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The Institute for Research on Learning Disabilities is supported by

a contract (300-80-0622) with the.Office of Special Education, Depart-
ment of Education, through Title VI-G of Public Law 91-230. Institute
investigators are conducting research on the assessment/decision-making/
_ intervention process as it relates to"learning disabled students.

. During 1980-1983, Institute research focuses on four major areas:

-

o Referral

e Identification/Classification
.o Intervention Planning and P;oéress Evaluation

o~
.

o Outcome Evaluation

Additiona1°inf0rmation on the Institute'é research objectives and
activities may be obtained by writing to the Editor at the Institute
“(see Publication$ 1ist for address).
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The research reported herein was conducted-uné&r government spon-
sorship. Contractors are ericouraged to express freely their pro-
fessional judgment in the conduct of the project. Points of view
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official position of the Office of Special Educati.na..
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— = Abstract ' -
- + N ' ] » . t “ t ‘ * .
The purpose of this study was to explore whether, and if so how,

uo N
onfgbingﬂmeasurement and evaluation procedures affect the instruction

¥

2 that speci;l educ;tors provide and the educational &ecisiong(that they
' maké. ‘ Eighteen experimental group teachers_ employed specific '
continuous eva}ugtion procedures while Zi contrast group' teaéhers

, employed conventional Special education meésureﬁént and evaluation
procedures. During the 18-weck t;eatment, the teachers' structure of

“instruction was measured three times, and the teachers' educational

-

“ - decisions and théir é;séssment procedures were surveyed at the middle
" .and end of the treatment. Addicionally, at the termination of the

study, teachers' descriptions and ratings of the expesimental

, procédures were.asébssed. Analyses revea%ed that using syétematic, K
_on-going measurerent and {gyalu&tion procedures (a) - increased the
o . éegreg of ‘structure in the instructioq teathers provide, and (b)
resulted in -more specific and realistic judgments about. student .
.programs and progress and more% responsive pedagogical decisions.
<L Experiméptal teachers also repqrted- that, although time-con§umihg{

their procedures were feasible and useful. "Implications for special

3

v education programming are discussed,

i
.
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Direct and Frequent Measurement and Evaluation:

Effects on Instruct1on and Estimates of Student Proqress

] )

‘PL 94142 requires special education teachers to formulate short-

-

teym objectives and annGal ‘goals for students to ensure appropriate

education and fTacilitate handicapped ‘pupﬁlsf movement toward less

‘restrictive educational settings. Federal law also directs special

educators to assess stugent progress toward specified ohjectives and

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

evaluat1on, oL 9%4- 142 does not specify how student progress should be

assessed; special educatvon practitioners ar8@ free to choose whataver

@
N

assessment brdcedures they'stp.“ | *

Research ifdicates that special educators tend to employ 1nformal
obsgrrat1on when haking dec1s1ons aboyt students performance on
ob3ect1ves (Potter & Mirkin, 1982).

observation ofted 1leads to erroneous judgments about 1levels of

‘e

" academic performance and 1na¢curate conclusions concern1ng whether

objectives have been met (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Warren, 4982).

As an alternat1ve to informal assessment methods, ~repeated .

curriculum-based measurement and continuous evaludtion procedures
render more objective, accurate data.(Fuchs, Mirkin, Denop, Marston, &

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

<

and evaluyation appears to affect positively student ‘academic

i

achievement -(Beck, 1§81{ Fuchs, Deno, & 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 Tmore systematic, on-going’

measurement and“evaluation, in fact, does affect special educators’

.

-

Unfortunately, informal

A

3
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) . ™teaching decisions and the instruction they..provide. Spetifica11y,
P the study examined the following questions: . ?
- . ~ * Does repea;ed direct measurement and continuous
evaluation affect the structure of irstruction provided
- . by special educators?
& . * What, is the relation between such measurement apd .
¢« "’ -evaldation and teatchers' decisions'about student progress, '

) goals, and current performance 1eve1s’

* Is there a relation between measurement arfy- eva1uat1on ,
procedures and the assessment methods on which teachers -
rely to formulate educational decisions? '
How do teachens react to using systematic, on-going . 2
measurement and evaluation procedures?

Method ' : .

&
<

Subjects . : ) Co : .
'Subjects were ‘39 New Yorky City public school teachers who

[

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

teachers each selected three or four students for inclusion in the

: .

study; then, within schools, each teacher was ass%gned randomly to
_either an experimenta1;or a ‘contrast group. Four teachers in each

group had participated in a pi1ot program during the previous academic .
5 - < ks -

year,

&

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

taught special education for an average 3,79 'years (SD 2.@5):

.
°

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

1.87). ' Their age

average 3.48 years below grade level (SD

appropriate grade averaged 5.79 (SD = 1.66); 49%} were Jplaced in

prograhs for emotionally handicapped studeﬁts, 32% in *programs for

4

bra1n 1nJured students, and ‘19% in resource programs. . '

Contrast _group ‘teachers (2 ma1e, 19 female) had taught




fge

2.721.’ Students

handicapped children for an average 3.59 years ‘(SO

Y 4 « . ¥ N
" in the contrast group (57 male, ZQ female) read an average 2.35 years

below grade level (SD = 1%94). Their: age appfbpriate grade Tlevel

average& 5.45 (SD = 1.65); 51% were ﬁ]aced in programs for emotionally ‘

. Py
handicapped students, 30% in resource programs, -and 15% equally
) : TN . . :
distributed acruss programs for physically hqndicapped, brain injured,.

and educable mentally retarded children. * .

°

Measures ‘ -

@

Structure of instruction ratin§ scale (SfRS).

? v

The SIRS “(Deno,

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

measure the structure of an nstructional lesson. The scale is

¢

completed by ah observer following a 20-minute ob%ervétion o% teacher

Twelve variaS]és . (Instructional

interaEtion‘ witﬁ cne student.

,Groqﬁing, Téacher-direc}ed . Learning, Active Academig Responding,

Demonstrating/Prompting, Conirolled Practfcqe Frequency of Correct

Answers, Independent Practice, Correct{qns, Positive Conseqqehces,
Pacingf"ﬁ?a{ Re;ding’Pracﬁice on Outcome Behavior, and Silent Reading)
constitute the scale. These var{a61es were selected becduse research
supports hthe relation ’betweén each varigb]g and student 'academic
achieyement (Reith, Polsgrove, & Semmel, 1981; Stebens & Rosenshine,

1981). 'However, the Inde endent‘Pract%ce ilem was dropped during”

., analyses betause it.was scored as non-applicable in all hut a few

instances’, Internal- qgnsistehcy reliabilities (Cronbach's pﬁ]pha)
obtained for the 1l-item scale were .85, .88, and .89 at three
differgnt, measurements. A factor analysis (Deno et®.al., 1982)

i
revealed- that nine items {a'l but Positive Consequences and Silent
. * ¢

4
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Redding Practice)” significantly contributed- to one factor called

/ LN . v -
N | N * s -

Structure.
Y

. * . 3
» . . .

