] matéria]. Thirty percent 1listed the Ehi]d:s regular
classroom math text‘ds the material used most often;’loéaAfy developed

programs and consumables were primary materials for 21% and 19%,

respectively.  Sixty-two teachers indicated a primary instructional

maleéia] in spé]]ing. For this group, the child's classroom text was.

t
.

the most popular (used as the primary material by 29%),. followed by

consumables (23%) and locally developed programs (16%) (see Table 7),

B e B R e i

Insert TFable 7 about here

.t
L e e

. S ’ .
Methods. For the téachers who reported ‘their primary method of

instruction in reading (i = 51), math (n'= 45), and spelling (n =‘43),
N B
two-thirds indicated that they primarily emphasize work on subskills

in both reading ‘and math; 37% said this was their primary method in

Spefling. Practice was said to bé,the most relied on method by 22% in

reading, 3% in math, and 35% in spelling (see Table 8).
. I ’

»
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Insert Table 8 ebout here

/N "o
» .
~hoo

e'math and spe111ng, SO 1a1 reinforcers were listed most frequent]y as

Motivational strategies; In the three academic areas of reagjng,

the primary mot1vat1ona] strategy used. The next most frequent]x

@ . s . o
o« ment1oned motivational strategy was indirect reinforcers (see Table

~Bases .for Program Decisions

-, « "'IEP decisions. Teachers were asked to list what they felt were

:

the most 1mportant sources of 1nformat1oh used in determining long-
&term goals and sport-term opJect1ves for the;r target students”
v (tIndividua1 Educatioha] Plans (IEPs).  Teachers who ‘haa not
partJC1pated in developing the IEP were asked to skip this section of
the survey; 111 subjects responded to the long- term goal jtems and 113
comp]eted the 1tem relating to short term obJect1ves Overall,
'results from tests, particularly ach1evement tests, were reported as
the most influential piece of, information in determining 1ong-term,' '
: goals. More specifically,- 16.8% of the respondents to this item
reported that discrepancies between abi]fty and achieverment tests was
the major influence, and 15.3% and 12 6% indicated that overall scores

' on ach1evement }tests and patterns of scores on achievement tests

respectively, were the most important type of information used. Wh11e

<

[ . ¢

o : . l\D
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12
64%‘of the respondents listed items that fall into the category of
"tests" as the most inf!héntia] information in determining long-term

goa1§;u 24% of the teachers indicated that for their student

N 3

observation of performance and informal assessments had the greatest

influence (see Table 10).

e ae s a4 = = = e e e
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¢
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In contrast to the relative importance' of formal tests when
developing long-term goals, criterion-referenced tests, personal
observation of performance, and informal assessments were mentidned

most frequently as the primary basis for decisions about short-term

objectives. Twenty-three, percent of the respondents said that’

criterion-referenced measures were the most influential type of

information used in determinihg short-term objectives, 15% felt that

perséna] observation of student progress was the most important

factor, and 13% relied on information from informal, assessments

. conducted during'previous instruction (see Table 11). .

D L e R

Insert Table 11 ahout here ~

- g o -~ - - - - =

The rediance on informal  types of assessment increased in

relation to reliance on tests as teachers reported the secand and
third most influential pieces of information for determining both

long<term goals and. short-term objecLiVesg’#/Eew subjects indicated

that factors reflecting, consultation with others were the most
#4

1,

P




+
4

importdnt influence for “either 1dnq—term goals or short-term

objectivésa although a number listed items from this category as their
Ve .

second or third choice. Internal constraints were not perceived to be

f”inf]uéntia] in determining long-term goals or short-term objectives by
. the majority of the subjects (see Table 12).
N v —————— ;- ——————————————————————

) Insert Table 1?2 about here

q

Progra@_lgggggminanﬁg. Teachers were asked to identify the

factors influential in_ determining the amount of time services were

provided, the materials used, th& methods used, and the motivational ’

strategies used. As seen in Table 13, sgudént charactéristics (e.g.)
attention span, motivation, socia} skills, etc.) appeared to be an
important factor for most teacheﬁs_when making decisions about the

various components - of the student's program. It was the most

influenced their‘ decisions about selection -of time, methods, and
motivational strétegies . for individual “students (cited by 26.8%,
4}15%,, and 56.0% of . the teachers, respectively). "Student
characteristicsﬁ was listed by approximately the same number of

4

teachers (15.3%) as "performance on informal measures" (18.5%) and

"materials available" (16.1%) for determining the materials used with

the student., '

e e e R R R e

13

frequently mentioned first choice factor when teachers were asked what

—_—
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When knowledge of student characteristics was grouped with the
other experiential factors (past experience with student, and past
~»
experience with students .with similar problems, and college

coursework3 professional journals, workshops), this category was the

one citdd most frequently as most influential in determining the

_components of the students' programs. If-one of these factors was not

mentioned as a teacher[é first choice, then it usually was mentioned
as a second or third choice. Test based and objective information

often were reported to be influential in determining the amount of

~

time allocated for service and the materials to be used, but were
cited rarely for determining methods and motivational strategies.

Aside from the "21.5% of the teachers who indicated that family,

<

infovmation; parent requests, or consultation with other teaﬁ members
was the third most influential factor in determining motivational

strategies, items in this category seldom were reported to have much

-

influence. Also having relatively little ‘influence were factors

~

relating to classroom information. Items reflecting internal

coqstraint5\1(school/district policy, student's schedule, teacher's

. caseload, etc.) were reported by some subjects to ‘be influential,

n -

particularly in decisions about time allocation and use of materials.
See Table 14 for a breakdown df the subjects' first, second, and‘thind
se]eétions summed within categories.

- e - e am am e hm s mE e am e =

Insert Table 14 about here '

¢
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’ L] .
unlikely, 2=unlikely, 3=1ikely, and 4=very likely), teachers indicatgg

how likely they were to make changes in (a) materials, (b) methods,

(c) motivational strategies, and (d) time allocation, studentlgeaéher
‘ratio, etc. Overall, subjects indicated that-they were somewhat
Tikely t6 make changes in mate}ia1s (X:= 2:8; SD = .06), methods (X =
2.8 ; SD = .06),.and motivations (X = 2.9; SO = .07), but relatively

less likely to make changes in time allocation, student/teacher ratio,

etc. (X = 2:4; SD = .07).

When asked the basis for any changes made, 68% of the subjects

indicated that "personal ohservation of student performahce" would be

their primary consideration. "Objective perférmance data" was said to

be the primary influence on change decisions by 19% of the subjects;
. K s ) -

nine subjects (7%) indicated that "external constraints" (schedu1iﬁg,
N ’(;'E M

changes in classroom curriculum, etc.) were the chief determinants of

any changes in the target students' program. .

Evaluation Practices o .

