'DOCUMENT RESUME

ED 224 197 - ~ ~ EC 150 379 °
AUTHOR Fuchs, Lynn S., And Others
TITLE Special’ Education Practice in Evaluating Student
¥ Progress toward Goals.
INSTITUTI?N Minnesota Univ., Minneapolis. Inst. for Research on
J/ . .

Learning Disabilities.
SPONS Agﬁ%CY Office of Special Education and Rehabilitative
- . Services (ED), Washington, DC, -

REPORT NO IRLD-RR-81

PUB DATE Jul 82

CONTRACT 300-80-0622

NOTE 34p. - .

PUB TYPE Reports — Research/Technical (143) e '
EDRS PRICE . MF01/PC02 Plus Postage.

DESCRIPTORS _ Classroom Observation Techniques; *Disabilities;

Elementary Secondary Education; Individualized
Education Programs; Informal Assessment; Mastery
Learning; *Special Education Teachers; *Student’
. Educational Objectives; *Student Evaluation; Surveys;
' *Teaching Skills

ABSTRACT ' C N :

Surveys of 147 special education teachers and
observations of 20 practicing teachers and 20 cooperating teachers
were used .to (1) determine which evaluation procedures are used most
often by special education teachers in their evaluation of student
progress, and (2) assess the adequacy of those procedures. Survey-
respondents indicated that they assess progress on individualized
education program (1EP) ob3ect1ves quarterly, that they 'rely on
informal observation for assess1ng students' mastery of objectives, *
and that they are confident in .their assessments of student
performance. Observations of teachers during instruction corroborated
these survey findings; teachers actually relied on and were confident,
in their informal observations of student performance on lesson
objectives. Nevertheless, the observed teachers were highly R
inaccurate in their assetSsments of student mastery of lesson
objectives and in their estimates of performance on lesson
objectives. Implications .for monitoring' student progress are
discussed. (Author/DB)

'. * * /
-~ . , ! 1
*******************************************************f***************
* Reproduct1ons supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made *
* from the original document. g *

AR A KKARRRKR R KRR KRR A AXKR AR AR KR ARk kkhkhkhhhhhhhkhhhhbhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhkhhhkxk

oV M O ~

Loy

.
PRy




EE ] LFEELEN . e o B - - B " N -k >
\{/"’ E . . L) . ) / P
: ’
VR - .

\‘:_“
L]
.
»
.
.
>
\
h
[y
<
[¥)]
-2

! .,
.7\1 .
-
A

‘ ’ N t N ;
3 y(’, ‘ o\ ;’ )
/' 6n U
[/f I mvers:ty of M;nnesota D .
N . ;.‘ l.;S DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
A N . " o NATIONAL INSTITYUTE OF EOUCATION
' ' . [ ‘ A8 EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES INFORMATION
‘ 'i’; ENTER (ERICH
|Ql, al \3’( 4 /Hns do \m\t-u( hay  been repraduced ds
. ResearCh Reportl ;N ?d 8] ¢ N revinend trom the pernson of oigamzation
' . ; ’ \ ) :;:}::'yi'f'::::”‘f"h, have Detn Made to improve
’ ’ . - . . - ' sopridu Ton quanty
. ) ’ * ® Pan's of v 07 o Mons stated 0 s docu
) * ment g nat e essatity represent oftcal Nlé
poshan of policy
SPEC IAL EDUCATION PRACTI CE "IN EVALUATING STUDEN;
R T “"PROGRESS" 'HOWARD GOALS -~ - o T T
, , ~ Lynn S. Fuchs, Douglas .FUChs , and Linda-M. Warren )
st ' R , 1 o R w R
v * .
) .
)
’
t ' -
P . “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS .
\ ° ' MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY L. .

o

* d - . .
& . " AV 4 Ve | 3
\) 4 -James I'SSTIUY RT

' .
), 7 : folo *:’t :‘y u + <
0 [TLERE T v .
\)‘ . . . “‘ Ty v . * N . 2 .
—E RI < A o & TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURGES -
v . S o O ON GENTER (ERIC)” . . N
<, . o « q"ﬁ N . N (] ) .4 0 )




pes

inLD

Director: James E. Ysseldyke

A}

-

The Institute for Research on Learn1ng Disabilities is supported by

a contract (300-80-0622) with Special Education Programs, Department
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Abstract
- Surveys of 147 special education teachers and observations of 20\

practicing teachers 4nd 20 cooperating teachers were used'to (a)

determine which evé]uation prdﬁedures are usedlmosf often by speti&]
education teachers in their éva]uation of student .progress, ard (b)
s assess the adequacy of those procedures. Survey respondents indicated
that typica{ly they assess progress on IEP objectives quarterly, they.
(:ii rely on infprmal observation for assessiny students' mastery 'of‘
objectives, and they are confident in their assessments of student
performance. ~ Observations of teachers during instruction corroborated-
fhese survey findings; teachers actually relied on and were confident
in their :in%brma] observations of gtudent performance on lesson -
objectives. Nevertheless, thg; observed‘ teachers were highly
inaccurate in  their eassessments of:“student mastery” of -lesson

objectives and in their estimates pf performance on lesson objectives.