] Semi- annual teacher questionnnaire, A six-item teacher . Cn

>/// quest1onnaire was deS1gned fqr the study (see Append1x B) On”this,-.
PP questTpnna1re,, teaghers (a) descr1bed student progress, goa]s, and
evel of ?unctigning in reading during the academ1t .year, and (b) E
cheered the assessment, procedures by which they made”thsir Judgments

-

- N .
concerning student progress. . '

. End-of-the-year teacher gquestionnaire. — A 12-item teacher"

¢
N ' . 4

questionnaire also was developed (see Appendix B). This questionnaire

asked teachers to rate and descr1be how _the exper1mental procedures .-

were different frmn th61r normal evaluation procedures angd how the

study proeedures were useful. Then, the quest1onna1re requ1red

teachers td {ndicate whether, and if so how, they ;gujd ‘use' the . \

A . . Y * . - . ~ LG - ‘r
ekperimental procedures during the subsequent academic year.
' . > SR .
- Procedure . . . ~
———et i

L

: Treatments.. ~ The experimental treatmént s described in .

‘-

. Procedures to Develop;gbd Monitor Progress on IEP Goals (Mirkin, Deno,

%uchs, Nesson,'Tindal; Marston, & Kuehnle, 1981). gmploying these
procedures in the .area of reading, the experinentaf group teachers
f1rst wrote curr1culum based IEP goals and objectives. This «annual ‘ ‘
goal spec1f1ed the segment of the curr1culum and the date on which a. N
student would read w1th prof1c1ency, that is, at a certa1n ,rate and |
“;ccuracy .The obgect1ve contained supplementary 1nformat10n, it
indicated the weekly ~ste at which the student would have to 1mprove .
in order to meet the annual goal. (see Goal and Objective Form in

v .

\)‘ . » . i . t v
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maka instructional-changes {(cf. Mirkin et al.; 1981).‘

.no increase in errors, ‘ -

o
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Appendix C). After sett1ng goa1s and object1ves, teachers developed

curr1cu1um based measurement systems to match specific goa1s and

obJectlves. Then, they were to measure students at 1east tw1ce week1y
and utilize those data to determrne when to 1ntroduce program cbanges

to 1ncrease the probab111iy that _students wou]d ach1eve the1n‘eoa1s.

y'

By January 4 all teachers had written goa1s and'obJect1ves, and were |,

-

oot ] . )
measuring and graphing student performance. By, February 10" all

teachers were employing data:ut11%zation rules to determine when to

ALY -
3

~‘Q\sample Goa1'and ObjectiVe Form, Graph, and Instructional Change

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

Goal and Objective Form states that,\in the 19 weeks remaining in the

. school year, Michael will improve his reading in Level 2 cf the SRA

passages sd that he reads 85 words correct per minute with no more

than 8 errors (see f1gure 1). Th1s annual goal represents

’ approximate1y‘3.5 times improvement over Michael's base1ine rate 5% 35

words per m1nute (see Figure 2). This annua1 gca1 then ‘was divided

-

into 19 week1y obJect1ves, each of wh1ch states that he w111 improve

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

. Insert Figures 1-3 about here '~ w

%4
.

- an an o0 @ o0 e 0 00 > % 0w oe P i ae s o0 o 0o -

~
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¢

" Michael's graph (see Figure 2) rqpresents his. words read per.

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

three qays of data depict Michaé1(s baseline performance; the diagonai

¢

10 .
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dynamic a1mllne)/ which repcesents Michael's obJect1ve or, the dally
.. " rate at_which he must perform in order to meet the annua1 goa1 .

- i ‘ The ver{1ca! 1ines on Michael's graph s1gn1fy the 1ntroduct1on of
‘ program change;* which are indickted byw&hﬁ’]etters B, C, and D. Each
program change 1s deta11ed on the {rstruct1onax Change Form (see
Figure 3). At least two t1mes each/woek M1chaeJ read from a random1y

¢ -

\
selected passege from ievel 2 for one npnute; the"fr'TTﬁ’“af words he

a

«

read correctly and the number of errors were scored ard .graphed on
Figure 2. Every 7 to 10 data-points, Michael's teacher inspected the
graph. If the slope (ca1cu;ated by the sp11t-med1an soluition; White,

1971) of M1chae1‘s performance across the 7 "to 10 days Was less than

the slope of ~the dynam1e aimline, then the teacher introduced a
L program change.. As Figure 2 illustrates, Michae1'9/~pehformance

TR improved dramatically over his previous performance with the

“introduction of the third progran change. *
"] With the Goal and Objective Form; the &Graph, ,and the

Instructional Change Forr, Migha¥1's educationa} program and progress

»

toward goa1s were eva1uated formative1y. In response to measurement

!

ne data, ‘Michael's program was mod1f1ed throughout the treatment phase to

improve, the 11K\J1hoo¢ that M1chae1 would achieve his annua1 goa]
’ \\ %
In the contrast treatment,{ teachers. measured and evaluated

A

student progress towa#n goa]s u§1ng conventional spec1a1 educat1on

,‘,
3

b [
i

. Training. Each of three'tez

‘ '

pnocedures. /

" .set of schools and to the expe

- - t

" . ling, connecting the baseline medianh performance with the X is the

cher trainers (TTs) was assigned to a

imental and contrast teachers within

.

-
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® ‘ that set of schools. TTs provided ’craim'ng'to teachers during weekly
meetings from November throu\\gh~ May. Durmg these meet1ngs TTs taught
"the treatmont procedures to the experimental group teachers They
'" . taught the contrast group teachers strategies for diagnosing and
treatmg learn1ng and behavior problems, for structurmg and. managing
_ their instructional groups, and for using audio-visual :equipment and
. - "paraprofessionals. TTs .spent similar amoUnts,of time with both

v

treatment groups: Experimental g\roui teachers received an average of

L]

H

\ . tra1n1ng received by .the two groups revealed no st%'itisticall)l

® ' — S1gn1f1cant d1fference. (See Appendix D for sample exper1mental and

contrast tra1n1ng schedules )

Data collection. TTs were taught and pract1éed the SIRS during a
o , five-hour training sesston. , Their 1nﬁer-rater reliability was .87 on

two training tapes. ' _In Jdanuary, April, and late May, a randomly

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

In June, the expermental group teachers also completed the End-of-

‘ \ L
- .
’

CeL + theayear Teacher Quest1onnalre.

./ te,
v
.

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

.‘ ( group teachers,r_net individua\lly with trainers’ for an average of.20.60

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

o , 20-m1nute read1ng lesson. Immed1atel)l followmg these observations,
' : TTs completed the SIRS. ' "h |

- a - In" i\p‘ri‘l "and  June, exper'l‘mental' and. contrast ~group teachers
¥ s - completed. the Semi- annua-l Teather Questlonna1re for their students.