Evaluation methods. Teachers indicated the three major

evaluation procedures tﬁéy used iﬁ reading, math, spelling, written -

& .
language, and other aréas. As may be seen in Table 15, no single

procedure or even general type of evaluation was favored in reading
and math. In reading, criterion-referenced measures, teacher-made

tests/oral quizzes, informal observation of student performance,

direct and frequent measurement (precision teaching-type) and
o -

standardized achievement tests each were listed as the primary form of

evaluation by 11-13% of the subjects. -Fhe responses of the remaining
r
36% of the subjects were scattered among the other evaluation
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procedures listed in the survey. . For math, ‘this pattern repeated
¥

itself, with the additionadl-mention of scoring workbooks. .Teacher-'

~ v

made tests/oral quizzes were c1ear1y~ the host relied on, form of

evaluation in spelling; 37.2% of the subjeqgts Tlisted this as :their

.

primary spelling evaluation procedure; no other procedure was listed

by more than 9.6% of the respondents. In the area of written '

language, 32.6% df, the 86 teachers,‘reporting that they evaluate

»

students in’ tffis area said that informal obseryation of student.

performance was their chief, form of evaluation, .and A4.0%Zrepoﬁted

that they rely on teacher-made tests/oral quizzes. For the® 23 -

subjects who indicated that they evatuate students in other academic
areas, the host frequently mentioned prﬁmary evaluation procedure was
informal observation of student performance--this was cited by 34.8%

of this group.

Frequency of evaluation. In addition to listing their primary

form of evaluation within each qcademic ared, teachers also indicated
how often this form of evaluation was used. Table 16 {s a sﬁﬁmary of
the percentage of subjects within each académic area who indicatea
that their primary form of evaluation was used .daily, semi-weekly,
weekly, or at some other 1éve1 of frequeﬁcy. Almost one-third of the
112 Subjgcts who indicated the frequency with which they used their

primary form of evaluation in reading'said they used it weekly or

semi-weekly; 33.0% said it was used daily. In math, 30.5% indicated

.

21
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that the evaluation procedure most important. to them was used weekly
or semf—week]y; 37.9% reported that it was used daily. More than half

(58.2%) of the 91 subjects who evaluated stddents in spelling said

their primary evaluation proceduyre was used on a weekly or semi-weekly”
! ‘ / -

basis;~.andther 25.3% said that their chief' form of evaluation in

spelling wWas uded on*a daily basis. Subjects' first choice fors: .

-

evaluatiog in written lapguage also generally occurred on at least a
weekly basts - usually more often (37.3% daily; 15.7% semi-weekly,

26.5% weekly), , T
N e
', : Insert Table 16 about here

Record1qg 9va1uat1on information. Only two teachers said that

s

they kept no wr1tten records on the performance/progreSs of their

target student, Charts\and/or graphs were reported to be used by 72

“afgt . subjects (56.3%). Inform%t1on was said' to be recorded in gradebooks

"R

‘ by 60 subjects (46.9%) and 0n-check11sts by 70 teachers (54.7%). A
iarge proportion of the subjects (79.7%) said they kept samples of the 1
' student's work and 33% listed-other methods of recording evaluation
data such as daily logs, written progress reports, recording progress

on the IEP, student folders, teacher folders, and teacher planbooks.

Use of evaluation information. Subjects-were asked to indicate

. their primary use of evaluation information as well as other uses for
this information. Seventy-two teachers signified their primary use
for evaluation information; only one teacher reported that evaluation

information was not used. The remaining 55 teachers, while not

x 2
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identifying their primgry use of evaluation daia, reported;?yayg- in

which they generally

se'this information.
. > . .

—

Of those subjects who identified the major use for the gvaluation

4 .information they (collect; 23.6% reported that they chiefly use this:

V% CR
5 17).

¥ -

¥ . . . . ;
%POSt inportant wuse {f evaluation information for 22.2% of the

’f@achers‘ Approximat&ly 30% of the teachers said evaluation
information was used priparily either to change the instructional plan

(13.8%) or to decide when to review or reteach (16.6%).

InSert Table 17 about here -
¥

For ﬁhe 127'sub;;cts who cited one or more uses for evaluation
information, the moét frequently listed item was '"discuss progress
with étudent“' (listed by 89.1%). Almost as frequentljﬁ listed was
“distugs brOgress with parent" (87.5%), '"change*instructional plan"
(83.6%), and "monitor progress on IEP goals and objectives" (82.0%).
Use 0f‘éva1uation information to modify IEP goals and’objectives was
reported:by 69.5% of the'tea;hers, and §§.0% said they used“it when

-

discussing progress with the regular classroom teacher. Approximately

half of,ihe teachers said that they use evaluative information to
assign draaés anﬁ 44.,5% said‘it was used to write notes that are sent
home. "The;remaining'two items on the list of possible uses inc]uded“
in the surve& were checked by approximately 30% of the subjécts each.

These two items are "discuss progress with lead teacher, principal,

23 '

> 4 information to'mpnm or progress on [EP goals and objectives: (see Table .

Dichssidﬁ progress with the student was indicated to be the




‘ 5 . - e ¢ ]
. | . S .19 :

. . \ spgcié] education director, etc."” aﬂg/:review progress with team." .

- EEEQEQELZ_Qf_Héﬁ,ff.SXélHE&DEl-iQEQE@éEiQQ; When subjects were®
. asked” to indicate the uses to which they put é&a]uation information,

. théy also &ere asked to indicate how often they used.the evaluation e
informafion in the manner(s) that they 3ndi£ated. Not all subjects
indicated the frequency with which they used evaluation, and of those
who did indica?e frequéncies,.not all indicated the frequencies for N
every use they had l{sted. .

The uses for evaluation information contained in the survey and
the frequencies with which they were reborted to be used are listed in
Table 18.° As can be seen, the frequency with whfcﬁ fgva1qation
information }s used in particular ways varies with the use ﬁade of the
information, For example, most of those w;o use evalyation
information to discuss progress with a stydent do thi§ on a fairly Jﬁ\\
frequent basis (36.2% déi]y, 28.8% weekly), while use of this type o%
information when reviewing progress with the team is reported to occur
much less frequeﬁt]y (51:4% yeér]y, 20.0% seTj-annually, 17.1%
quarterly). Teachers were more vague about ,the frequency with which.
they used evaluation information to do something with the student's
program than they w%gshwhen indﬁcating the frequency wﬁth which they
discussed progress ‘&ith others or wused the information in an

\ administrative fashion (monitor "progress; aésign grades). This is

evident by the number oﬁnbersons saying that evaluation information !
was used "as needed" rather than specifying a particular timé frame
:

(i.e., daily, monthly, etc)

DO
M




" too much time with eva]uagion activities.

e e ey o —n = e e g = > - m -

Time spent in evaluation. Subjects were asked what percentage of
the total amount of instructional and preparatory time devoted to the

target  student . was spent in performance/progress evaluation

activities. Overall, 76% of the respondents indicated that they spent

up to 30% of their time in evaluation activities and 24% said that

they spent more than 30% of their time in this way {(see Table 19).