Implications for monitoring student progress are discussed.
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Special Education Practice in Evaluating Student

" Progress Towards Goals

PL 94-142 requires special edu;ation teacherg to formu]ate short-
term objectives and annual goals to ensure appropriate education.anq
to‘ facilitate handicapped pupils' movement toward less restrictive
eduqationa] §¢ttings. . é}deral 1gw a]so'&irects spec%ar eddcation

teachers- to assess’ student progress toward specified objectives and

goals. Despite this apparent concern-for and emphasis on student

evaluation, PL 94-142 does not specify how student progresé should be

assessed; educators are free to choose whatever assessment procedures

they wish. .
Ly ‘ A reasonable asstiffftion is \that“;' ecial educators 'egploy a
L ;ari Y OF approaches to evaluate 'pupil pr99r§§é3 However, aiﬁreéjse_
-'aéZZtt;:::; of these approaches \gnd “the frequency of their use

curréntly is unavailable. Without such information, it is impossible

N

to determine the adequacy of “special education practice in monitoring
pupils' progress toward IEP goals and objectives. The purpose of this
3

investigation was to address two questions: (1) Which evaluation

L

- - procedures are used most often by  special education teachers to

evaluate student progress, and (2) How valid are these procedures?

Il

Method -

Survey

-

Subjects. A survey was mailed to 400 special educators. Twenty

were special education 'téachers who, when the ‘study' began, had

v '

trainees in their classrooms from a local teacher-training college.

N
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The remaininé 380 special educators were the nonastudent member,

~

population of the Massachusetts Federat1on of the Council for .

Exceptional Children (CEC). Of the total group, 147 (37 returned
. ‘ N . N !
their comp]eted survey§ within‘a specified time limit. °This responsé

rate ref]ects the fact that many of the CEC Members to whom the sUrvey

was 334t were. not teachers? the, cover 1etter requeSteﬁ that on]y

.
o gl N , ¥

tegchers complete the survey form -

AN

The responding teachers (19 male, 128 female) had- taught SE;cia1‘

education an average 8.09 yéars (SO = 5. 27) with 49.6% curvently

conducting mainstream or resource ,programs, \27 9% te&ching spec1a1

-education self-contained pub11c school c]assrooms,‘and 22 4% working

4

in other settmg; 1nc1ud1ng spec1a1 education se]i—con‘tajned private

or residential schools, private -clinics, vocational educatignal

" schogls, and _preschoo] special education centers. The highest

educational degree earned was a bachelor's degree for 35 teachers

(23.8%), a master's degree for .82 teachers (55.8%), two master's

S

A

AN
AN

degrees for 16 teachers (10.8%), and a specialist or doctoral degree ~

forﬁ 14 teachers (9.5%). AN ‘subjects were certified as special .

4

educators,

Materials and procedure. A survey was developed to investigate

L)

how special educaters assess their students' mastery of both® IEP

objective's and instructional material presented in daily lessons (see

L4

Survey Form in Aerndix). In addition to requesting background ’

information, the survey contained four items that_expfored: (a) how

‘o

‘often evaluations are conducted on pupils' progress toward the1r IEP

abjectives, (b) the types of measures that are used to asseSS this

Ny

2
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. progress, (c) 'how confident special educators are in their estimates

of $tudents' daily performance on instructional objectives, and (d)

. o Lo
procedures for assessing students® level of performance on objectives

addressed during dai]& lessons. Surveys and stamped return envelopes

were mailed in May 1982. No follow-up contacts were made.