L]
3

A
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Instructional Structure . e |

The degree of instructiona]fstructure was assessed during each
‘ "trimester of the study using the SIRS. These scores were subjec‘tedl to . ®
" I a dne between factor (toreatment’) on2 within factor (tm 1s on the

SIPS) anaiysis of variance. Averaged across the three assegsments,

there was no statis'ticaﬂy sigm‘ﬁ'cant‘ difference betweeh\ the o
experimental and contrast groups on the total SIRS scores (mean of"
'Structure, Positive Conseguences, and Si]enf Reading). There alsq was

.nolstatisticaﬂy significant .difference on the SIRS tria]g when . ®

performance was averaged across the exper imental and contrast groups.

However, there was a statistically significant treatment X SIRS trials

interaction, with the experimental group. increasing their structure .
< L . «
. through\the study trimesters (2,31, 2.76, 2.98, respectively) and

5
contrast - teachers decreasmg their structure through the treatment .

. [(2.82, 2.52, 2.34), F(2,69)"= 6.57, p < .0L. ) ‘ .

Teacher Decisions about Student Progress, Goals, and Current )

Performance Levels

On the‘ Semi-annual Teecher: Questionnaire, completed in April and” . . @
June, teachehs described student progress, goa'1s, and level of
;‘functioning in reading, and’c‘hec'ked the assessment procedures on which
‘they re.{ied to formu]ete' these evaluations. In both April and Jure, : @
there was a statisticaﬂy significant relation between treatment

cond1t1on ana whether tedchers Judged that their students had made

sufficient progress to reach their q0a1s x2(2) = 6.92, p < 05 for e

»
»

doril, and x2(2) = 12-77»*.:P. < .05 for June. "For both time periods,

n -
.
ERIC T
. . _—
P'ullric . ' N .
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was uncertain.

® 9
the pattern of the, relation was the same. .A greater percentage of
teachers in the contrast condition thought their students would meet

-

go§ls; a smalier percentage of those teachers reportéd that their

‘stugents would not meet goajs; and a greater percentage of that grqup‘

With“respect to whether teachers had adjusted *students* reading
goals, a st@tistically significant relation with measurement

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

Sixty-five percent of experimental group teachers reported that the& -

had~chan§ed goals, whereasvonly 33% of contrast group teachers said
they had'revised goal staféments. However, the relation was no longer,
present by June; at ;hat tiﬁe, both groups tended to ﬁaintain their
pupiis"goals. “ | e
Teachers also were asked to degcﬁibe the succe;s of the current

reading program for each student, Regardless of tféatment group,

teachers tended .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 réhaining teachers

were uncertain about the success of their programs.

a <

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 ,the

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

 found, XZ(Z) = 9,84, p < .01, with greater percentages of experimental ,

students' programs described highly and somewhat specifically and with

< &

%
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greater percentages of contrastjstudenﬂs; pr@ﬁﬁams described nof at -

alltspec{fical1y.f i
Figures 4 and 5 displéy the pércentages of teachers' descriptions

of studgnt:progress in April and the, respectively. At both times,

the contrast. teachers rated their students' progres§ somewhat less

v favorably; in-June, this pattern was statisticaily sign{Ficant, x2(5)

= 17.51, p < .005.

[P, .- e e L R T L T

(<]

Assessment Methods on ‘which Teachers Relied

. The remaining questions on the Semi-annual “Teacher Questionnaire
' \ concerned- which-assessment_procedures teachers relied on to formulate
}heir evaluations, At both data ,Sollection times Snd in both
treatment groups, teachers negonted that 'they relied on criterion-
rgfefénced 'measurement and on -informal measurement; very smafl
percentages gf' teachers reported that they relied on standardized
testing. In April and June, there were statistically significant
relations between treatment group and teachers' tendenc; to use direct
and frequent medsurement, y2(1) = 22.28, E-f .001 and yx2(1) = 29.42, p
§¢ .001, respectively.. No contrast g;ouﬁ teachers at éither tim%
reported that. they relied on‘direct and frequent measurement.

Table 1 presents percentages of teachers 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 qgrect and frequent measurement, with

-

15
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' ' ‘ o
PS ‘ . a. even greater percentage of experimentals rel"ying on this form of !
. measuremgnt by the end of the study. Contrast teachers tended to rely
- predominantly on one of several types of measures: standardized
Y ‘ diégnostic tests, teacher-made tests, workbook samples, criterion-
referented meafures (other than direct and frequent measurément), and'
number' of short-termr objectives mastered. ‘Approximately the same
PS percentage of teachers im the two groups relied on inforronal
observation. . The pattern of  responses was signiticantly related to
) treatment cond1t1on in both April and June, X2(6) 3 33, 46 p € .001
PY ] - _ and XZ(G) 48.88, p< .001, respectively. From Aprﬂ to June there
- were two shifts in the types of procedures teachers relied on Tost. :
By 5une, experimental group te;chers tended to replace teacher-made
® R ~ tests with direct a.nd frequent' measurem;nt; contrast group teachgrs
tended to replace teacher-made tests and number of short-term
¢ objectivés masteréd with workbook exercises. ‘ ‘
® - . emeemecieeeeeeeeeeceeceaeeee
' Insert Table 1 about here . "
® Descriptions of Continuous Evaluation Procedures
“ On- the End-of—thé-year Teacher Questionnaire, egperimentﬁ1
. Lteachers typically desctjbed the continuous pvaluation proceauges as
® },s"very different” [68%) from their normal student e;a]dation
) .proéedutes; 25% described the procedures ds "different," and 8%
described them as "somewhat the same." When asked io de;tribg'the
o _ ways these procedures differed from their normal routine, graphing was Q

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

.

: ' . 16.
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orten, }nd both measurement frequency.and the way in which pupils were
motivated were cited third most ofien"(see Table 2). 'igachers
regorted ihat‘the experimental procedures wé}e either "not very time
"oﬁsuming,A or "time consuming” (37% in each category); 26% desqfibed

the procedures as "very time consuming." ’

o e B AN S T R AR T e P S WE kSO ED SE Al A W N % Y N NS e e wE

P L L L P L

Teachers also were required to rate the usefulness of the
continuous evaluation procedures .for several different functions.

Table 3 is a dispiay of the percentages of teachers giving each rank

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

teachers ranked the continuous e{aluation procedures aS "very helpful"
for deciding when. to ehaA;e students' programs, and as eithér
"helpful® or "very helpful“'formdeveloping goals, measuring students'
proéress tqward goals, and conunicating to parents aéd séhoofs. o

—————————————————————————————

e L L L L R L

-3

When asked whether they would use the procedures next year, é%%
said "yes," 6% said "no," an& 26% said-"maybe." Firther, 34% of tﬁose
1ndicating.they.wéh4d use the continuous eyaluation procedures next
year reported that ‘they would employ the procedures with no

modifications; other teachers cited a variéty of chahges in the

"procedures. Among the modifications named most frequently were (a)

measuring a different reading behavior, (b)-measuring.léssnf?equehtly,

%
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and (c) starfing to implement the procedures in beptémber. With

respect to the academic domains for which 1;hey would employ the
procedures, teachers most. freduent]y named' reading ané math, yiph
social behavior and written expression a156-cited.‘
Discussion

The purpose of this sfuay was”tqﬁggp1ore whethér systematic, on-
going measurement and evalugtion s:gﬁgdures affect the instruction
that special educators provid; and tﬁe‘l educational decisioné\ they
make. Toward 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 fréqugq}ﬁ_ﬁnggrya]s ,their studeats' actual progress

trends against the slopes of students’ éxpected goal aimlines. When

_ students’ actual pro¢ress trends compared unfavorably with. their

éxpected aim]iﬁes, teachers were to introduce 2 new dimension into
their students' programs in ah attempt to stimu]ate greéter student
progress. Contrast teachers employed conventjona1 special education
measurement and eva]uationgaprocedurés.‘ During the study, the
strgcture of the instruction provided by'theée teachers was measured
three times. The teachers' educational decisions’and their assessment
procggures we;e‘ surveyed at thg middle and end of thew study.
Additionally, at the termination of the treatment, teachers'
descriptions and ratings of the experimental procedures sEre assessed.