One-third of the subjects said they spent 11-20% of their time in

v

evaluation related actitivies and 34 teachers (27.2%) estimated their
time spent in evaluation at 21-30%. When asked whether they would
like to see this tirﬁe increased, decreased, or stay the same, most
teachers (60.0%) who responded were satisfied with the way things
were, 27.2% indicated they would 1ig<e to see th‘eir time ;pent_in

evaluation increased, and 12.8% felt that they currently were spending

Teacher Satisfaction and Attributions for Program Success .

Satisfaction. On a scale of one to four, with Il=very -

- ¥
- dissatisfied, <2=dissatisfied, 3=satisfied, and 4=very -satisfied,

teachers indicated their degree of satisfaction with the student's

program in terms of {a) materials available, (f)) amount of

B

instructional time, (c) methods being used, (d) ability to mohitor

o)
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progress; and‘(e) the student's progress. Overall, teachers reported
satisfactien  with phe student's current program and progress. They . -

'were least satisfied with the amount of “instructional time the student ‘
received--34.6% said that they were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied
with thiskaspetg}of thé éiudent's program. In the other categogies,
satis%aéﬁjpn Was‘expressed by 80% or more of the teachers. The mean
9atfnq§ and _percentages of subjects indicéting satisfaction or

dissatisfaction with each item may be found in Table 20.

ey 4t s R mp .y s e s > - e - . . . - = - - -

- &

Reason for progress. The final question of the' survey asked .

subjects to rank order the importanée of six items as contributors to
the success/prbgress made’by the target student by the time of the -

" annual review. None of the 122 respondents thought, that the material

used with the gtudent was the main rgasoﬂ for student progress. While .

"the .instructional approach used" wa; cited by on]& 11.5% of the

teachers, none of the other itemslwés listed first by more than 3d ‘

(24.6%) teachers. -The individual items and the percentage'of subjects

.giving each a ranking of one are presgnggd in Table 21.

Insert. Table 21 about here

et s by o v - > " - - - - = — - —
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Discussi

In. educational research 1little attention has been paid to

identifying’ current practices of special education teachers. The

26
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reseé?ch that has been done has been aimed primarily at identifying
giscrimithidé tharacteristics of effective teachers (Westling, ,
%koorland, & Rose, 1981)." However, as in regular education, attempts
to identify generalizable concomitants of effective teaching have been

less than successful. For this reason some researchers (e.g., derk,

- 1979; Hunter, 1979; Joyce & Harootinian, 1964; .Shdyelson, 1973) now

~—— 2 .\

bé]ieve that it may be more useful to consider’ not only what teachers
’
do, but why teachers do what they .do. In the present study, the

4 .
questions of *what?" and "why?" were ‘addressed. The study provides

informéijon on a national cross-;ection ofﬁprograms for LD students. |
Although “the number of teachers involved in this study was not 1ar§e
for a cros§-sectiona] investigation of this nafure, the responses of
these, teaghers--all members of a national proféssiona] organization,
and many of whom hold adyanced degress--should reflect current trends
in the- field. -

£ A--Jarge- amountr of wvariability—in programs ' .was evident in
- responses ‘to this survey, especially in re]gt{on to the amount of time

service was provided, the_écademic‘areas covered, and the materials,

1

. methods, motivgti;%a1 strategies, and eva]uation"procedureé uséd.
Likewise, teachers‘differéd widely in wﬁgt Eﬁey.}eported to be the
major }nfluences on their decisions. However, there Qas evidence that
the type .of inforﬁatioq cohsidered inf]uenti§1 when making decision;
varied as a function of the decision to be made. Fo} examp]e; 19ng-
term goals were repor;éd to be mbst heavily influenced by standardized

©
assessmen%uneasures while Fhortfterm ohjectives were more frequently

repogteq to be influencted by criterion-referenced measures and
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observation of student performancé\//'—ﬁ

Subjective teacher: judgments appeared to play a major role in

&

influenc'ing interVention decisions. This is evident in the extent to
vhich factors representfng experience with the student (e.qg., student
characteristiés, personal observation of the student's performance,

etc.), or previous experience of the teacher (e.g., experience with

4

other students, educational .coy}seWOrk, etc.) were c}ted as being
influential. Not only were subjécgive experliential factoers frequené]y
citedwin relation to initial decisions about a student's program, but
' *also wheé teachers were aékedlthe basis for program chdnges. In spite
of the fact that ‘the teachers . reported that they evaluated students

frequently and‘85% of the teachers indicated that they spent more than

10% of their time in evaluation activities, only 19% said that any

charges in .the student's program would be based on "objec’%Ve
| ' -

F

'

. performance data."

— L Teacher- reliance on. subjective data- about -students—-also -Was---- - ~———

reported- by Clark, Yinger, and Wildfong (1978), who found that the C

‘ $
tues most frequently rated as useful by regular education teacher in

mé&ing dgci§ions abogt‘ how to teach' an activity were related to
_'stuéent chgracfé;;stics: : Iﬁ appears that —;}en thqugh special
.,,educatipn teachers are encouragéd through training and required by law
to attend- to ijective Niﬁ%ormation about Students and to focus
instruétion arouh& speqif{c instructional objectives, they also rely
heavily on their own shbjéctive perceptions of-the stu&Ent. If this

Y -
is the sort of information which teachers believe to be most useful to

them, perhaps rather tHan repeatedly “admonishing them to rely on

L . , -

- )
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to see the usefulmess of using objective data and to help them to
[*2Y -

appropriately interpret and use the subjéctive data upon which they do

. rely. - w
* The teachers in this study indicated that, they generally were
)”/K‘“”’i—’ séti§figd with the instructional program and the progress of the
student under consideration. In light of the great amount of

variability in the programs described in this study, this satisfaction
. - is especia]iy significant for those researchers proposing way; to
improve the.inftructiona1 process for learning disabled students. It

is ‘apparent that there - is "no instructional aﬁproach generally

- . | perceived as useful by those who actua]]y'teach LD students. This was
demonstrated by the v?riab1e responses to questions about program
stnucturé ana by the lack of agreement among teéchers when asked the

.main reason for progress made by the target’ student. But, teachérs

- . — —are-satisfied with how- they are-teaching-students. Since it is—Jikely
"that there ,véll' be resistance on the part of teachers to making

. ~ch@ngés in préctices pérceived as satisfactory, it may be vital for
reséarchers to understand what tg%chers‘ believe' to be effective

Jpractice beforeJ?xpecting them to alter what they do.