A

Observation .
i Subjects. éubjects were f{(a) 20 teacher trainees }h‘~specia1

education who ‘were comp]etiné their final practicum, and (b} 20
special educators (cooperating teachers) \2§Ch of whom had a tratnee
in the classroom. Of these cooperat1ng teachers, 12 were in resource
programs, .6 were in self-contained pub]ic school c1assrooms, and 2__/

were in private school -settings. The highest educational, degree

earned was a bachelor's degree for 35% of the cooperating teachers, '

e

one master's degree for 55% of the teachers,'two master's degrees-for:~
'5% and a specia]ist for 5%. These. teachers - had taught spec1a1 -
edu&at1on for an average 7 33 years (SD = 4.17) and were:proper]y i

,cQ:t1f1ed by the state of Massachusetts. A1l trainees and cooperating -
2 . . . . -

. )
t . . »

. , .~ -
. tea%hers,were female. \

. ‘x\; - prlocedure, Each traineé-was placed in a 231 hour!practicum with

Vota céooerating teacher. Approximate1y ‘160 hours,into this.oracticum,
. A&
. - the. cobperat1ng teacher- and éne oF two observers who had" been trained

in the study procedures watched the trainee conduct a 1esson with a s

pup1} who was enro]]ed in the cooperat1ng teacher's program.

]

- Prior to %pis observation, the trainee provided the observer and

‘

‘the cooperating eacﬁ%r with a lesson plan, and a _behavioral objective

that ,set a criterion of performance in terms of percentage correct

[
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(see Observatwn oReport Form, Part A, in\ Appende)" Durir}the'

1esson, the obser,ver recorded the child's actu] performance the

LY

v

emp]oyed by the “trainee to *assess the ch11d' performance .on the

‘ Al

,behav1or‘a«1 :obJec‘twe (see Supery.1sor_0bservat1o Form in Appendix).
Fol.l_ow:iné the 1e§son, the' trainee and -the cgoperating teacher

independently (a) rated the success of the. lesson, (b) prov',ide'd' a
. N . < . [

rationa]e for that rating, (c) indicated whether the student had

'

mastered the behavioral objective, and (d) if' the ‘child had not

[

mastered the,obJectwe, estﬁnated “the actual level of performance

PO

. LAY

(percentage correct) on* the ob‘jective (see Observation Report Form,

Part - 8B, in Append1x) This ‘procedure was repeated for each teacher

’\
'

-trainee and cooperat1ng teachers '
. " ’ . W " . ) \
'Inter-rater agreement for'

"children's - actual performance on b hannora] objectives was assessed
across 5 of the 20 observa_tions. Re i'a!aiﬁty coefficients (proportion

of agreement) ranged from .89 to-1.0®, with an average coefficiept of

.94,

Data analysis. The accuracy off the trainees' and cooperating

" teachers' estimates of child perfor'ma‘ ce on-the behavioral objective

1

? . A
were comparedNusing t tests! Accuracy was defined as_the absolute

value of the difference between the actupl obse_rved'percentage and the
estimated percentage (see Qbservétion eport Form, Part B).- Low
scores 1nd1cated greater accuracy than -

~

awarded a score of 0 when they correct]y

igh .scores. Teachers were
etermined that-an objective

had been ‘mastered. A corrdlated t test was conducted to determine

(%)

the observers' measurements of

. behav1ora*1 obJectﬁ've (percentage correct) and Hescribed the methods

¥




level ‘of ‘teacher exper1ence {trainee vs. cooperating teacher). Chi

_ square analyses also were run to determine whether teacher accuracy
(high'vs. Tow) was re]ated either to the*behav1ora1 objective actually
be1ng met or - to- the teachers' Judgments that the objective had been
netf Additionally, cr1ter1anused to determ1ne the,success of lessons -

4 [y

-

"and the trainees' measurement procedures were summarized. ' ’//,/
. : ’

N \ ¢ v .
- , o 5
4 whether the 1naccuracy of teachers' estimates was dependent on the
- Results .

Question 1 on the survey asked. how frequently teachers determine

-

Survey . ) : , T .
|
|
|

(2.7%) responded.annually, 14 (9.5%) weekly, 15 (10.2%) at periodic
review, 97 (65.9%) quarter{y, 6 (4.1%) semi-annda]]y, and 11_(7.5%)
responded in other ways, ‘including 5 (3.4%) daily, 3 (2.0%) monthly,
and 3 (2. 0%) no response '

The second quest1on required respondents to‘ check all of/'the‘
procedures they .use to /9eterm1ne whether students have met I§P
objectives, and then sto circle the one procedure they rely on the most
heavily to determine .whether IEP .objectives have been mastered
Informal observation was marked by 96-of the respondents (65 3%) 29
(19.7%) indicated, criterion-referenced instruments; 9 (6 1%) marked
norm-referenced standard1zed tests; and 13 (8.8%) wrote teacher tests
or teacher-made assignments. Of the 96 respondents who reported thdt
they primarily employ informal observation, 30 1nd1cated that they

rely completely on informal observation for determining wnether IEP
.- ’ ’ "