Results ihdicated that using syétematié measurement  and

’

evaluation procedures may increase the degree of structure in the

v

w»
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‘ins‘truction tedchers provide. ‘Structure scores acro$s the three B
trimesters of ,the stud'y increased for experimental group teachers, but

» decreased for contrast group teachers. Research suggests . that

increased structure contributes to hand1capped children's ach1evement T °

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

least part1a11_y why, by the end of the study, students of the
- i .
experimental teachers demonstrated better reading achievement than ®

students of the Contrast teachers (Fuchs, Deno, & Mirki-n, 1982).

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/g-p_oint Likert type
 scale, experimental. group teachers tended to give more favorable ) ‘®
~ ratings. Nevertheless, both in April and in June, contrast group ,.

* ‘teachers were both .. more ‘optimistic and more _uncertain than

experimental group teachers about \;het'her student progres.s was | | ®

ad'equate&to attain goatsf. This uncertainty may have been a function

of a data base that was inadequate relative to '-that of the ©

experimental oroup teachers. The contrast teachers' opt]'mism is PY

explained Tess easify, hecause their students actuaHy ‘achieved poor]y‘ -8

compared to students of the experimenta] group teachers. One might

speculate that their optimism concerning student progress toward goals ' ®
‘was re1ated either to their having formulated 1ess ampitious goals or

to the1r m1s,]udg1ng studeht progress. This second exp]anat*on is“

supported in twor ways: f1rst by research (Fuchs, Fuchs, & Warren,; < ®

1982) that demonstrates a tendency for teachers to, overest1mate

\)‘ . ' . " »

19 o
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student performance on goals when assessments are based on
unsystematic procedures; second, by results of this study suggesting

that the experimental teachers tended to describe "their students’

~ .

current | performance levels W1th much greater spec1f1c1ty than the”

“

- contrast group teachers. . .

Additionally, contrast group teachers apparently overest1mated

the success of their programs. In Both Apr1l -and June, nearly
equivalent and very high percentages of teachers in both groups rated'

their programs as successful. Given the greater achievement of the,
~— . ' -

experimental group students, these nearly equivalent percentages of

t

teachers'’ rattngs of program success again suggest inappropriate

optimism by the contrast group teachers. )

Pe\haps related to the contrast group teachers' comparat1vely
opt1m1st1c view on student progress toward goa1s and on their programs
was the1r tendency '. maintain estab11shed goal statements.
Experimental group teachers more frequently reported that they revised
their students' goals dur1ng the first two-thirds of the study. Given

the difficulty of establishing initially appropr1ate goals for all

students (Fuchs & Deno, 1982), one might ant1c1pate a need to reyise

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

1t is possible that, based on unsyste:atic and lean data, they
. N i ’ /

misjudged student performance as adequate and were content to maintain

goal statements. Experimental teachers, on the‘other hand, may have
demonstrated greater respons1veness to student behaV1or because of

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

information -with which to recognize when goals failed to su1t

A”“
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. ' students' current perforrﬁance levels and wr;en such goals needed to be K ‘ ®
5 rev%sed. ' T
e R‘esul!:s concerning which assessment procedures teachers relied on
— - to- formulate —their decisions. abouti;student _progress, _goals, and 4 .
‘current performance'leve1s corrdborated the' assumptiun that t'eachers‘ .
[~ in the two treatment groups actually emnloyed different data bases.
Throu'ghout the study,” 1large -percentages of experimental _ groub 9.
teachers, but no contrast group teachers,- relied on direet and
« frequent * measurement. Additionally, teachers described the
experimental measurement and evaluation procedures as very differer_vt ' L 2
or different from t,pical special .éducation practice. Furthermore, L
.from April to dune, experlmental group teachers sh1fted their reliance
from less' frequent and systematic procedures to more frequent and , ®
systematic procedures (from teacher-made tests to direct and frequent | ’
measurementj In scontradistinction, contrast group teachers tended to
~ .. shift ‘their reliance to less systemat1c procedures (from‘ teacher-made . ®
..\ tests and .nymber of short-term objectives mastered to work“b_o—dk\
\ \samples) ,’ -

’ Consequently, findings of th1s study , suggest that, concurrent: . @

with a Better data base and with ™ dimproved’ pup‘ﬂ ga1ns; teacher

dec1S1on\mak1ng\and instruction impraved when continuous evaluation

~ . . . ~

» ‘-, procedures were use Compared to contrast teachers who~ used typical ' . @

s

special ‘edu,cat'i/on measurement and evaluation methods, experimental .

{

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

o

technically adequate, repeated c\urricul'um-based measurement and ) '_ ®

evaluat1on procedures, not only achiev\l‘ %ter student academ1c gains

Q PR
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® ' . (Fuchs, Deno, & Mirkip, . 1982), but also (a) demonstrated greater
increases in the structure of' the instruction 'they pro.vi.ied,g(b)'ﬁere

more realistic about and responsive to student "pr‘-ogress toward goals,

@ (c) judged more accurately’the success of .their stugents'” programs , N

— —— e e e e M. PR

S 4

. ‘ and (d) described their students' ‘current performance “levels more E
. specifica’ly. -
® . ' In this study, teachers tended to indicate that the continuous

<

evaluation’ procedures were either "not very time consuming" or "time,

consuming." Feasibility problems _with imp1emeﬁting frequent
o ’ measurement procedures have been demonstrat,ed pr;eVious,"' (King,'
> Wesson, & Deno, 1982; Tindal, Fuchs, Christenson, Mirkin, & Deno,

{ .

©

1981)'. Nevertheless, teachers rated the procedures as useful or very

o . useful for an array of purposes, and most teachers- rjeported tfgat they-

- .

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

-

] - ] R
the procedures may be somewhat time consuming, teachers appear to ‘
g Fponmmm— . .
e recognize the procedures' potential usefulness and benefits, which
TN ) ‘ s . "
b . . . . -
o were demonstrated empirically in this study.. . .
‘. o .
. L4
Y ‘ T
© 4 ]
* . .
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o ’ :
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.GOAL IQE% : ~ 19 weeks ) . when provided'with
, . ¥ school weeks until year's end : s
- stories from __ grade level 2 - SRA pascages , Michael >
_ {Level #, series) “{student's-name) .
will read aloud dt the rate of _ . 85 ", with no more
: S (wpm correct) :
than 8 errors. . - - "
- ' - - o .
¢ _ OBJECTIVE Each. successive week, whéﬁ presented with a random selection
from Grade level 2 - SRA passages , the student will read

{same level # and series as above) .