) . -

-~

objective data in making dgcisions, there is a need both to help them“
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29

Table 1 ' -

Squrces of lnf0r$ation, Influential Factors, and Types of Evaluation: ltems'by Category

-

SOURCES OF INFORMATION "

Tests

Overall scores on ability tests

Overall scores on achievement tests

pattern of scores on ability tests

Pattern of scores on achievement tests

Discrepancies between ability and

¢ achievement tests

Other standardized assessments

Performance on criterion-referenced
measures -

Observation of Performance

Progress on previous IEP objectives .
Informal assessments ddne during
previous instruction
Other informal assessments
Personal observation of student
per formance .
Behavioral observations/information

Consultation

Classroom teacher's priorities
Parental input/priorities
) Input of other team members ‘h
5ol

Constraints

Constraints of times, materials, teachers
available "
District policies
A commercial or locally constructed list
of long-term goals, short-term objectives,
. and/or instructional suggestions

Test Based and Objective lnfbrmation

Demonstrated ability on psychological
tests .

Performance on standardized tests

Performance on informal measures

Formal observation

Medical information (hearing,
medications, etc.)

L4

Classroom Information

Referring teacher's statement of
original referral problen -

Classroom teacher's comments on
classroom progress .

Glassroom teacher's -~equests

Material covered by regular
classroom

#1

INFLUENTIAL FACTORS

Experiential Factors

///S{udeht characteristics (e.g., attention
span, motivation, social skills, etc.)
Past experience with student .
Past experience with students with similar .
problems -
College coursework, professianal journals,
workshops, etc. -

Constraints

Materials available

- -- - Your caseload

Rest of student's schedule

Other students taught at same time
Policy of lead teacher/school/district
Instructor's guide(s) for text(s)

Consultation/Family Information

Family information

Consul tation with others (aside from classroom
teacher and parents)

Parent requests

Formal Tests

Standardized achievement tests
Standardized diagnostic measures
. District developed tests
Basal text mastery tests
s Formal observation

Informal Tests

Criterion referenced measures

Direct and frequent measurement
{precision teaching-type)

Teacher-made tests/oral quizzes

TYPES OF EVALUATION

Observation of Performance !

Scoring workbooks

’ Scoring worksheets
Amount of work completed
Number of correct flashcards

# Listening to oral reading

Y Informal gbservation of student performance

Consultation 1
el "
- Consultation with classroom teacher
regarding classroom performance

. Oral, silent timings
Check number of short-term objectives
Q mas tered
ERIC .
i oo enc (}{f -




Table 2

Grade Distribution of Students

(n=128)

A Grade %
Pre-school ) 0.8

1 . 4.7

2 | 9.4

3 15.6

4 14,1

5 6.3

6 8.6

7 7.8

8 9.4

9 _ ‘ 6.3

10 7.0
1 s a7

12 ) 8

Not specified i 4.7
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Table 3 ot !

- , o _ Year Student Began Receiving Special Education Services and Year

Responding Teacher ‘Began Providing Service?
{n=128)
b Special Ed S;;vice éy
Year Started Service Teacher '
1972 , 2.3 --
3 1973 1.6 0.8 -«
‘ £
1974 3.1 0.8
. »
1975 - 3.9 0.8 ;e
‘ ‘ &
1976 - , 7.0 1.6 "
1977 : ' . 3.9 1.6
1078 ‘ 10.2 5.5 ~
1979 , 28.1 25.0 vy
1980 ‘ 24.2 54.7
s [}
1981 _ 6.3 7.8
Not specified : : 9.4 . ol .6

%ntries in table are percentages of students for each year. <
bData were collected Spring 1981, .

-

7
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. Tabié 4

Date IEP was Written and Date

S Most Recent Review
(n=128)
Date Written Reyiewed '
% e %
1978 : 0.8 0.8
1979 - 1.6 -
1980 - 6.0 - 3.9
[ , R b ' ) !
1981, ) 25.0 42.2
Not specified. 49 o 53
[} | »
¢
{
Jc,, . -
. ‘ “ .
k]
& "
?
‘ o
37 '-,
A
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Table 5
Level of Service Provided to Target Students
(n=128) : -
. -\
Level \§§ ‘ ' , %

g

I - Monitgrié\g . 2.3
IT - Consu]taiionv ‘ ‘ 4.?
" Il - Direct Service (up to 4 hours/day) 69.5
IV - Direct Service (more than 4 hours/ ,
Hgy). 4.7
V - A1l day, self-contained 12.5 )
VI - Special School/Residential 3.1
Not specified | ‘ 3.1 .
'~
. . .
N .
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Table 6.

Number of Students in Each Academic Area Receiving
Instruction that is Supplemental to or Replaces

Regular Classroom Instruction

i
-

2

Academic Area Supplemental Replaces

Reading ‘ : 64 ’ 51

Math %55 42 4
spelling® - - © 59 . 35 ‘
Written Language v 52 ‘ 4

- %Difference between numbers is significant at p < .05,
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/ ) - Table 7 . . L L
Percentgges of Teachers Within Acadeﬁic Areas Indicating Each - -
¢ . )
Material as Their Primary Instructional Material
. Academic Area? )
v . Reading Math Spelling ,
"Material n=67 n=57 n=62
v : \ .
Child's classroom text 17.9¢ 29.8 29.0 '
Other standard texts . 16.4 12.3 4.8°
Commercial programs 31.3 10.5 12.9 o
Locally developed programs 10,4 . 21.0 16.1 0 '
Consumables 14.9 19,3 22.6 '
Y L4 .
Manipulables ' 1.5 5.3 1.6 ‘
Other materials - S 1.8 . 12.9
) awritten language was not included in this item.
.. bN s refer to 'the number of subjects within each academic area:who

tndicated the one type of .material they relied on the most .

. Percentages are calculated or the basis of the n w1th1n each )
academ1c area. . -

7




t ’ Table 8

+ Percentages of Teachers Within Academic Areés Indicating Each ~}

h <

Method as their ?rjhary Method of Instruction

Academic Area?

- . ’ Reading Math Spelling
. Method | n =5} n =45 n=43
Work on-subskills 't 66.7° 68.9 37.2 - e
___ Bractice © 216 13.3 34.9 |
Modality training .3.9 2.2 16.3
Modeing o 3.9 1.1 2.3
v Games7/machinery ' 3.9 4.4 7.0
Other methods - 0.0 - 0.0 2.3
) i 4 - . ‘ :
qyritten language was ngt included in this item.
bﬂ's refer to the number of subjects within each academic area who _
indicated the one type of material they relied on the most.
. CPercentages are calculated on the basis of the n within ealk

» academic area. .

