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Abstratt
,

The purpose of this study waS to explore whether, and if so how;

'0

onfgOing,measurement and evaluation procedures affect the instruction

that special educators provide and the educational decisions that they

make. Eighteen experimental group teachers employed specific

continuous evaluation procedures while 21 contrast group teachers

employed conventional special ducation measureMent and evaluation

procedures. &ming the 18-week treatment, the teachers sructure of

instruction was measured three times, and the teachers' educational

decisions and their issessMent procedures were surveyed at the middle
*

and end of the treatment. Additionally, at the termination of the

,study, teachers' descriptions and ratings of the expeeimental

procedures were asiessed. Analyses revealed that using systematic,

on-going measureMent and evaluation procedures (a) - increaSed the
,

degree of 'structure, '19' the instruction teachers provide, and (b)

resulted in emore specific and realistic judgments about student

.programs and Progress and more responsive pedagodlcaI decisions.

Experimental teachers also reported that, although time-consumihg,

their procedures ,were feasible and useful. Implications for special

education programming are discussed.

5
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Direct and Frequent Measurement and
,
Evaluation:

Effects on Instruction and Estimates ofStudent Progress

,

'PL 94442 cequires special education teachers to formulate short-

,

term objectives and annOal 'goals fe students to ensure appropriate

education ana faCilitate handicapped spupilsf rovement toward less

'restrictive educational settings. Federal law also directs special

educators to assess student progress toward /specified objectives and

goals. Despite this apparent concern fOr and emphasis on student

evaluation, L 947142 does not specify how student progress should be

assessed; special education practitioners art free to choose whatever

assessment procedures they.

Research indicates that special educators iend to employ informal
Nit,,

obtervation when Making decitions about stidents' performance on

objectives (Potter & Mirkin, 1982). Unfortunately, informal

observation ofted leais to erroneous judgments about levels of

academic performance and inaccurate conclusions concerning whether

objectives have been met (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Warren, (982).
.

As an alternative to informal' assessment methods, repeated,

curriculum-I;ased measurement and continuout evaluation proceAures

render more objective, accurate data.(Fuchs Mirkin, Deno, Marston, &

Tindal, 1982). Additionally, such -systematic, on-going measurement

and evaluation appears to affect positively student 'academic

achievement -(Beck, 1981; Fuchs, Deno, to, Mirkin, 1982). Concurrent

with a better data base and improved pupil gains, one would expect

better teaching, and instructional decision making. The purpose of the

present study was to explore whether bore syStematic, on-going

measurement and-evaluation, in fact, does affect special educators'
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'teaching decisions and the instruction they,provide. SpPcifically,

the study examined the following questions:

Does repealed, direct measurement and continuous
evaluation affect the structure of instruction provided
by special educators?

What is the relation between such measurement apd
'eval.lation and' teacners' decisions'about student progrest, e
goals, and current performance levels?

Is there a relation between measurement arftevalwation
procedures and'the assessment methods on which teachers

rely to formulate educational decisions?

How do teachers react to Using systematic, on-going
measurement and evaluation procedures?

Method

.Subjects, I.
Subjects were 39 New York City public school teachers who

volunteered to- participate in the project. From their caseloads,

teachens each selected three or four students for inclusion in the

study; then, within schools, each teacher was Assigned randomly to

.either an experimental .or a tontrast group. Four teachers in'each

group had participated in a pilot program during the previous academic

year.

4,

In the .experimental group, teachers (3 male, 15 female) had

taught special education for an average 3'.79 years (SD = 2.85) :

Students in the experimental group (51 male, 13 femtle) read an

average .3.48 years below grade level (SO = 1'.87). ' Their age

appropriate grade averaged 5.79 (SD = 1;66); 49% were placed in

programs for emotionally handicapped students, 32% in programs for

brain injured students, and 19% in resource programs.

Contrast group teachers (2 male, 19 female) had taught
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handicapped children for an average 3.59 years (SO' = 2.72). Students

in the contrast group (57 male, 20 female) read an average 2.35 years

below grade level (SD = 1194). Their, age appropriate grade level

averaged 5.45 OD = 1.65); 51% were placed in programs for emotionally

handicapped Ttudents, 30% in resOurce programs, -and 15% equally

distributed acrcoss programs for physic ally handicapped, brain,injured,.

and educable menially retarded children'. '

Measures

Structure of instruction rating scale (SIRS). The SIRS'(Deno,

King, Skiba, Sevcik, & Wesson, 1982; see Appendix.A) was employed to

measure the structure of an, rnstructional less'on. The scale is

completed by an observer following a 20-minute oliservation of teacher

,

interaCtion with one student. Twelve variables , (Instructional .

,Grouping, Teacher-directed , Learning, Active Academic Responding,

Demonstrating/Prompting, Controlled 'Practice, Frequency of Correct

Answers, Independent Practice, Corrections, Positive Consequences,

Pacing:"Itfal Reading Practice on Outcome Behavior, and Silent 'Reading)

constitute the scale. These variables were selected because research

supports the relation between each variable and student academic

achievement (Reith, Polsgrove, & Semmel, 1981; Stevens & RosenShine,

1981). However, the Indetpendent Practice item was dropped during-
, 4

analyses betause it. was scored as non-applicable in 'all but a few

instances: Internal- consistency reliabilities (Cronbach's alpha)

obtained for the 11-1tem scale were .88, .88, and .89 at three

different, measurements. A factor Analysis (Deno et*,al., 1982)

revealed that nine items (ail but Positive Consequences-and Silent

4.
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Via

Reading ,Practicer s'ignificaritly contributed to one factor called

!