3 LI * ] »

aloud at an average increase of _ 2.6 wpm and no increase in
-~ # .

-

errors. ] . a

e

-

Figure 1. Michael's Goal and dbjective Form
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WORDS READ PER MINUTE

4

. e CORRECT
. o ERRORS \o W

Figure 2,
' < (B, C, and D).

»
~

MONTHS

Number of Correct Words (®) and Er?or; (o) Per Minute Read by Michael from Pages
. - in SRA, Level 2 Across-Time, Under Baseline (a) and Three Instructional Strategies
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Activities

with teacher

SRA kit

@ | o @ 9 o L 0 @ ®
’ & o’ v
. . | K : .
A S Instructional Change Form
Instru-tional Procedures | Arréngement Time Materials v Motivational St?ategie;
oral Reading Practice Group (1:5) 45 minutes Double Action Sborf Story, | Generating own stories
Comprehensjon exgrcises . Part 2
‘ Story Writing & class B
discussion \
Language Experience - Individual s} same Student's own stogjek, same
Approach, with para- s File cards ?
professional Story Folder . '
Language Experience Indfvidual' 20 minutes See above same -
' : with para-
.profe§siona1 ‘ ,
Readinb Coﬁprehension Individual. +|{20 minutes . McCall-Crabbs, Book E jndividual arrangement

with teacher

+

S¢
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{. . S ‘ N Appemﬁx »ﬁ “
1
X * structure of Instruation Rating Scale (SIRS)
o ’Schoqlz - - - Student:_ . a
- ‘- . Date:’ Teacher: | ’
‘Observer:___ . . Number of Students in Group: v '
?' " Number of cbservations prior to rating: . : . o-

Time“obserVation¢be91ns: Time observation endﬁ:

Time allocated -to reading instruction per day: - -

. L]
~

4 Currirulum used for instruction: “publisher
Series : Level ’
Instructions ‘ - )

P Circle the number that accurately reflects your rating for each
. variable. Only one number may be circled per variable. If you are.
o unable to evaluate a certain variable, mark N/A (not applicable) next
to the left-hand column. °

. 1. Instructional Grouping ~ ] 2 3 4 5
o 2. Teacher-directed Learning - 1 2 3 4 5
‘ ©3. Active Academic Responding T 2 3 4 5
4. . Demonstration/Prompting R 2 3 § 5,
o, 5. Controlled Practice | 1 2 3 4§ 5
6. Frequency of Correct Answers 1 2 3 4 5
7, Independent Practice "y 2 3 4 5
LR -8B :Correcéions 1 2 3 4 5
3. ,Posit{ve Consequences 1 2 3 4 5
10. Pacing ' 12 3 4 s -
) 11. ‘Oral Practice on Outcome ’ , <
Behavior - 1 213 5
. ’ 12, Silent éraqtiée on Outcome ! '
" Behavior 1 2 3. 4 -5 ‘
® ‘ ' .
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| SIRS ' §> . -

b Operatior‘\af- Definitions Codebook

a

*1., Instructional Grouping

5 - 90% or mor> of the instruction this student receives from the
" teacher is on an individual basis.

1 -~ 10% or less of the instruction this student receives from the o
‘ teacher is on an individual basis. -

2 <y

. 2., Teacher-Directed Learning :

' i . f
5 - Student's instrucvion is =itremely organized, businesslike,
and teacher is firm in direction and control of activities. © @
For example, student is -presented with questions, student
has material to. cover, etc,

: 1 - Student's instruction is casually organized and very spon-
taneous. Teacher is- not committed to having the student work’
on a particular set of material. Instructional materials do o
not determine what activities student engages .in and the les-

- sons change according te problems or mood of this student.

.

3. Active Academic Responding

5 - The student is actively practicing the academic 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 aqloud, answering ., .
questions, writing, or computing. Student rarely i$ involved
in non:zacademic conversations with teacher or other students i
Attending to the lesson without responding, such as sitting, . @
looking, listening, and/or following along in a book does not
apply. The student ‘must make an active, written or oral
. response. | S , - ,
1 - The student is actively practicipg the skills.te be leadrned
. less than 10% of .the time obsérvéd. Instructional lessons @
may be interrupted or shortened to include "process" and other *
non-academic activities, e.g., clarifying feelings, opinions,
- and working on arts and crafts. x ,

-

q. Demnstrat}on and Prompting \ , ‘

demonstrated for the student. Student is given an opportunity
to. practice the step(s) as teacher provides prompts for correct
behavior that approximates or achives desired reg\pgnse.

5 - Appropriate steps. of the desired behavior to Ke\}'performed are

1 - Teacher attempts to teach the student a behavior wi h\gut 'using ' @
o demonstration and prompting techniques, AN

? ¢ ¢
- * \ |
. T . y ‘
1l . N |
/ 3 N\ o
,
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5. Controlled Practice R . ‘ .
i - / R *
o 5 - Student's practice of material is actively controlled by

teacher who frequently asks _questions to clarify that the
student understands what has just been demonstrated. Ques-
. tions are convergent (single factual answer) and the-stu-
dent's answers consistently follow the questions and are
given teacher feedback. . I

&

1 - Student is rarely questioned by teacher following demonstra-
tion of new materials., Questions are more divergent (open-
ended, several interpretations) than convergent ?sing]e factual
answer). Student's response is not consistently followed by - °
teacher feedback. The type of questions are such that several

e . answers are acceptable, i.e., questions are abstract or am- -
: biguous. . ‘
N u . . \
Examples: . . L o
e If during an oral reading session: )
. a) the teacher fréquently attempts to clarify the material with
e X convergent questions ("what color hat was John wearing?"), a
w 5 would be recorded. . ‘ v "
. ¢ ’ v
o ' b) the teacher asks few questions, most of which are divergent '

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

. c) the teacher ask§ few convergent questions or ..any.divergent
questions, the appropriate rating would be a’3. T

e b 6. Frequency of Correct Answers

.1 -, 5= Agadémic lessons are conducted in such a way that the difficulty

of the material allows the student to achieve mean accuracy

. of 80% or higher, oL s

. M 3 f /. ‘ -

L 1 - Academic .aterial ‘is difficult for student, component steps

are large or unsequenced, and mean accuracy for student is

! less, than 55%. ,

(Note: -Bf the student has no opportunity for-oral or written response
during the observational period, item 6 would be rated N/A -

o not applicable, while items 3 and 5 wou'ld most 1ikely be

rated 1). \

7. Indepéndent Practice e .
5-- When engaged in indegendenf ;eatwork, the student frequently is

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

the student for acadegic‘engaged tasks. . <

: e s . .
(Note: Independent seatwork is defined here as a student working on an

assigned task for at least 5 minutes, LIf no such S5-minute
block of time is observed, Item 7 is rated N/AT.)
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| . s/fns '
L 1 - When student‘is‘engaged in academic seai-work activities, little
: attention is given by teacher who directs zeatswork activities
from a distance or engdges in work separazte from the assigned
seat work. Teacher {s generally not heipful or supportive to -,
S student during independent practice time.»