13
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| Table 9
‘Percentageslgj %eachers Within Academic Areas Listing Each

«Motivational Strategy as their Primary Means of Motivation

14

A
L)

AN - ‘ Academic Area ° .
- - . ’Reading Math Spelling
Motivational Strategy. ° n=58"% . n=49 n#4]
. ' : . ) <3 ¢ . N
" Social reinforcers . 63.8 453.1 51.2
NI - - .
Activity reinforcers - 8,6 10.2 7.3
Concrete reinforcers = - 5.2 \\6.1 + 9.8
: . . \ ‘
Indirect-reinforcers ., 19.0 13%3_//// 22.0
- ‘ ]
.Contracts ' o1 4.1 4.9
Self-management stnategies ~ .7 10.2 4.9
Punishment procgaures A Y 0.0 0.0
Other strategies 0.0 .00 . 0,0

L ke ) . ~

Wr1tten language was\not included in thTs 1tem ‘

bN 's refer to the number of subjects within each academic area who
indicated the one type of material.they relied on the Post

Percentages are calculated on the bas1s of the n within each
academic area. - . ; N

\‘A . N N \
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38 ' Table 10 -
\ ’ + 'First Choice Selections of Sources of Information . *
,’_ .
. for Detgrmining Long-Term Goals
' (n=111) .
g ! Category Item
Sources of Information . Percentage \ Percentage
. Tests S - - 63.9 L N
Qverall scores on ability tests : . 2.7 -
0vera1] scores on ach1evement tests N 15.3
Pattern of scores on ability tests. _ , . 6:3
Pattern of scores on achievement tests ‘ « 12.6
Discrepancies between ability az%, ) )
achievement tests *19.8
Other sfandardjzed assessments : ‘ 0.9
Performance on criterion-referenced measures o 6.3
. Observation of Performance"‘ . i : 24.3
Progress on previons IEP objectives ' . ) 6.3 "
. Informal assessments done dur1ng previous -
y . instruction - . /\“‘\\ . 7.2 ..
+ Other 1nforma1 assessment " 0.0
© Personal observat1on of student performance 8.1 .
Behavioral onervatlons/1nformat1on 2.7
x(l . B .
R . Consultation U :’ ' 6.3
Classroom teacher's priorities . \ 4.5
. ’
Parehtal input/priorities - 0.9
2+ Input of other team members 0.9
Constraints R . o 45 T
Censtraints of time, mater1a1s, teachers \ ’ ,
available . B - 0.0
District poliéies . . 1.8
. o . ‘ L ' % .
~ A commercial or-lTocally constructed. list'of _ )
1ong~term ObJeCtJVES and/or instructional ‘ ‘ ' , . -
. suggestions . ‘ , 2.7 -

o Other e, ©09., ,
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Table 11 39
‘First Choice Se]ectioﬁ‘of Sources of Information
, T ) for Determining Short-Term Objectives g
X (n=113) .
’ ‘ , Category Item
Sources of Information e Percentage Percentage
Tests . ' 43.3
Overall scores on ability tests . ~ 0.0
Overall scores on achievement tests 3.5
Pattern of scores on ability tests . 4.4
Pattern of scores.on achievement tests 4.4
Discrepancies between ability and
ach1evement tests . . 5.3
Other standardized assessments . . . .
Performance on criterion-referenced measures 23.0
Observation of performance ~ ' 45.0.
Progress on previous IEP objectives , 8.8
Informal. assessments done during" prev1ous
* " instruction . 13.3
Other’ informal assessment e ‘ 4.4
Personal observation of studént performance *15.0
Behavidoral observations/information 3.5
Consultation ‘ P ] 5.3 \ R
Classroom teacher's priorities . ‘ 3.5
Parental input/priorities *
Input of other team members o . ' 1.8 {
Constraints . ' 6.2
et — - '\'/—’
Constraints of time, mater1a1s teachers \\ \
available- ) . ; 1:8
District policies C B " 0.9
B " A-commercial or locally constructed list of * ‘ a
| long-term goals, 'short-term objectives, L ’ .
? and/or instructional suggestions . . 335 = -

Othei | T Cos 000

e R or “ . ’_,-
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' ’ Table 12

Pergentages of Teachers Listing Each Category of Information as
.- : First, Second, and Third Choice‘Selections for Determining

., Llong-Term Goals and Short-Term Objectives

Se]ectiOna
Category 2 3
Tests 64.0 48.2 23.1
Long- Observation of Performance 24.3 35.4 44 .5
Term . ‘
Goals Consultation 6.3 12.8 25.9
Constraints 4.5 - 3.6 5.6
Other \ 0.8 0.0 0.8
Tests 43 .4 16.1 21.1
- Observation of-Performance 45.1 63.4 50.5
Short- -
Term Consultation 5.3 16.0 17.4
Objectives
' Constraints 6.2 3.6 10.1
- Other 0.0 0.8 ° 0.8

»

%he number of teachers listing .first, second, and third choices
-for: dong-term -goals 'and short-term obJect1ves ranged. from
108 to" 1137

o
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Table 13

First Choice Selections of Influential Factors in Determining

Time, Materials, Methods, and Motivational Strategies

. a
« Academic Area”

Time Materia]@? Methgds  Motivations
Category/Factor , (n=123) (n=124) (n=124)  (n=125)

$
Test Based and Objective Information

UDemons trated ability on psycho-

logical tests 8.9 0.8 2.4 0.0
Per formance on standardized, tests 12.2 7.3 3.2 0.8
Performance on informal measures 7.3 18.5 11.3 2.4
Formal observation 0.0 1.6 1.6 4.0
Medical information 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Classroom Information .
Referring teacher's statement. 3.3 1.6 0.3 0.0
Classroom teacher's comments on ° .
classroomiprogress 7.3 2.4 0.8 1.6
Classroom teacher's requests 2.4 0.8 1.6 0.0
Material covered by regular <
classroom - 0.0 9.7 1.6 0.0
Experiential Factors
~ Student characteristics - ’ 26.8 15.3 43.5 56.0
Past experience with student 2.4 8.1 11.3 13.6
Past experience with students with. = .
similar problems 2.4 . 8.9 : 10.5 , ., 9.6
College coursework, professional ‘ ' '
. . journals, workshops 0.0 40 ., . 8.1 4.0
, Constraints -~ -
Materials available 0.0 16.1 0.8 1.6
Your caseload . * 4.9 . 0.0 0.0 0.0
- Rest of student's schedule © 8.9 0.0 0.0 0.0
_Qther students taught at same time 0.8 0.8 0.8 1.6
- Policy of lead teacher/school/ - T T
district 7.3 0.8 - 0.8 0.0
Instructor's guide(s) for text(s) 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.0
Consultation/Family Information = B
Family information L 0.0 0.0 0.0 2.4
Consultation with others (aside from
A classroom teacher and parents) 0.8 0.8 0.0, 0.8
Parent requests 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Other : 3.3 1.6 0.0 1.6

aPercentages lTisted are based on number responding within each category.

Qo < .