Structure.
. -

) Semi-annual teacher .questionnnaire. A six-item teacher

/
-

questionnaire was aesigned fqr the study (see Appendix.8). On this

questionnatre,_ teachers (a) described student progress, goals, and

level 'of hinctioning in readtig during the academic.year, anti (b)

checked the assessment,proceduras by which`they made their judgments

concerning student' progress:

End-of-the-year teacher questionnaire. A 12.item teacher'

questionnaire also was developed (see Appendix 8). This questionnatre

asked teachers to rate and describe'how,the experimental procedures

were different frOm their normal evaluation procedures AO hew the

study prodedures were useful. Then;. the questionnaire required

teachers to indicate whether, and if so how, they wou,ld use the

,

ekperimental Procedures during the subsequent academic year.

Procedure

Treatments, The experimental treatment is described in

Proceduresto Develo d Monitor Pro ress on IEP Goals (Mirkin, Deno,

Fuchs, Wesson, 'Tindal, Marston, & Kuehnle, 1981). Employing these

procedures in the .area of reading, the experimental group teachers

first wrote' culLriculum-baseo IEP goals and objectives. Tfris -annual

goal specified the segment of the curriculum and the date on which a.,

-

student would redd'with proficiency; that is, at a cirtain,rate and

,

accuracy. ,The objective contained supplementary information; it

indicated the weekly rzte at which.the student would have to improve

in order to meet the .annual goal (pe Goal and Objective Form in

9
14-
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Appendix C). After setting goals and objectives, teachers developed

curriculum-based measurement systems to match specific goals and
,

'objectjves. Then, they were to measure studentt at least piice weekly

and utilize those data to deterktne when to introduce progrark changes
%

, ..'

to incr'ease the prob'abilily that.stddents would achieve their goals.
.14h

,,.

By January 4 all teachers had written goals and.objectives., and were

measuring and graphing student performance. By, February* 10' all
. . . \

teachers were employing data7ut1lization rules to determine when to

make instructional.changes (cf. Mirkin et al,; 1981):

.4A,sample Goal.and ObjectiVe Form, Graph; and Instructional Change

Form. for Michael appear in Figures 1, 2, and 3, respectively. The

Goal and Ob3ective Form states that, in the 19 weeks rBmaining in the
1

0' school year, Michael will improve his reading in Level 2 of the SRA

A

passages so that he reads 85 words correct: per minute with no more
. .

than 8 errors .(see Figure 1). This annual gOal represents

N

approximately3.5,times improvement over Kichael's baseline rate of 35

words oor minute (see Figure 2). This annual goal then.was divided

0-

, into 19 weekly objectives, each of WhiCh tates that he will improve

at an average increase of 2.6 words correct each week per minute with

,no increase in errors.

Insert Figuret 1-3 about here

Michael's graph (see Figure 2) rgpresents hip 4Ords read per.

minute each school day in Level 2 of the SRA passages. The first

three days of data depict Michael,'s baseline performance; the diagonal

1.0
r
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. line onnecting the baSeline mediah performance with the X is the

dynamic aimlir7 Which rep;esents Michael's objecttve or,the daily'

&A

rale at,which he must peilorm in order, to meet the annual goal.
,

The ver?ical lines on Michael's.graph signify the introduction .0f, 0

program changes, which are indicted by-thi letters B, C, and D. Each

prograM Piange is detailed on the Instructional Change Form (see

Figure 3). At least two times each,week, Michkel read from a randomly

selected pass* fromLevel 2- for one minute.; tire-057P'laf words he'

read correctly and the number of errors were scored and,graphed on

,Figure 2. Every 7 to 10 data-points, Michael's teacher inspeqted the

graph. If the slope (calculated lki the -split-mediim soludon; White,

1971) of Miaael's performance across the'rto 10 days was less than

the slope of 'the dynamic aimline, then the teacher introduced a

program change. As Figure 2 illustrates, Michael's/.performance

improved dramatically over his previous performance with the

introductiOn of the third program change. '

With the Goal and Objective Form, the eGnaph, rand the

Instructiorfal Charm For0, Micha 1 s educational program and progress
. ,

toward goals were evaluated formatively. In response to measurement

data,'Michael's program was mddified throughout the treatment phase to

improvOhe likVihood,that Michael would achieve his annual goal.

In the contrast treatment,, teachers. measured and evaluated

student progress towJd goals uiing conventional special educatian

,

Training. Ea-bi of three te cher trainers (TsTs) was assigned to a

procedures.