. o ,
8. Corrections ‘ .. . i -

>
-

* 5 . The student's errors are consistently corrected by tﬁé teacher.
Mhen the student either does not respond, résponds incorrectly,
~ or does ?ot respond in unison if the activity is proup directed
o and requires such respornding, the teacher will systematicall
' attempt to correct thz studeﬁt by asking a simpler 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 ra?e]y and inconsistently corrected by the
teacher, The student responses are not systematically 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 sounding out hesitations.

9, Positive Consequences
" 5 - Positive events (tokens, ‘points, activities, etc.) are’ given to .
X the student when performing the desired beh@vior. When learning

a new skill the student receives positive consequence for
> approximations of the desired behavior. Consequences are con-
sistently received during academic training time, Praiseand
~ compliments, e.g., "good working, nice job," are ‘not included

. : in this definition. =~ ot a

Y

-

1 - 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. . ’

-

%

v ]0. PéCing ‘ . i . .
¢ , 5 - The pace of the lesson is rapi&, providing many oppdrtunities

for response by the student, As a result, attention is 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, and student attention may be’ Tow.

- T4

¥ ’ N A &1,‘
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*11. Oral Practice on Outcome Behavior e -
o ! 5 ;‘Student reads aloud from context nearly‘a11 the time (85-100%. . .
Y or 12-15 min. of a 15 min, observation). °
- -1 - S;ydént does not read aloud during the observation (0% of thej.
* \: . .tl‘ﬂiei)“ A - . ’
® %Noteé. Reading aloud for meaéurement purposes should not be considered

* when rating this variable: Reading in context is defined as
_reading phrases,.senténces, paragraphs, or story selections.)

“
Al - »
~

Examples: ‘
° P ’ : C
If.the student is reading isolated words nearly the entire time,
. the appropriate rating is a 3. _
If the student is reading aloud from a text about half the time,
a 3 would be recorded. - -~
® N ) ¢
. 12, Silent Practice on Qutcome Behavior _
: 5 - Student -reads silently from‘éontext nearly all the time (85-100%
- or 12-15 min. of a 15 min. obseryation). . ‘
.7 : 1 - Student does ‘no‘t read sﬂg“nt‘:ly during the observation (0% of
. the time). . - ‘ ‘ . ¢
’ {Note: Réadin& in context is defined as the same as #11¢” The examples
of #11 are thé same for #12, with silent reading.)
. i} - .
. ‘ ~ .
' A - .
’ 4 ‘ i «
v R )‘
) Y ,
. 7, - 7
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-Appendix B ) ‘ . ’ :

.o ‘
v ic - .'Semi-Annual Teacher Questionnaire
o “Student's ﬁamk T ' pate * 7 v o )
e [ . Teacher's Name SR - e -
' .1) ls the student making sufficiant progress in reading so that he/she will
.. ‘meet the annual reading geal? : - s )
v M R N . ¢ ’ B
‘. " / - . Yes - No Uncertain
. ¢ b . . - -
2) Have you changed your reading goal within the last two months? L
. . L ; B - '
BN R ' * 'Yes No  Uncertain
. . . ‘U ‘ .
® 3} Is your c'urrent reading program successful?” ) . '
> - )': , e ‘ l . Y
. : ' ) Yes , No Uncertain |
] *, 4) For reading, please write preciée_statement~Qhat describes the,studeﬁt‘s L "
® . current level of functionipg or indicate that You are uncertain about the *
N student's current level of’functioning. )
. . Current Level of Functioning o o
\ N - .. 2
¢ . - .
) Uncertain . ’ _ ) » K

) Please characterize this student's brogress so far this ygar:by one of the

h -

following descriptions:
. T S
N ’ -Poor Fair Good ; Very Excellent . * ,
- . “Good

\
-

Check (/) the type(s) of information you uysed to answer question fivé.““gircle
the one type of informatjon you rely on the most to provide an indication ot .

o

Eal

¢ student progress. - . - i
|. Standardize@ achievement tests . __ 11 Informai observation of stu-
T 2. Standardized diagnostic measures * dent .performance :
3. ODistrict developed tests ., - ©12. Formal,observagion |
' "4, Basal text mastery tests — 13, "Consultation with classroom
® 5 Criterion-referenced measures teacher regarding classroom:
6. Direct and frequent measuremernt performance , L
o " 7. Teacher-made tests/oral quizzes 14, *Number of short-term objectives
s o 8. Scoring workbocks ‘mastered "
' ' - 9, Scoring worksheets. . w ¢+, 15, Other o °
o g 10. . Amount of work completed ,

Make sure you have circled the type of %nfogmation you rely or thé most to
provide an indication of student progress. ' -

- . .

e
»

-
e
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| - END-OF-YEAR SPECIAL TEACHER QUESTIONNAIRE . & ‘
- Student s Name_ . . Date ' ‘ ' ®
\ R
1) How different were the continuous eva]uation proceduref you implemented "
‘ from your normal procedures for evaluating student progress? v
B ‘ ., ’ ] f f ‘
O O R - , ...
; Very : Somewhat Very ‘much '
Different Different the same the same
. 2) In what ways 1o the continuous evaluation procedures you 1mp1emented
-, differ from your normal procedures for evaluating student progress,?
. @
a. —
b. S -
s 1 ®
) c. £
How useful were the continuous evaluatiom procedures in: o
. 3) Developing the student's IEP? ' ‘
o oo Qoo «
. " Not sure Not Somewhat -Helpful Very * - h . ®
. - : Helpful-  Helpful . Helpful / i
4) ) Establishing goals? . ‘// o \
O - ] [ C !
Not sure Not ~  Somewhat Helpful  Very s e
e Helpful  Helpful Helpful !
5) Meesfu'rin; progress toward goa]s‘?‘ . ‘ ',~‘
(I I e ] ] ] . .
Not sure Not Somewhat Helpful: Very . o
N Helpful Helpful Helpful
4
6) Deciding when to change the student’s program? ! ‘ . \
ol o-o o ooogr .
Not sur\e Not Somewhat Helpful Very . -
.. Helpful Helpful Helpful/ .
{
~ ,. £y ' . . \
41 : ’ . .
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| - 7) Communicating evaluation information fé school personnel?
¢ - _ \ e .
: Not sure Not Somewhat  Helpful Very
Helpful helpful Helpful
‘ 8) Communicating evaluation information to parents?
° S v R s N i RS o A |
' Not sure  Not  Somewhat Helpful  Very I N
Helpful helpful . Helpful
9) Communicating evaluation information to students? . .
® - S
, O, g o o8 S
: . Not sure Not Somewhat  Helpful Very . '
Helpful helpful . Helpful ’
) 10) ‘mong the uses cited above, please rank order' 3 purposes for which
o the procedures: were most useful: . .
most.useful for ) L
" - second most useful for ;
PY . ’ thfrd most useful for
IR 11) How time consuming were the procedures? \
: AN
e o O o O
. Very time  Time .  Not Very Not at all -
® ' Consuming- Consuming  Time Time
e « Consuming Consuming
f\\/’”ﬁ:" . .
12) If you had a choice, would you use the procedures next year in some way?
o o oo ‘ |
* Y, “ Yes No Maybe
If yes; please describe briefly whéf, if any, modificaticens you will
make in the procedures? B o
." \
® -

4

At

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

»




: i Appendix C ' ‘ ; .
b Goal and Objective Form ,
> ) - ) ';i
* i : 0
‘l ‘
] . ¥ -
GOAL In : : - , when presented with stories from ’
® “{¥ school weeks until. year's end) .. ‘

L4

will read aloud at the.