ENC - | do
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N Table 14
First, Second,}and Third Choice Selections of Influential Factors
by Category, for Time, Materials, Methods, and Motivational Strategies
) i? . Selection®
Area Category 1 2 3
Test based and objéctive information 28.4 24.4 19.5
Classroom information 13.0 21,1 14.4
Time Experiential factors 31.7 . 26.1 27.1
) Constraints | 22.7 23.5 33.1
) Consultation : 0.8 4.1 4.2
Test based and objective information 28.2 18.1 15.5
Classroom information 14.4 19.9 16.3
Materials Experiential factors . 36.3 39.7 32.5
' Constraints 18.5  "19.1 30.0
Consultation/family information ) 0.8 3.3 3.5
Tést based and 6bjective information 18.5 17.9  "11.1
Classroom information ‘ 4.8 4.8 1.1
Methods Experiential factors 73.4 51.1 43.9 )
) Constraints . . : 3.2 227 2.5
Consultation/family information - 0.0 2.4 10.4
TeSt. based and objective information . 7.2 5.8 6.6
. Classroom information " 1.6 7.4 - 10.3
Motivational Expérientia] factors o .. 83.2 73.3 44.3
| Stratedles - comstraints N .2 66 17.8°
Consultation/family information .2 6.6 20.8

2
o

%The number of subjects listihg first, second, third choices within the
areas of time, materials, methods, and motiyational strategies ranged
from 106 to 123. Percentages listed are based on number responding
within each area; percentages do not add to.100.0 because the category
"other" is not included in this table.

- . 4

|
|
|




Table 15 .
First Choice Selections of Types of Evaluation Used in Reading, Math,

Spelling, Written Language, and Other Areas

Academic Area® .

Written
‘ Reading Math Spelling Language Other
Type of Evaluation . {n=114) (n=98) (n=94) (n=86) (n=23)
Formal Tests ‘ 27.2 21.4 23.5 7.$:\ "/0.0
Standardized achievement tests n.4 10.2 9.6 3.5 0.0
Standardized diagnostic measures 9.6 8.2 5.3 1.2 0.0
District developed tests 1.8 1.0 1.1 1.2 0.0
Basal text mastery tests 4.4 2.0 . 6.4 0.0 0.0
ormal observatjon : 0.0 0.0 1.1 1.2 0.0
- r
Informal Tests ’ 38.7 38.8 55.3 30.4 30.3
Criterion-referenced tests 13.2 10.2 9.6, 7.0 4.3
Direct and frequent measurement 12.3 13.3 6.4 4,7 13.0
Teacher-made tests/oral quizzes 13.2 12.2 37.2 14.0 13.0
Oral silent timings 0.0 - 0.0 0.0 0.0 .0.0
Check number of short-term . 0.0 3.1 2.1 4.7 0.0
objectives mastered ' ; -
Observation of Performance ' 29.0 31.5 18.1 53.6 52.1
Scoring workbooks 7.0 11.2 6.4 4.7 4.3
Scoring worksheets . 3.5 . 7,1 2.1 9.3 8.7 1
Amount of. work completed 1.8 1.0 0.0 7.0 4.3
Number of correct flashcards 0.9 0.0 1.1 0.0 0.0
Listening to oral reading 2.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Informal observation of student
performance ) 13.2 12.2 8.5 32.6 34.8
Consultation 2.6 7.1 3.2 4.7 13.0 |
Consultation with'c]assroom‘}gacher i , ) §
regarding classroom performance 2.6 . 7.1 , 3.2 4,7 13.0
. : :
Other ; - 24 0.8 0.0 4.7 . 4.3 |
9 - — S — - Ty .
“’[ERJ!:ltages*Tﬁsted"aré“baﬁed o number responding within each area. , ? :

,
‘4 ~ k
o e . , 46 ) o
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Table 16 {
Frequency of Use of the Primary Form of Evaluation Listed by

' Subjects in Reading, Math, Spelling, and Written Language

Frequency ! :
Academic Area &\n\ Daily Semi-Weekly Weekly Other i
Reading (n=112) 33.0 15.2 13.4 38.4
Math (n=95) - 379 10.5 20,0 - 31.6
Spelling {n=91) 25.3 6.6 51.6 16.5
Written Language (n=83) '37.3 15.7 26.5 - 20.5

aPercentages listed are based on number responding within each area.




Table 17

Percentage of Teachers Listing Each Use of Evaluation

¥

Information_as Their Primary Use of Such Information

- Use %
. Nor
Discuss progress with student . 22.2
Discuss progress with parent 8.3
) Discuss progress with classroom teacher 6.9
Consult with lead teacher, principal,
special education director, etc. ‘ 1.3
& “
‘Send notes home \ 0.0 -
. Change instructional plan (materials, methods, etc.) 13.8 f
Qecide\when‘to revi%w, reteach - 16.6
Monitor prjgress on IEP goals and objectives 23.6
Review prqgreés with team 2.8
- Modify IEP goals and objectives 1.4
. Assign grades » 2.8
Other ' : 0.0
ST —— Watrr et g e - e -— P— ! . .
ik B ) -
L .
/
'\ ’gér‘
. "I Jud

>

-
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' Table 18 .
Frequencies: Uses‘éf“Eva1uatign '
.. —
_ ‘;,r%-listing -3 '
Use ™ g Frequency - FrequenCy~ T '
Discuss progress with student (n=80) - _ 3%.2 daily - .
.~ . - 28.8 . weekly S
Discuss progress with teacher/(n=76) 44,7 , 3-4 times/yr. ,
/ , 23.7 . monthly o .
o 3 10.5 .. 2 times/yr. *
Discuss progress Aith regular classroom 36.8 - wéék1y
teacher (n=57) ot 17.5 monthly
N . e 15,8 2-3 times/wk.
Consult with lead teacher, principal ? 25.0 monthly . '
etc. . tn=36)_ 19.4 3-4 times/yr.
- ) C 13.9 . as needed
' oo, 1.1 yearly
. N 11.1 2 times/yr. .
Send notes home (n=57) 8.3 as needed
) : ’ £0.9°77 7 T .weekly ,
, ' 14.0 3-4 times/yr. l
, ' 1M.6 monthly 7~
Change instructional plan (n=62) 46.8 as needed
- ' . 16.1 weekly
Decide when to review/reteach (ﬂ=62) 24.2 as needed
’ : , . 22.6 . daily ,
Cy 2 ke FAS R XA Lo ) : 4 '2‘2"6WMW*TW%&LW‘"W'*”‘“ - *(w"ww . e
' 3 w o AN e st A fiones bn ge
Monitor progress on IEP goa]s and . 31.8 . 3-4 timesyyrS ' ;
objectives (n=66) . 22.7 monthly
S ) ' 12.1 weekly * -~
‘Review brogress with -team (ﬂ=35) ‘v 514 ‘ early .
‘ 20.0 times/yr. .
4 . 17.1 3-4 times/yr. ‘
¢« Modify IEP goals and objectives (n=56) 23.2 yearly R
. . 23.2 as needed
’ 17.9 2 times/yr.
' o ‘ 17.9 3-4 times/yr.
Assign grades (n=36) > ' 66.7 3-4 times/yr.
; < 13.9 6 times/yr.
’aFrequencies,liéted are only those cited by at least 10% of the subjects
< responding .to the item.