.se of schools and to the expe imental ind contrast teachers within

I

N
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that set of schools. TTs provided training to teachers during weekly

meetings from November through May. During these meetings, TTs taught
6

the treatment procedures to the experimental group teachers. :They

taught the contrast group teachers strategies for diagnosing and

.treating learning and,behavior problems, for structuring and managing

their itistructional groups, and for using'audio-vispal _equipment andA
I

paraprofessionals. TTs spent similar amounts .of time with both

0
treatment groups: Experimental grou teachers received an average of

23.52.hours individual meeting time \(SD = 5.95), whereas contrast

grouO teacherstmet individually with tr iners'for an average of-20,60

hburs (SD = 6.22). A t'test on the difference between the .hours of .

training received by .the two grouRs r6ea1ed no statistically

,

significant.difference. (See Appendix D for sample experimental and

contrast raining schedules%)

Data collection. TTs were taught and practiced the SIRS during a
.

fite-hour training sessiOn. ,, Their inter=rater reliability was :87 on

two tratning tapes. In January, April, and late May, a randomly

selected student for each teacher was observed by a TT during a

.4

20-minute reading lesson. Immediately following th'ese observations,

TTs completed the SIRS.

In Ap.'ril And June, experimental' Shd: contrast group teachers

a completed. the Semi-annua4 Teather 'Questionnaire for their studehii.

In June, the ,experiments1 grOup teachers Oo completed the,End-of-

, the-year Teacher Questionnaire.

11
. .

-

.

e
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Results

Instructional Structure

The degree of instructional structure was assessed during each

4
'trimester of the study using the SIRS. These scores were subjected to

a one between factor (treatment),,on2 within factor (tri ls on the

SIPS) analysis of variance. Averaged across the three ass sments,

there was no statistically significant difference between the

experimental and contrast groups on the total SIRS scores (mean of'

Structure, Positive Consequences, and Silent Reading). There also was

. no statistically significant difference on the SIRS trials when
G'

performance was averaged across the experimental and contrast groups.

However, there was a statistically significant treatment X SIRS trials

interaction, with the experimental group. increasing their structure

throughthe study'trimesters (2,31, 2.76, 2.98, respectively) and

4
contrast teachers decreasfng their structure through the treatment

2.52, 2.34), F(2,69)'= 6.57, Et .01.

Teacher Oecis.ions about Student Progress, Goals, and Current

Performance Levels

On the Semi-annual Teacher Questionnaire, completed in April and°

June, teachers described student progress, goals, and level of

"Functioning in reading, and'checked the assessment procedures on which

they relied to formulate.these evaluations. In both April and June,

there was a statistically significant relation between treatment

condition and whether.tealthers judged. that their studenis had made

sufficient progress to reach their gOals, x2(2) = 6.92, 2. < .105 for

&ril, and x2(2) = 12.77 :005 for June. For both time periods,
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the pattern of the, relation was the same. .A greater percentage of

teachers in the contrast condition thought their students would meet

goals; a smaller percentage of thine teachers reportdd that their

40 students would not meet goais; and a greater percentage of that group

was uncertain.

With4respect to whether teachers had adjustedIstudenti' reading

40 goals, a statistically significant relation with measurement

evaluation group was found to exist in April, x2(1) = 4.35 2 < .05.

Sixty-five percent of experimental group teachers reported that they

had-changed goals, whereas only 33% oc contrast group teachers said

they had revised goal statements. However, the relation was no longer,

present by June; at that time, both groups tended to maintain their,

pupils'-goals.

Teachers also were asked to descrIbe the success of the current

reading program for each stUdent. Regardless of treatment group,

teachers fended.to evaluate their programs as successful (74% and 79%

for experimentals and contrasts, respectively). Very few'teachers

described their ,programs as not successful (6% and -7% for

experimentals and contrasts, respectively). The remaining teachers

were uncertatn about thir success of their programs.

When teachers were asked in April to "write,a precise statement

that describes the student's current level of functioning," there was

no relation between the specificity of their statements and othe

measurement/evaluation treatment. In June, however,, a relation was

II" found, x2(2) = 9,84, k .01, with greater percentages of experimental

students' programs described highly and somewhat specifically and with

I A
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greater percentages of contrast students'. pr45rams described not at

all specifically.'

Figures 4 and 5 display the percentages of teachers' descriptions

of student.progress in April and June, respectively. At both times,

the contrast teachers rated their students' progress somewhat less

favorably; in-June, this pattern was statistically significant, x2(5)

f 17.51:11 < .005.

0

tt,

Iniert Figures 4 and 5, about here
0

Assessment Methods on which Teachers Relied

,The remaining questions on the Semi-annual &Teacher Questionnaire

concerned 4/fifth-assessmentprocedures teachers relied on to formulate

their evaluations. At both data ,collection times and in both

treatment groups, teachers repor,ted that 'they *relied on criterion-
-

referenced measurement and on .informal measurement; very small

percentages 9f.. teachers reported that they relied on siandardized

testing. In April and June, there were statistically significant
9

relations between treatment group and teachers' tendency to use direct

and frequent Measurement, x2(1) = 22.28, 11 < .001 and x2(1) = 29.42, 11

< .001, respectively. No contrast group teachers at either time

reported that they relied on direct and frequent measurement.