'

objectives have been met.

whether students' [EP objectives have been achieved. Four teachers f
|
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.The survey's third question asked teachers how certain they are,
in general, about the student's level of performante at the end of an
academic lesson. Fifty-nine (40.1%) cheéke&-very sure,. 79 (53.7%)
marked sure, 4 (2.7%) indicatéd somewhat unsure, and 2 (1.4%) checked
not sure (three teachers did not respond to'ghis\question).,

Question 4 asked how, in the - majority of’ cases, teachers
determine aestudent'é 1evef of pérformance 6n the material coJered in
a lesson. Appréximate]y 80% of the reépondents checked "observing
informally during a 1esson,"; 5.4% stated that they' admipj§£ereg a
test, and 15.0% indicated that they employed a teacher-made exercise.

. When responses of the 20 cooperéting teachers who participated in
the‘ observation phase of this study were analyzed separaté]y, 15%
indicated that they assess“:mastgry,uof IEP ijectives at periodic
review, 70% quarfer]y, 5% daily, and loiiéemi-annually. withfrEspect
to question 2, 65% r:ported that they rely predominantly on informal
observation, 10% on criterion-referenced measurement, 10% on norm-
referenced‘standardize¢ tests, and 15% on teacher-created exercises.
For ma}eria] covered in daily lessons, 45% were very sure of the
accuracy with wh%ch they assess students' level of performance; 55%
were sure. To assess level of perfor&ance on material covered in
dai]& lessons, 85% of the cooperating teachers r?ported that they rely
on informal observation, 5% indicated tes@s; and‘10% @arked that they
employ their own exercises. .

Observation\

Measurement procedures employed. Of the 20 trainees, 3 measured

children's performance on the lesson objectives with written products,

? ‘ J
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either a worksheet or a more forma)] test..’Sixteeh trainee$ used games

or flashcards to measure the students' performdnce,_bUt-hone of these

»
¥

trainees recorded pupils' correct and incorrect responses.  One -

. ) o
trainee did not attempt to measure jn any fashion the child's

performance on the behavioral object{ve. (The observer independently

tested the child following that lesson to determine actual level of

*
performance.)

~

. Accurdcy of estimates of students' performance. A .ﬁ test

revealed that the trainees' estimates of student performance and
students' actual ., performaﬁée on behavioral objectives  was

significantly different from zero, t (19) = 5.17, p < .001 (mean =

15.45%). Cooperating teachers' estimates also were significnatly

N -

different from zero, t (19) = 4.61, p < 00l (mean = 15.65%). Thus,

. N

both trainees, and;;cooperqting teachers were inaccurate in their

estimates of the children's performance. A -correlated t test

conducted on the difference between the trainees' and cooperating

'

teachers' gstimates indicated that there was no,_ relation between
teaching experience and degree of ,accuracy in estimating levels of
performance. i -

Both trainees and cooperating teachers more frequént]y jﬁdged
that oﬁjectives had been met rather than féi]ed (see Table 1).
However, a phi square analysis revealed no're]a@ion between teachers'
accuracy (high € |10]; low » |10]) and théir tendency to judge whether

objegtives had been met. .

o
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'Nevertheless, there ﬂQas a relation betwéen trainees' and
Jteachers' accuracy and ch%ﬁdren's abtua] mastery and non-mastery of
objectives, x¢(1) = 5.03, p £ .025 for trainees, and x2(1) = 5.28, p <
.025 for teachers. When pupils achie;ed the instructional objectives;
trainees' and cooperating\teachers' judgments é]ways<were accurate;

when objectives were not met, evaluations gended to be inaccurate (see

Table 2).

o 5 s .y s R . v - - -

Judgments of success. Trdinees and cooperating teachers judged

- ‘.

lestons as either vary successful or successful. Among the trainees,-

four rated their lessogs as very successful and 16 as successful.

-

'Eight of the cooperating teachers judged the - lessons_gég very

suctessful and 12 as- successful: - Téaching experience was not

significantly , related to the teachers’ judgments of the lessons'

SN

succe&\s\3
Seven of the trainees were very syre about their judgments of .

success,” 12 were sure, ahﬂ one was somewhat unsure.' 0f  the
cooperating ieéchers, 13 were very sure of their judgments, and seven
were sure. The teachexs' experience was related to the cerfaiﬁty with
which they rated the success of lessons, x2(1) = 5.14, p € .025.