. L4 -
LI ,
. .
B s Y . . [
* v o .
! . g
“ « . i . .
A uirToxt provided by ERic . ’ :




Table 19 -

' -

Percentage of Teacher Time Spent in Evaluation

(n=125)
- ' {
Time Spent % -
in Evaluation _ Teachers
up to 10% 5.2
™
11-20% o 33.6
21-30% 27.2 '
31-45% ¥ 9.6
46-60% 8.0
61-75% ; 4.0
more thad 75% . 2.4




Table 20 -
Mean Ratings and Percentages of Teachers Satisfied and Dissatisfied

with Various Components of the Instructional Program ‘

-

. Program Components : / .X Rating % Satisfied® % Dissatisfiedb
Materials available (n=128) 3.0 79.7 20.3
Amount of instructional time (n=127) 2.7 65.4 134.6
Methods (n=127) . ‘ 3.1 92.9 7.1
Ability to monitor progress (n=128) 3.0 82.0 18.0
‘The student's progress (n=123) 3.1 83.7 16.3

Percentages are based on the number of subjects indicating that they were
satisfied or very satisfied with each program component. o

bPercentages are based on the number of subjects indicating that they weré

dissatisfied or very dissatisfied with each program component. ,

[
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" The instructional approach used

Table 21

Reasons for Progress and the Percentage of Subjects Ranking Each as’

the Main Reason for the Jarget Student's Progress

-

(n=122)

49

Item

Percentage giving

ranking of "1" °

The material used

The additfoﬁa? instruction time spent in
target areas .

The lower student/teacher ratio

‘Increased studerit motivation:

-

Ability to closely monitor- student progress
and make changes when needed

1.

21,

J19.

24.

5

.0

e

™
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PROGRAM PLARNING AND IMPLEMENTATION SURVEY
IPART A I_SCHOOL AND TEACHLER INFORMATION
Type of School: - Ruial Suburban Urban

Elementary ° * Mlddie/Jr. nigh __Secondary/Senior High

Teacher Information: Feémale Male
r —_— i

How many years have you taught Special Education students?_
Please identify the highest degree you hold

- ApproxImately how many children do you serve cach day? . N

. Number served: Direct service Indirect service .

For the reminder of the survey, respond to ilems wiile keeping in mind the
progran of the student selected acoordbnq to the atilacined directions. |

e s ™
[PART_ B | STUDENT INFORMATION

1. For this particular student: Age Grade ‘Race .

2. Month and year Special Education service bégan

4. Date the current Individ

1 Educational Plan (IEP) was written

3. Month aNd year you startg; working with this student

v -

. 5. Date of the last IEP pe?igdic review i
. a + }

#
. 6. What level of service do you provide this student? Circle one.

|
|
|
‘ \

Level:

‘ 1 ~ Monitoring \\ T IV. ~Direct service - more than 4 hours/day
I1 - Cansultation ' V - All day, self-contained
111 - Direct service - up to 4 hours/day VI - Special School/Residential

‘ ! N
. 7. How much Special Education service does this student receive in the following

areas:
| . . .
Area { Min/day iDays/wk Area ## Min/day #f Days/wk
' Reading \ Written Language
Math
Spelling (Specify):

8. “ What are the criteria for a atudent to be classified as learning disabled

|

Other I

in your school/district’
|

Q.
RIC

r ' *
Fol ||m Provided by ERIC [l
‘ [ . PR

T'T

|} ° ¢ " ,V - 50 ‘ ‘ .
}




]PART C I SELECTION OF IEP GOALS AND OBJECTIVES
If you‘_z._)e';'c not trvolved in writing tiis_student's 1L, okip this part anl o . !
on to FART D, " : ’

Use the 1tems listed in Section C of the accompanying jorm (the blue chect) to
respond to the following questions. Please rank order your answcie from most iriortint
to least important, ! . N

What sources of information do you feel were the most 1m[;ortnn\!. in determining - °

a, l;opg term goals: ’

@

Item # , .

If "Other,"” £19, was used, please specify:

—— - -

¢ " -
b, Short term objectives:

Item { , ,

1f "Other," #19, was used, please specify:

|‘PAR;1‘__I}_ |  PROGRAM DESCRIPTION . ‘ .

1. For each arca listed below, check whether the instruction you piovide
is in place of or supplementary to.classroom instruction.

1

Area ‘In pilace of Supplementary Area In_place of Supplementar;
' Read’ing N Written Language .
s  Math ) Other - ’ —_—

(ipf;cify\: L

For Questions 2, 3, and 4, within each area in which you providec i»:siruot:':m:
please asterisk ¢*) the material, method, and motivalional stvai-cy you rely on to..
most with this student. Check (/) anything else used regularly within each accacmic .

7. . - *

Spelling

‘aica.
‘ 2, Material " Examples ! Reading Math Spelling ' Other
S < ¢ )
e 0
Child's elassroom text ‘ ‘ N
Other standard texts * . N
: Commercial programs DISTAR, Frostig, KeyMath "
Locally developed Math/reading: programs —
programs ) ¢
-\ - .
. Consumables . Workbooks, worksheets
J .
Manipulables : Cuiginaire rods, flan- . ('
‘ nel board\, - .
ind H
Other (specify): i - L
R Y L °
- - . g B
Vi . -\
< ‘/ ' 4
’ /
)
/

ERIC ' o5y



A-3
3. Method Examples Rending Math  Spelling Other
. - ()
! .. Worlk on subskills Regrouping in sub- _ e e
S ‘ traction
. Syllabication ) .
N Comprehension skills -
Practice Oral reading practice Y _ et
: Writing times tables
. Isolated word practice
Writing in journals -
Modality training VAKT (visual, auditory _
kinesthetic, tactile)
! Modeling Student listens to sclection
. before reading
R Student reads while teacher
w reads
Student imitates solviug of
math problem
Games and Tape recovder
machinery Language master -~ \
S Computer games
R Other (specify):
4, ‘Motivation Eﬁgmﬁlgﬁ‘ : Reading Math  Spelling Other
! ' - ) : -
A Y , T
Social reinforcers Verbal praise, posted
. praise, working with friend,
positive notc home
. Activity reinfor- Use typewriter, have free time
cers have early dismissal, be office
assistant, do favorite schopl '
work
Concrete rein— Candy, stars, stickers, money .
forcers ' school materials ’
Indirect rein-— Earn points, tokens, check-
forcers . marks, ete., to trade in .
‘o, for a refnforcer
Contracts Between student and teacher; .
. tetween student, teacher, . J

Self-management
strategies

v
Punishment
procedures

Other (specify):

and parent

Having student. charting his/her
own data; scoring his/fier own . -
tests; self-monitoring of time

on’ task

Time out, Ttesponse scost, crror K
correction, sad facés, reod . .
checkmarks, fines

ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
. .