(Level &, series) - (student's name)

S rate of - ’ With no more than . errors.
- (wpm correct} ' (#). .
L OBJECTIVE Each successive week, when presented with.a random selection from

: ‘ - ., student will read aloud at
(same leve'l '# and series as above) .

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

' MEASUREMENT SYSTEM Frequency: at_]east'ZX/week; stimulus format: oral
reading passages; Test administration prc:edure: same as manual; Scoring
procedure: same as manual; charting conventions: same as manual,

0 L ~
¥ N -
¢
. . .
o : : o
\ A
. . .
. \ .
. . .
.
|

.
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Appendix D

sample Experimental Training Schedule

Teacher Trainer

Date

Teacher

School

Below, please:

(a) describe the nature of th
this teacher during the study, (b) indicate the adm
_under which the training was provided
(c) estimate the number of hours you spen

e training you .have provided
ifistrative arrangement
(individual, 1-3 rafio, etc.), and

t with the teacher on each training,

ciassroom management for
reading

individua]

area.
~ DESCRIPTION OF TRAINIﬁE ARRANGEMENT NUMBER OF HOURS
data-based monitoring procedures individual 15 hrs.
meeting the individual needs individual 1 hr.
of the students
- \ ‘
teaching decoding and #ndjvidual ‘ 3 hrs.
comprehension (1literal and N\
inferential) skills \\
Vhe,

44
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=)

§amp1e Contrast Training Schedule

Teacher Trainer

»

Teéchgr

ool

-

Date ‘ .

Below, please: (a) describe the nature of thz training you have provided
this teacher during the study, (b) indicate the administrative arrangement
under which the traifing was provided (individual,

1-3 ratio, etc.), and *

.

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

area’ R
DESCRIPTION.OF_TRAINING ARRANGEMENT NUMBER OF HQURS
Esing the 1aﬁguage ‘{ndividual 10 hrs.
xperience approach :
Individualizing “{ndividual | 5 hrs’ :
. , ‘;, '
Jsing audio-visual equipment individual - 2 hrs.
for teaching and motivating v
‘ |
[iagnostic assessment tools individual 3 hrs.




/
" Institute for Research on ‘Learning Disabilities
‘ University of Minnesota

PUBLICATIONS

The Institute is not funded for the distribution of its publications.
Publications may be obtained for $3.00 per document, a fee designed to
cover printing and postage costs. Only checks and'money orders. payable
to the University of Minnesota can be accepted. All orders must, be pre-
paid. - '

Requests should be directed to: Editor, IRLD, 350 Elliott Hall;
75 East River Road, University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, MN 55455.

.

-~ n oz . } s
YsSeldyke, J. E. Assessing the learning disesled youngster: The state
of the art (Research Report No. 1), November, 1977. '

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Regan, R. R. Nondiscriminatory assessment and
decision making (Monograph No. 7). February, 1979.

Foster, G.;'%lgoizine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. Sggggptiﬁility‘to stereo-
typic bias (Research Report No. 3). March, 1979.

Algozzine, B. An analysis of the distufbingpess and acceptability of

behaviors as a function of diagmostic label (Research Report No. 4).
March, 1979. ‘ X

L]

Algozzine, B., & McGraw, K. Diagnostic testing in mathematics: An
extension of the PIAT? (Research Report No. 5). March, 1979.

Deno, S. L. a uirect observation gpproaéh to measuring classroom
behavior: Procedures and application (Research Report No. 6).
April, 1979.

.~ ' ‘ ’
Ysseldyke, J. E., & Mirkin, P. Ki Proceedings of the’ Minnesota round-
table conference on assessment of learning disabled children
(Monograph No. 8). April, 1979. ‘ '

<

Somwaru, J. P. A new approach to the assessment of learning disabilities
(Monograph No. 9). April, 1979.

v

Algozzine, B., Forgnone, C., Mercer, C. D., & Irifiletti, J. J. Toward
defining discrepancies for specific learning disabilities: An
analysis and alternatives (Research Report No. 7). June, 1979.

Algozzine, B. The disturbing child: A validation report (Research
Report No. 8). June, 1979.

.

Note: Monographs No. 1 - 6 and Research Report No. 2 are not available
for distribution. These documents were part of the Institute's
1979-1980 continuation proposal, and/or are out of print.




@

: | E y

, ‘ ‘ /
- - ’ N ;I 7"‘

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & Potter,’ M. Technical .
adequacy of tests used by professionals in simulated decision 7 e
making (Fesearch Report No. 9). July, 1979. '

-Jenkins, J. R.,,Dené, §. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Measuring pupil progress ,
toward the least restrictive environment (Monograph No. 10). ‘

August, 1979. | - . AT
: ¢

Mirkin, P. K., & Deno, S. L. .Formative evaluation in the classroom: An
approach to improving instruction (Research Report No. 10). August,
1979. (

‘Thurlow, M. L., &-Ysseldyke, J. E. Cﬁrrent assessment and decision-making
practices in model programs for the learning disabled (Research Report @
'No.'ll). August, 1979, : ' .

Deno, S. L., Chiang, -B., Tindal, G., & Blackburn, M. Experimental analysis
. of program components: An approach to reseaich in CSDC's (Reseagch
. Report No. 12). August, 1979. ‘ e

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Shiumn, M., & McGue, M. Similarities and
" differences between underachievers und students labeled learning
disabled: Identical twins with different mothers (Research Report
No. 13).Q\September, 1979,

Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, R. Perspéctiveé on assessment of learning @
‘ disabled students (Monpgraph No. 11). October, 1979.

+

Poland, S. F., Ysseldyke, J. E., Thurlow, M. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Current
assessment and decision-making practices in school settings as reported
by directors of special education (Research Report No. 14). November, °
' 1979. e ' . - .

McGue, M., Shinn, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Validity of thé Woodcock-Johnson
psycho-educational battery with learning disabled students (Research
Report No. 15).° quember, 1979.

¢ <

Deno, S., Mirkin, P., & Shian, M. Behavioral perspectives on the assess-
. ment of learning disabled children (Monograph No. 12). November, 1979.