Table 1 presents percentages of te'achers in April and June

reporting that ,they relied predominantly on different measurement

procedures. As one can see, at both times, experimental teachers

tended to rely predominantly on direct and frequent measurement, with
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al. even greater percentage of experimentals relying on this form of

measurement by the end of the study. Contrast teachers tended to rely

predominantly oft one of several types of measures: standardized

diagnostic tests, teacher-made tests, workbook samples, criterion-

referenced measures (other than direct and-frequent measurement), and

number of short-term objectives mastered. Approximately the same

percentage of teachers in the two groups relied on informal

observation. . The pattern of,responses was significantly related to

'treatment condition in both April and June, x2(6) ; 33.46, II< .001

and x2(6) = 48.88, 2. .001, respectively. From April to June there

were two shifts in the types of procedures teachers relied on most.

By June, experimental group teachers tended to replace teacher-made

tests with direct and frequent measurement; contrast group teachers

tended to replace teacher-made tests and number of short-term

objectives mastered with workbook exercises.

Insert Table 1 about here

Descriptions of Continuous Evaluation Procedures

On-, the End-of-the-year Teacher Questionnaire, experimental

teachers typically described the continuous evaluation proceaures as

"very different" (68%) from their normal student evalUation

procedures; 25% described the Rrocedures as !different," and 8%

described them as "somewhat the sem." When asked Lo describe' the

ways these procedures differed from their normal routine, graphing was

named most often, the accuracy of the method was mentiOned second most

16
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often, and both measurement frequency.and the way in which pupils.were

motivated- were cited third most often jsee Table 2). Teachers

2

reported that the experimenval procedures were either "not very time

-onsuming," or "time consuming" (37% in each category); 26% described

the procedures as "very time consuming."

Insert Table 2 about here -

Teachers also were required to rate the usef.ness of the

continuous evaluation procedures .for several different functions.

Table 3 is a .display oi the percentages of teachers giving each rank

for each function. As one can see, the greatest percentage of

teachers ranked the continuous ev.aluation procedures as "very helpful"

for deciding when. to change students' programs, Ind as either

'.'helpful" or "very 'helpful".for,developing goals, measuring stUdents'

progress toward goals, and communicating to parents and táhools.

Insert Table 3 abouthere

When asked whether they would use the proceddres next years, 68%

said "yes," 6% said "no," and 26% saids"maybe." Fdrther, 34%'of those

indicating they wouAd use the continuous evaluation procedures next
4

year repOrted that they would employ the procedures with no

modifications; other teachers cited a variety of changes in the

prodedures. Among the modifications named most frequently were (a)

measuring a different reading behavior, (0,measuring,less,frequently,
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and (c) starting to implement the procedures in September. With

respect to the academic domains for which they would employ the

procedures, teachers most frequently named reading- and math,'wjth

social behavior and written expression also.cited.

Discussion

The purpose of this study was to.explore whether systematic, on-
,

going measurement and evaluation procedures affect the instruction

that special educators provide and the , educational decisionS they

make. foward this end, teachers were assigned randomly to either an

experimental or contrast treatment group. In the experimental

) treatment (Mirkin et al., 1981), teachers were to (a) measure and

graph students' oral reading nerformance at least twice weekly, and

(b) compare at frequent intervals ,their students' actual progreis

trends against the slopes of students' expected gdal ajmlines. When

students' actual procress trends compared unfavorably with, their

expected aimlines, teachers were to introduce "a new dimensiOn into

their students programs in an attempt to stimulate greater student

progress. Contrast teachers employed conventional special education

measurement and evaluationlisprocedures. During the study, the

structure of the instructioa provided by these teachers wa$ measured

three'times. The teachers' educational decisions and their assessment

procedures were surveyed at the middle and end of the study.

Additionally, .at the termination of the treatment, teachers'

descriptions and ratings of the,experimental procedures Are assessed.

Results indicated that using sistematic measurement and

evaluation procedures may increase the degree of structure in the



instruction teachers provide. 'Structure scores acrois the three

trimesters of the study increased for experimental group teaohers, but

decreased for contrast group teachers. Research suggests, that
. ,

increased structure contributes to handicapped children'i achievement

(Relth et al., 1981; Stevens & Rosenshine, 1981), and may explain at

least partially ! why, by the end of the study, students of the

experimental teachers demonstrated better reading achievement than

students of the contrast teachers (Fuchs, Deno, & Mirkin, 198?).

Findings ,of this study also suggest that teachers' decisions

about student progress, goals, and current performance levels Were

related to how teachers measured and, evaluated student progress: In

June, when asked to rate student progress on a 5-point Likert type

scale', experimental group teachers tended to give mord favorable

ratings. Nevertheless, both in April and in June, contrast group

'teachers were both more optimistic and more uncertain than
;t

experimental group teachers about whether student progresS was

adequate to attain goals. This uncertainty may have been a function

of a data base that was inadequate relative toa.that of the

experimental group teachers. The contrast teachers' opttmism is

explained iess easily, because their students actually 'achieved poorly

compared to students of the experimental group teachers. One might

speculate that their optimism concerning student progress toward goals

was related either, to their having formqlated less imoitious goals or

to their misjudging studeht progress. This second explanat4,m is

supported in twobways: first, by,research (Fuchs, Fuchs, & 'Warren,

1982) that demonstrates a tendencY for teachers to, overestimate
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studeni performance on goals when assessments are based on

unsystemat,c procedures; second, by results of this study suggesting

.that the experimental teachers tended to describe'ttieir. students'

cUr=rent -perfOrmance levels with much greater specifiCity than the'

1

- contrast group teachers..