Over, plcnéc




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A-4

)
IPART E | DETHERMINANTS OF THE PROGRAM .
Usc the titems listed in Section K.of the bluc form Lo respond to the following
questions. I'lease rank order your ancwcrs from most Tmportant to lcact tmportant.

What faetors have becen most influential in dutérmining -

a. The amount of time the student receives services:

Item , N ,

I1f "other," # 23, was used, please specify: - L

’

b. The materials used:
Item ? ’ ’
v .
If "Other," # 23, was used,

please specify: .

¢. The methods used:

Item # » ’

Tt "Ogher," #f 23, was used, please specify:

d. The motivational strategies used:

Item £ , ,
If "Other,” # 23, wds used,

please specify:

\

] PART l:j CHANGES IN ORICGINAL INSTRUCTIONAL PLAN ‘
How likely are you to make any changes in your instructiounal plan for this student
between petiodic reviews? (See PART D for examples of materials, methods, and motiva-
tional strategies.)

Very Very
Unlikely Unlikely Likely Likely
Change materials . 1 2 3 4 .
_Change methods 1 . 2 3 4 b
Change motivational strategies -1 2 3. 4
Change time allocation, student/ : 1 2 3 4 ‘

teacher ratio, etc.

Generally, what is the basis for your decision to mike choages, .or not to make

changes,.in this student's program? Rank order, please. ’ -

objective performance data
personal observation of student progress
, external constraints (scheduling, changes in classroom curriculum, etc.f

other (specify):

-<




' . [ParT 6|
Use

1.

A-5

EVALUATION OF PROGRESS . I ’ i
the items listed in Sceetion G of> Lae blue form 1o rerpond (o questionrs],

What, 1f any, type of evaluation information do you collect in each of the
areas in which you provide {nstruction? Please tank order your answers

from most important to least importunt and indicate the frequency with which
you use each form of evaluation (eop.,” daily, ?2X/weck, mouthly, etc.)
Frequency

Area | Type of Evaluation

(List ftem )
Y.

2.
3.

Reading

Math 1.

Spelling

Written Language

othér (specify) L.

Where do you record information about this student's performance/progress?

No written records kept Checklists

Charts and/or graphs File samples of work

Grade book . Other (speclfy):

Of the total amount of instructional and prepargtory time devoted to this
student, what percentage would you éstimate you spend in performance/
progress evaluation activities? Circle one.

up to 10%  11-20%  21-30%  31-45% .46-60%  61-75%  more than 75%

Under ideal ‘conditions, would you like to sce this percentage of time:

___increased stay the same

N decreased !

_Over, please
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]

4., How is evaluation information used with this sfhden}? Please asterisk (*) the .
major use and check () any others that apply. Also, inddcate the approximate
A

frequency of each use. '

*Frequency

Not uscd

Discuss progress with student

@* Discuss progress with parcut

0

Discuss progress with vegular classtoom
] teacher «

Consult with lead teacher, mincipal, '
special education director, ectc.

Send notes home

N Change instructional plan (materials,
nmethods, etc.)

Decide when to review, retcach

|

Monitor progress on ILP goals and objectives

Review progféss with team

Modify IEP goals and objectéves

|
|
|
| .
Assign grades
|
Other (specify): _ .
[PART R ] MISCELLANEOUS ' l
1. How satisfied are you with this student's program in terms of: . .
Very Dis- Dissat- Satis- Very Sat-~ ¢ ) J
’ satisfied isfied ficd isfied
‘ a, Materials available 1 2 3 4 ‘
' b. Amount of instructional ’ ‘
time 1 2 3 4
c. Methods you are using 1 2 3 T4 h !
 d. Ability to monitor 1 2 3 4
progress
]
e. The student's progress 1 2 3 4
2. If this student has made appreciable progresc by the time of the annual
review, to what do you think this will mainly be due? Please rank order.
The instructional approach The Jower student/teacher ratio
used ___ Increased student motivation
—.The material used Ability to closely monitor student J
‘ The additional instruction progress and make changes when 1
. time dpent in target areas needed ‘ . N
3. We welcomc any comments you have oy this survey or the instructional or
evaluation process in general. . ;
. ‘
{ y . - -
’ 6 1
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Use the following items 1n responding to questions in Part C, E, and G of the survey. -
The sections on this form are labeled to correspond with the portion of the survey for which
thoge items are appropriate. These lists are by no mcans «chaustive. Please feel free to use
the category "other"; we just ask that you specify what "other" stands.for in the appropriate
space on the survey itself. )

4
. - 1)
[section C L' Sources of Information
1. Overall scores on ability tests 11. Personal observation of student performance
2. Overall scores on achievement tests 12. Behavioral observations/information
. f :
3 Pattern of scores on ability tests 13. Classroom teacher's-priorities
4. Pattern of scores on achievement tests 14. P tal i t/priorities: ‘
5. Discrepancies between ability and 15' Iare: af :ru Er or :
achievement tests . Input of other team members
6. Other standardized assessments ‘ 16. Constraints of times, materials, teachers
7. Performance on criterion-referenced available
measures . 17. District policies
. .18, A commercial or locally constructed list
8. Progress on previous IEP objectives - of long-term goals, short-term objectives,
9 Informal assessments done during
and/or instructional suggestions
previous instructjon 19. Oth
10. Other informal assessments i er . .

Influential Factors :

1. Demonstrated apility on psychological 12. Past experience with student
tests 13. Past experience with students with similar
2. Performance on standardized tests problems
3. Performance on informal measures 14. . Materials available
4. Formal observation 15. Your caseload
5. Medical information (hearing, 16:

Rest of student's schedule
17. Other students taught at same time
18. Policy of lead teacher/school/distric

medications, etc.)
Family information

o

7. Referring teacher's statement of
original referral problem

8. Classroom teacher's comments on
classroom progress

9. Classroom teacher's requests

10. Material covered by regular

19. Instructor's guidefs) for text(s)

20. Consultation with others (aside ‘from cflass~
room teacher and parents)

21. Parent requests < ,

22, College coursework, professional joufnals,

. workshops, etc, .

classroom 23. Other
11. Student characteristics (e.g., b

attention span, motivation, 4/’

social skills, etc.) .
Types of Evaluation
1. Standardized achievement tests 11. HNumber of correct flashcards
2. Standardized diagnostic measures 12. Listening to oral reading
3. District developed tests 13. Oral, silent timings

¢ 4. Basal text mastery tests’ 14, 1Informal observation of student performance ‘
5. Criterion referenced measures 15. Formal observation Z
6. Direct and frequent measurement 16. Consultation with classroom teacher
. (precisdon teaching-type) regarding classroom performance
7. Teacher-made “tests/oral quizzes 17. Check number of short-term objectives
mastered '

8. Scoring workbooks .
9. Scoring worksheets 18. Other .
10. Amount of work completed e .
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