Trainees most frequently ‘cited some éspect of the cHi]d's

B

¢
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performance, as ev1dend@- support1ng their judgments of 1essons‘

success. Lesson comp]et10n, rapport with or contro] of the ch11d and

the child's enJoyment of the 7esson also were ment1oned as reasons to

* explain ratings of the’/lessons' success. In contrast, the coopeYating
teachers most frequently referred to some aspect of the instructional

. content of the Tlesson to. explain their ratings of success.
. ! . =

Cooperating teachers also named flexibility, organization, and the.

oy B .
’
’

child's performance. , ) ,

; ' Discussion

The purposes of the study were to determ1ne what procedures

.special edﬁcat1on teachers -employ 1n the1r ‘assessment of student

performance on goals and objectives, and to investigate the adequacy

of those procedures. A tota1 of 147, special education teachers
responded to a survey designed to gather information on procedures

employed by gpecial educators to assess performance on IEP and daily

I , v N

obJect1ves ‘ . ;
Findings 1nd1cate that ' most spec1a1 educat1on teachers (65.9%)
evaluate progress on IEP obJectlves approx1mate1y faur times year]y,
~ and that a majority:(65.3%) rely on.informal observations compi]ed
over each quarter to formolate their- decisions concerﬁﬁng mhether IEP
;

obJect1ves have been met,

\
S1m11ar1y, for assess1ng a) student's level of performance %n

' .

material covered in daily lesspns, teachers ‘reported overwhelmingly
that they employ informal observation (80.0%) and indfcatéd they are

,
quite confident about the ‘accuracy of assessments formulated on

informal obfservations.

gl
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" The survey data were corroborated by observationa] data.
0bservat1ons o% practicing teachers, who were 1mp]ement1ng 1essons for
which they.had wr1tten behavioral obJect1yes, 1nd1cated that 17 of 20
(85.0%} actua]]y’ re]ied on informa] observation to assess the
. students' 1level,of performance Ninety-five percentgof the observed
pract1c1ng teachens and 100% of their cooperating teqcﬁers were very
sure of. the accuracy of their Judgments of theA lessons' success.
Thus, it appears /that special education- teachers tend ,to employ
informal observat1on to formu]ate their dec1s1ons about students'

performance on obJect1ves and do so with confidence about.the'accurady

of those assessments.,

-]
* °

However, additional data suggest that the confidence teachers
place in the accuracy of their informal observations may not be well
founded. Among 20 practicing teachers and 20 cooperating teachers,

who were representative of the survey sample in terms of experience,

training,'and special program type, the accuracy of assessments of

children's performance on objectives was highly inaccurate. Although

teachers recognized when objectives actua11y had been achieved, they
fa{}ed to Jjudge accurately when obJectlves were not met. For‘chi]dren
who actually had . failed’ objectives, practicing and cooperating
teachers frequently indicated that objécfives had been met. When they
correct]y recognized that the objectives had not been ach1eved the
practicing and coopegat1ng teachers were highly 1naccurate in their
estimates of the stydents' actual level of performance. In spite of

this inaccuracy, trainees and cooperating teachers/éaid that they were

very sure or sure of their 1asses’sments: . Additionally, teaching ~

'
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experience affected neither the accuracy nor the confidence of these
w' \ 4 , ’., T .
.assessments. . . T :
SV P : 7

:1 It appears, then, that special educators' reliance on .and

L

N 2 y - .
.y cogfidence in informal observation asl/ assessment tool is

nnjustified The purpose Bf wr1t1ng instri ct1ona1 objectives in IEP

and da11y 1essonér:s twofold: to help”’ teachers structure a child's *

educat1on and to a551st .educatgrs in eua]uat1ng whether the student

"o

has changed in the interded ways (Bloom, Hast1ngs, & Madaus, 1971). '

I -
@ N »

. : - (Cpritemion-referenced assessment is the process of evaluating whether -

"thd§e objectives have been met. To the extent to which the, study

RS . = ; . . R
,hsadple“is.nepresentative, this investigation indicates that special
. educatiion teachers perform criterion-referenced assessments; that,is,

they’ fprmu]ate' decisions "concerning whether objectives have been

achieved. However, the study also demonstrates that teachers

*

ty}ica]]y do not use systematie proceduree to mgasure children's

vbehavior. Rather, special education teachers tend to rely on informal

observation, a practice that often leads to erroneous judgments of
| . i ’
Jevels of ,academic performance and. inaccurate conclusions . about

whether objectives have been met. X
These findings suggest that special edycation teachers “should
reeta]uate the role of ipformal '‘observation in their assessment of
students' performance on objectiveeﬂ More systematic meaSurement

' procedunes would: (a) produce data characterized by greater

*_ objectivity and: azfuracy; (b) lead more often to correct decisions

about students' réalization of objectives; (c) lead ultimately to

better instructional decisions and student achievement (Mirkin, Deno,




)

12 Y

PN

Tindal, & Kuehnle, 1980); and (d) address more adequately the IEP
component of Pl 94-142 (Deno & Mirkin, 1977).