Additionally, contrast group teachers apparently ,overestimated

the success of their programs. In Both April ,and June, nearlY

equivalent and very high percentages of teachers in both groups rated'

their programs as successful. Given the greater achieiiement of the

experimental group students, these nearly equivalent percentages of

teachers' ratings of program success again suggest inappropriate,

optimism by the contrast group teachers.

Perhaps related to the contrast group teachers' comparatively

optimistic view on student progress toward goals and on their programs

was their tendency to maintain established goal statementst
0

I

Experimental group teachers more frequently reported that they re4ised

their students' goals during the first two-thirds of the study. Given

the difficulty of establishing initially appropriate ,goals for all

students (Fuchs & Deno, 1982) one might anticipate a need to re9ise

many goal statetents. Yet; contrast group teachers failed to do so.

'It is poisible that, based on unsysteotic and lean data, they

misjudged student performance as adequate and were content to maint?in

goal statements. Experimental teachers, on the other hande may have

demonstrated greater responsiveness to student behaviOr because of

their comparatively rich data base; they may have had more and better

information "with which to recognize when goals failed to suit
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Students' current perforMance levels and when such goals needed to be

revised.

Fiesults concerning which' assessment procedures teachers relied on

to' formulatetheir decisions. .about,_student _progress, loals, and

'current performance levels corroborated the assumption that teachers,

in the two treatment groups actually employed different data bases.

Throughobt the study; large percentages of experimental grouP

teachers, but no contrast group teachers, relied on direct and

, frequent measurement. Additionally, feachers described the

experimental measurement and evaluation procedures as very different

or different from typical special education practice. Furthermore,

from April to June, experimental group teichers shifted their reliance

from less'frequent and systematic prodedures to, more frequent arid

systematic procedures (from teacher-made tests to direct and frequent

measurement). Anacontradistinction, contrast group teachers tended to

shift their reliance to less systematic procedures' (from teacher-made

tests and nymber of short-term objectives mastered to workbook

-samples).

q.
Consequently, findings of this study, suggest that, concurrent

with a better data base and with improved' pupil gains, teacher

decision makingxand instruction improved when continuous ,evaluation

procedqres were use Compared to contrast teachers who.used typical

special education measu ment and evalultion methods, eXperimental

teachers, who employed and, to large extent, relied predominantly on

technically adequate, repeated -wriculum-based measurement and

evaluation procedures, not only achie; etter.student academic gains

NN
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(Fuchs, Deno, & Mirkip,. 1982), but, also (a) demonStrated greater

increases in the structure of the instruction they praviied, (b) were

more realistic about and responsive to student progress toward goals,

(c) judged More accurately.,the success of.their stuflents' programs,-

and (d) described their students' current performance levelsmore--

specificely.

In this study, teachers tended to indicate that the continuous

evaluation'oprocedures were either "nol very time consuming" or "time.,

consuming." FeiSibility problems .with implementing frequent

measurement procedures have been demonstrated preVious' (King,

Wes3on, & Deno, 1982; Tindal, Fuchs, Christenson, Mirkin, & beno,

1981). Neverthelw.;s, teachers rated the pr6cedures as useful or very

useful for an 'array of purposes, ind most teachers reported qat they-
,

would continue to use,the procedures next year. Therefore, although

the procedures may be somewhat time consuming, teachers appear to

recognize the procedures' potential usefulness and benefits, which

were demonstrated empiriCally in this study.:

of

0,

22
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Tabl 64 1

Percentages of Teachers Relying on, Different.

Measurement Procedures
re

a

Measurement Procedure

April June .

Experimental Contrast Experimerktal Contrast

Standardized diagnostic- 0

Criteribn-referencbd 0

Direct and frequent 46v
lc)

Teacher-made 21

Workbook samples .0

Informal observation' 24

Number of short-term
object ivet masieed

8

6 0 ...

10 5

0 60 .

38 8'

6 0 -

23 25

6

d

29

26

21

Y7 3- 6 8
. ... , .

Mr-
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. . .

,

Frequency with which Teachers Cited-DiffereneAspects of\iontinuous

. t
.

.

, . .

c
. ,

tvaluation Procedures as Most Distinctive

-21

Reason ,

N

Cited First

14*

Cited Setond

N

Cited Third

Tdtai

N

Graphing

Accuracy

Frequency

Motiitating to Child

'Perminent Record

Type of Behavior Measured

Curriculum-based

20

21

17

0

3

4

0

10

7

4

14,

0

0

2

7

2

0,

7

4

0

a

37

30

,21

21

.7

4

2

4.

.49)

4

f
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Table 3

Peréentages of Teachers Rating the Coritinuous Evaluation Procedures

as, "Not Sure" thi'ough "Very Helpful" 'tor Different Purposes

Rating

Puf, ose
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N4k,

Nat Sure
.6

Not Helpful
2 31,,

Sothewhat Helpful 36 18 5 23 . 28 17 12

Helpful 32 37 50 22 40 37 28

Very Helpful, 31 45 45 55 30 46 23 *
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GOAL - 19' weeks when provided'with

# school weeks until year's end

stories from grade level 2 - SRA pasages, Michael

(Level N, series (student's,name)

vfill read aloud4t the rate of , 85 , with nb more

(wpm correct) :

than 8 errors.,

(#)

OBJfCTIVE Each, succeisive week, when presented with a random selection

-from Grade level 2 - SRA passages , the,student will read

same level # and series as above

V>

aloud at an average increase of 2.6 wpm and no increase in

715T-

errors.

lb

Figure 1. Michael's Goal and Objective Form

28



CORRECT
O ERRORS

100 -

2

MONTHS

4 5

Figure 2, Number of Correct Words (*) and Ertors (o) Per Minute Rgad by Michael from Pages

in SRA, Level 2 Across-Time, Under Baseline (a) and Three Instructional Strategies

(B, C, and 0).

30



InstrUctional Change Form

.
,

Instruo.tional Procedures ,

.

Arrangement Time
k*

Materials Motivational Strategies

Oral Reading Practice
Comprehension exercises

,

Group (1:5)

,

45 minutes Double Action Short Story,

,

GeneratinTown stories

Part 2

Story Writing & class

discussion

,

Language Experience

Approach, _

,

Individual
with para-

professional

t

, s

same Student's own storie:s
.0,

File cards
Story Folder

same

Language Experience,

Reading Comprehension
Activities

Individual
with para-
professional

Individual,

with teacher

.

20.minutes

20 minutes McCall-Crabbs,

See above

,

Book E
,

SRA kit

same

individual arrangement

with.teacher

Figure 3. Michael's Instructional Change Form,

31

32
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20

10

Experimental

A--A Contrast.

I %

Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent

Teacher Descriptions

Figure 4. Percentages of Teacher Descriptions of Student Progress

in April.

\ 3 3

lo

7
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9

50
Experiment'al

A7-t, Contrast

J

A,

/ %%

40
/

\
%-/ . t. \f ,

w / \0) /
4 / \
c / \
w /
ul / .

it 30 1
/

20=

I

1

-roor ,Fair . Good

27

1/2

Very Good ExCellent

Teacher Pescriptions

Figure 5. Percentages of teacher descriptions Of student'

progress in June. 0

3 4



Appendfx 3.

Structure of Instrvition Rating Scale (SIRS)

School:
Student:

Date:
Teacher:

'Observer:
Number of Students in Group:

Number of cbservations prior to rating:

Time,observation tiegins:
Time observation ends:

Time allocated to reading instruction per day:

Currirulum used for instruction: Publisher

Series Level

Instructions

Circle the number that accurately reflects,your
rating for each

variable. Only.one number may be circled per variable. If you Are.

unable to evaluate a certain variable, mark N/A (not applicable) next

to the left-hand column.

1. InstruCtional drouping
1 2 3 4 5

2. Teacher-directed Learning
1 2 .3 4 5

3. Active Academic Responding 1 2 3 4 5

4. . Demonstration/Prompting
1 2, 3 4 ' 5

5. Controlled Practice
1 2 3 4 5

6. FreqUency of Correct Answers 1 2 3 4 5

7, Independent Practice
1 '2 3 4 _5

81 Corrections
1 2 3 4 ,5

,Positive Consequences
1 2 3 4 5

10. Paang 1 .2 3 4 5,

11. 'Oral Practice on Outcome

Behavior

12. Silent Praqtite on Outcome

Behavior

1

1

2

2

'3

3.

4

4

5

5
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SIRS

Operational Definitions Codebook

1. Instructional Grouping

5 - 1-0% or mon': o4' the instruction this student receives from the
teacher is oh in individual basis.

1 10% or test of th f.. instruction this _student receiVes from the
teacher is on an individual basis.

2. Teacher-Directott Learnin'g

5 - Student's instruction ektremely organized, b`usinesslike,
and teacher is firm in dtrection and control of activities.
For'example, student is Iresented with questions, student
has matertal to '4over, etc.

1 - Student's instruction is casually organized and very spon-
taneous. Teacher is- ndt committed to having the student work'
on a particular set Of material. Instructional materials do
not determine what activities student engagei.in and the les-
sons change according to problems or mood of this student.

3. Active Academ.ic Responding

e

5 - The student is actively practicing the acidemic skills to be

learned more than 75% of the time'observed. Specifically, the
student is engaged in oral or written, responding to teacher .

questions or written material, e.g., reading atloud, antwering
quesiions, writing, or computing. Student rarely it involved
in non-tacademic conversations with teacher or other students
Attending to the lesson with-out responding, such as sitting,
looking, listening, and/or followtng along in a book does not
apply. The student-must make an active, written or oral
response.

1 - The student is actively practi cisg the skills. to 6e learned .

less than 10% of the time observect. Instructional lessons
may be interrupted or shortened to include "process" and other
non-academic activities, e.g., claril ing feelings, opinions,
and working on arts and crafts.

4. Demonstration and Prompting

I

5 - Appropriite steps of the desired begavior to be performed are
demonstrated for the student. Student is give an opportunity
to practice the step(s) as teacher provides pro pts for correct
behavior that approximates or achives desired resOnse.