>
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Table 1
Practicing and Cooperating Teachers with High or Low Accuracy Scores

Judging that Objectives Were Met or Failed

pr

N
. Practicing Teachers Coob;%ating Teachers -
. Judged Judged . Ju%gﬂ‘ . Judged
N ' Objective . Objective , Objéctive Objective
i Met i Failed Met Failed
H_igh 4 a; b c . N ' ' LY
Accuracy 6°(0~, 0°) 1(1.00, 0) . 6(1.63, 3.55) ) 0
(x < o)) : ’
- ) j ) /

Low - B ) —_— '
Accuracy , = W(25.00, 9.36)  3(19.33, 3.06) o 9(28.63, 12.73) 4(17.75, 8.58)
(x> 1o IS ) '

a i - ] '
Number of teachers. : C o s

Mean accuracy score in terms of percentage.
c -
Standard deviation of accuracy scores.

2y | ~
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Table 2

Practicing and Cooperating Teachers wfth High or #Qﬂ Accuracy Scores

When Children Actually Met or Failed bbjectives

Practicing Teachers
Chi]é Actually Child Actually
Met’ Objective Failed Objective

Cooperating Teachers
Child Actually  Child Actually
Met Objective Failed Objective

) -

High

Y
Accuracy - 630, o) “1(1.00, 0) 6(0,.0) 2(6.50, 4.95)
(x < {101) ' ) “ e .
Low - , . .
Accuracy 0 13(14.00, 8.71) 0 12(13.00, 12:34) J
(x > o) X " Q
- ~_; k4

Y

»

dNumber of teacﬁers.
b

~

Mean accuracy score in terms of percentage.
c . . X
Standard deviation of accuracy scores.

-
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. SURVEY FORM .

©

Y

1. How frequently do you determine whether students' IEP objectives
have been achieved? ’

" Annually At periodic review _Qdarterly
Weekly _Other )

. (specify) |

. . X '

2. First, check (\/l thé procedures (s) you use to determine whether
your students have met IEP objectiyes. Second, circle the one

procedure you rely on the most to determine whether IEP
“objectives have been met.

N\ : . )
Norm-referenced ' Informal observatlons
standardized tests ) Other K _
Criterion-referenced . ' (specify) ,
tests

.

3. . (a) Generally speaking, at the end of an academic lesson, how sure
are you about the student's level of performance on material
in that lesson?’

’

e

Very Sure Sure Somewhat ) Not ‘Sure
‘ ' Unsure !

+

*¢

(b) In the majorlty of cases, ‘how do you deterglne the student's
level of performance on the material in the lesson?

.

3
Fo

_observing informally during a lesson
administering a test ‘ .
other

(specify)

4. Please provide the following information.,

Sex: M F Years teaching special education

’ .

Program type (i.e., LD resource program, MR self-contained, etc.)

b2

Degree(s) and Certification(s) Earned




o -~

OBSERVATION REPORT FORM (PART A)

Rl

Student Teacher's Name: .

Pupil's Name:

Date: ) V

B}

!
Observation Number: ’ . \

. . !
Behavioral Objective:

Please attach your:lesson plan.




N SUPERVISOR OBSERVATION FORM

-

Child performance level on the behavioral objective:

Describe briefly how the practicing teacher assessed the child's
performance Tevel on the objective.

’




OBSERVATION REPORT FORM (PART B) - - "

Rate the success of the lesson: - - . ,

-

< ' ©

Very Successful Somewhat Not
-~ Success ful Unsuccess ful "Successful’ L
How sure are you? .
et
ﬂ ! "
Very Sure Somewhat " Not .
Sure Unsure Sure

Briefly explain why you selected the above category of success.

- 2

-3
Did the child master the behavioral objective?

2

Yes No

m——— L Y

If."no," estimate the percentage correct at which the child did perform.

‘ ’ . . . . N '
'
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