1 - Teacher attempts to teach the student a behavior wi iout using
demonstration and prompting techniques.
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;IRS

5. Controlled Practice
/

5 - Student's practice of material is actively controlled by

teacher Who frequently asksjuestions to clarify that the

student understands what has just been demonstrated. Ques-

tion'are convergent (single factual answer) and the.stu-
dent's answers consistently follow the questions and are

given teacher feedback.

1 Student is rarely questioned' by teacher following dethonstra-

don of new materials. Questions are more divergtnt (open-

ended, several interpretations) than convergent (single actual

answer),. Student's response is not consistently followed by .,

teacher feedback. The type qf questions are such that several

answers are acceptable, i.e., questions are abstract or am-

biguous.,

Examples:

If during an oral reading session:

a) the teacher frequently attempts to clarify,the material with

convergent questions ("what color hat was John weaAng?"), a

5 would be recorded.
0

bi the teacher asks few questions, most of which are divergent

("What do you think this, means?"), a 1 would be recorded.

c) the teacher asks' few convergent questions or .iany.divergent

questions, the appropriate rating would be a' 3. .

6: Frequency of Correct Answers

5 : Academic lessons are conducted in such a way that the difficulty

of the material allows the student to achieve thean accuracy

of 80% or higher.

1 - Academic Aaterial 'is difficult for student, component steps

art large or unsequenced, and mean accuracy for student is

less than 55%.

(Note: 44-tne student has no opportunity for-oral or written response

during the observational period, item 6 would be rated N/A -

not applicable, while items 3 and 5 would most likely be

rated 1).

1

7. Independent Practice

5-- When engaged in tndependent seatwork, the student frequently is

monitored by'the teacher who assists, clarifies, and praises

the student for academic engaged tasks.

(Note: independent seatwork is defined here as a student working'on an

assigned task for at least 5 minutes. hIf no such 5-minute

block of time is observed, Item 7 is rated N/A].)
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SARS

I - When student is engaged tn Academic seat-work activities, little
attentionis given by teacher who directs fteatlwdrk activities

from a distance or engages in work separate from the assigned

seat work. Teacher is generally not helpful or supportive to 0.
student during independent practice timeo

8. Corrections .

' 5 - The student's errors are consistently corrected by the teacher.

yhen the studen either does not respond, responds incorrectly,

or does not respond in unison if the activity is group directed

and requires such responding, the teacher will systematically

attempt to correct the student by asking a simpTer question, re-

focusing student's attention to elicit correct response from the

student or provide general rules by which to determine the

correct answer:90% or more of the time.

1 - Student's errors are rarely and inconsistently corrected by the

teacher. The student,responses are not syttematictlly corrected.
Student's errors are corrected 50% or less of the time.

for example: In oral reading this includes teacher correction of skips

and mispronunciations, or help in founding out hesitations

9. Positive Consequences

5 - Positive eventr, (tokens, =points, activities, etc.) are"given to

*Pr the student when performing the desired behtvior. When learning

a new skill the student receives positive consequence for

approximations of fhe desired*behavior. Consequences are con-,

sistently received during academic training time. Praise)and

compliments, e.g., "good.wOrking,snice job," are''not inclyded

in this definition. ,

, Student rarely receives positive consequences for academic work.

When student receives consequences they usually,are for social

behavior, rather than.for behaviors occurring under systematic ,

'academic training. .

10. Pacing

5 - The pace of the lesson is rapid, providing many opportunities

for response by the student. As a result, attention ik high

and off-task behavior is loW.

1 - The pace of the lesson is slow and the student's rate of

,
responding is low. Lesson format frequently varies, is not

highly structured, ansl student attention may be'low.

38.
,P

1
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SIRS

11. Oral Practice on Outcome Behavior

A-6

5 - Student reads aloud from context nearly all the time (85-100%,
14

or 12-15 min. of a 15 min. observation).
1

. 1 - Student does not read aloud during the observation (0% of the).

tiMe),.
.

.

-
'

-,

.

(Note, Reading aloud for measurement purposes should not be considered

' when rating this variable; Reading in context is defined as

reading phrases,.sentences, paragraphs,- or story selections.)
.

Examples:

If,the student is reading isolated Words nearly the ehtire time,

the appropriate rating is.a 3. s>,

.
.

Ifthe student is reading aloud from a text about half the,time,

a 3 would be recorded.
_ 4.

,
r

12. Silent Practice ori Outcome Behavior.

5 - Student riadi silently from context nearly all the time (85-100%

or 12-15 min. of a 15 min. observation).

1 - Student does not read silently during the observation (0%'of

- the time).

Oidte: Reading in context is defined as the same as #11( The examples

of #11 are the same for #12, with silent reading.)

4

r
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-Appendix B

..Semi-AnnuallleAtionntre

'Student's tia4

Teacherrs.Name

.

.1) Is the student making sufficient progrest'in reading so that he/she will

meet the annual reading goal?
Ed

Nb 'Uncertain

2) _Have you changed your reading goal Within the last two months?

3) Is your curren t reading program successful?"

a El 17 A

Yes No Uncertain

El ri
Yes No Uncertain

a

4) For rebding, please write rrecise statement that describes thesstudelit's

current'level of functioni g or indicate thatIou are uncertain about the

student's current level of functioning. -

Current Level of Functioning

*. I

[1:]
Uncertain

5) Please characterize this
student's progress so far this year:by one cif the

following descriptions:

I' I-
"Poor Fair Good

[1:1 [--]
Very Excellent
'Good

Check (I) the type(s) of tnformation you used to answer question five."'Circle

the one type of information you rely on the most to provide an indicatioFET7

student progress:
., ' -

.

1. Standardized achievement tests . ,

-
11;

2. Standardized diagnostic measures

3. District developed tests r,. 12.

4. Basal text mastery tests -7-13.

5. Criterion-referenced measures

6, Direct and Oequent meaiurement

t . 7. Teacher-Made tests/oral quizzes 14.

..--- 8. Scoring workbooks

- 9. Scoring worksheets- 15,

n---0._ Amount of work completed

.100.11.11'

Informal observation of stu-

dent performance

Formal.observation
Consultation wt=th classroom

teacher regardtng classroom.

performance .

'Number of,short-termpbjectives
'mastered

Other

make sure you have c4rcled the type of information you rely oft the most to

pnovide an indication of student progress.
,

.40
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END-OF-YEAR SPECIAL TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE'

Student's Name Date

1-) How different were the continuous evaluation procedures you implemented

from your normal procedures for evaluating student progress?

Very Somewhat Very.much

Different Different the same the same .

2) In what ways io the continuoys evaluation procedures you implemented

,.differ from your normal prOcedures for evaluating student progreW

a.

b.

c.

.11114

How useful were the continuous evaluatioff procedures in:

i) Developing the student's /EP?

0 0 0
Not .sure Not Somewhat 'Helpful Very

Helpful Helpful Helpful

Establishing goals?

CI El El El
Not sure Not SoMewhat Helpful Very

Helpful. Helpful Helpful

5) Meas.:6ring progress toward goaltf

Not sure Not Somewhat Helpful.' Very

Helpful Helpful Helpful

6) Deciding when to charge the student's program?

1

LC:1 0. .

Not surle Not Somewhat Helpful Very ,

! Helpful Helpful Helpful!
1

41
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?) Communicating evaluation information school,personnel?

\rj
Not sure Not Somewhat Helpful Very

Helpful helpful Helpful

8) ComMunicating evaluation information to parents?

0. , 0
Not sure Not Somewhat Helpful Very

Helpful helpful Helpful

9) Communicating evaluation informition to students?

,, .0 0 11
Nat sure Not Somewhat Helpful Very

Helpful helpful Helpful

10) 'along the uses cited above, please rank'order'3 purposes for which

the procedures'were most useful:

most.useful for

second most useful for

thfrd most useful for

11) How time consuming were the procedures?

0 El 0
Very time Time Not Very, Not at all

41 Consuming- Coniuming Time Time

Consuming Comuming4-4

12) If you had a choice, would you use the procedures next year in some way?

.ri [1]

'Yes No Maybe

If yes; please describe briefly what, if any, modifications you will

make in the OrOcedures?

If yes, in what academic areas will you use these procedures?

4?



Appendix C

Goal and Objective Form

GOAL In
-(f school weeks until.year's'end)

*

, when yresented with stories from

Level #, series . (student's name)

rate of with no more than errors.

(wpm correct)

OBJECTIVE Each successive week, when presented with,a random selection from

, student will'read aloud at

(same level '# and series,as above)

an average increase.of wpm and no increase in errors.

will read aloud at the

MEASUREMENT SYSTEM Frequency: at least '2k/week; stimulus format: oral

reading passages; Test admintstration prc:edure: same as manual; Scoring

procedure: same as manual; charting conventions: same as manual.

.
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Teacher Trainer

Teacher

School

Appendix

Sample Experimental Training Schedule

Date

Below, please: (a) describe the nature of the training you have provided

this teacher during therstudy; (b) indicate the admiKistrative arrangement

under which the training was provided (individual, 1-3 rafio, etc.), and

(c) esrimate the number of hours you spent with the teacher on Pach training,

area.

DEkRIPTION OF TRAINING ARRANGEMENT
NUMBER OF HOURS

data-based monitoring procedures

.

individual

.

15 hrs.

, ,

.

meetiu the individual needs

of the students

individual

.

1 hr.

teaching decoding and
comprehension (literal and

inferential) skills

iindividual

,

. 3 hrs.

ciassroom management ior

readipg

individual 1 hr.
.,

. ,

_

,

44
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Sample Contrast Training Schedule

Teacher Trainer Date

Teacher

ool

Below, please: (a) describe the nature of the training you have provided

this teacher during the study, (b) indicate the administrative arrangement

under which the tratifing was provided (individual, 1-3 ratio, etc.), and

(c) estimate.the number of hours you spent with the teacher an each training

areaf 04

DESCRIPTION.OF TRAINING ARRANGEMENT NUMBER OF HOURS

,

Jsing the language

experience approach
.

individual 10 hrs.

Individualizing

,

individual 5 hrs'
,

Jsing audio-visual equipment
for teaching and motivating

individual 2 hrs.

i

jiagnostic assessment tools individual.

.

3 hrs.

.,

.

,

.

1

,

4

4
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