— -_Sutherland, J. H., Algozzine, B., Ysseldyke, J. E., & Young, S. What -
can I say after I say LD? (Research Report No. 16). December, 1979.

Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. K. Data-based IEP development: An approach
to substantive compliance (Monograph No. 13). December, 1979. L

Ysseldyke, J., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., & McGue, M. The influence of
test scores_ and naturally-occurring pupil characteristics on psycho-
educational decisiun making with children (Research Report Mo. 17). ®
December, 1979, : : ‘

, AIgczzfne, B., & Ysseidyke, J: E. Decision makers' prediction of

//' students' academic difficulties as a function of referral informa-
o’ -- tion. (Research Report No. 18) . December, 1979.

\: 47 - R L ]




A

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Algozzine, B. 'Diaggostic classification decisions
® . as a function of referral information (Research Report No. 19).
. .o January, 1980. .

S Deno, S. L., Mirkia, P. K., Chiang, B., & Lowry, L. Relationships
among simple measures of reading and perforamance on standardized
achievement tests (Research Report No. 20). January, 1980.

Deno, S. L., Mirkim, P. K., Lowry, L., & Kuehnis, K. Rela'tior;shi.ps
apong simple measures of spelling and performance on standardized
achievement tests (Researgh Report No. 21). January, 1980.

1]

Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., & Marston, D. Relationships among simple
® measures of written expression and performance on standardized
achievement tests (Research Report Mo. 22). January, 1980.
Mirkin, P. K., Demo, S. L., Tindal, G., & Kuehnle, K. Formative evalua-:
tion: Continued development of data utilization systems (Research’
Report No. 23). January,; 1980.

-

. Deno, S. L., Mirkin, P. K., Robinson, S., & Evans, P. Relatibﬁshix;s
. among classroom observations of social adjustment and sociometric
rating scales (Research Report No. 24), January, 1980. :

PY Thurlow, 4. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Factors influential on the psycho-
eéducational decisions reached by teams of educators (Research Report
No. 25). February, 1980. '

s
’

Ysseldyke, J.' E., & Algoz;ine, B. Diagnostic decision making in indivi-
. duals, susceptible to biasing information presented in the referral
°® case folder (Research Report No. 26).. March, 1980.
Thurlow, M. L., & Greener, J. W, Preliminary evidence on information
considered useful in instructional planning (Research Report No. 27).
March, 1980, . o

o Ysseldyke, J. E., Regan, R. R:, & Schwartz, S. Z. The use of tecimical];
‘ adequate tests in gszchoeducational decision making (Research Report
No. 28). April, 1980. o .

Richey, L., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Teachers' expectations for the
_siblings of learning disabled and non-learning disabled students:
® » A pilot study (Research Report No. 29). May, 1980.

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Instructional planning: Information
N collected by school psychologists vs. information considered use-
ful by teachers (Research Report No. 30). June, 13980.

Y Algozzine, B., Webber, J., vampbell, M., Moore, S., & Gilliam, J.
Classroom decision making as a function of diagnostic labels and
perceived competence (Research Report No. 31). June, 1980.

48




4

¢ o

Yaseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., Richey, L.,
& Thurlow, M. L.’ Psychoeducational assessmernt and degision making:
A computer-simulated investigation (Research Report No. 32). .
July, 19800 o . E

' 4 ‘

H
Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine,‘B., Regan, R. R., Potter, M., & Richey, L.
Psychoeducational assassment and decision’making: Individual case
studies (Research Report No. 33). Jyly, 1980, ' K

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., Regan, R., Potter, M., & Richey, L.
Technical supplement for computer-simulated investigations of the
psychoeducational assessment and decision-making process (Research
Report No. 34). July, 1980. ° .

Algozzine, B., Stevens, L., Costello, C., Beattie, J., & Schmid, R.
Classroom perspectives of LD and other special education teachers
(Research Report No. 35). July, 1980. ,

-

Algozzine: B., Si&eté; J., Siders, J., & Beattie, J. Using assessment
information to plan reading-instructional programs: Error analysis
and word attack skills (Monograph No. 14). July, 1980,

Yssel&yke, J., Shinn, M., & Enps, S. A comparison of the WISC-R and .
the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Cognitive Ability (Research Report
No. 36). July, 1980. )

i i
€

Algozzine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. E. An analysis of difference score relié:
bilities on three measures with a sample of loy achieving youngsters
(Research Report No. 37). August, 1980. . .

t

Shinn, M., Algozzine, B., Marstom, D., & Yeseldyke, J. A theoretical
analysis of the performance of learning disabled students on the
Woodcock~Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery (Research Report No. 38).
August, 1980. '

Richéy, L. S., Ysseldyke, J., Potter, M., Regan, R. R., & Greener, J.
Teachers' attitudes and expectations for siblings of learning dis-
abled children (Research Report No. 39). August, 1980.

1 -

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, B., & Thurlow, M. L. (Eds%.). A naturalistic
investigation of special education team meetings (Research Report No.
40). August, 1980. ' '

Meyars, B., Meyers, J.L & Deno, S. Formative evaluation and teacher deci-
sion making: A follow-up investigation (Research Report No. 41).
September, 1980. - ‘ .-

Fuchs, D., Garwick, D. R., Featherstone, N., & Fuchs, L. §. On the deter-

minants and prediction of handicapped children's differential test
_performance with familiar and unfamiliar examiners (Research Report
No. 42). September, 1980.

’

o
3 % ) )

49



v

Algozzine, B., & Stoller, L. Effects of labels and competence on
teachers' attributions for a student (Research Report No. 43) . '
September, 1980. Ce . «

Ysseldyke, J. E., & Thurlow, M. L. (Eds.). The special education
asgessment and decision-making process: Seven case studies
(Research Report No. 44). September, 1980.

Ysseldyke, J.« g., Algozzine, B., Potter, M., & ﬁegan, R. A descriptive
study of students enrolled in a program for the geverely learning
disabled (Research Report No. 45). September, 1980. -

-

Marston, D. Analysis of subteéc scatter on the tests of ‘cognitive
ability from the Woodcock-Johnson Psycho-Educational Battery
(Research Report No. 46). October, 1980. - oo

Algozzine, B., Ysseldyke, J. E., & Shinn, M. Identifying children with
learning disabilities: When ig a discrepancy severe? (Research
Report No. 47). November, 1980. ' o

K

Fuchs, L., Tindal, J., & Deno, S. Effects of varying item domain and
sample duration on technical characteristics of daily measures
in reading (Research Report No. 48). January, 1981.

Marston, D., Lowry, L., Deno, S., & Mirkin, P. An analysis of learning
trends in simple measures of reading, spelling, and written expression:
A longitudinal. study (Research Report No. 49), * January, 1981.

Marston, D., & DNeno, S. The reliability of simple, direct measures of
written expression (Resea;fh Report No. 50). January, 1981.

Epps, S., McGue, M., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Inter-judge agreement in classi-~
fying students as learning disabled (Research Repg;c No. 51). Feb~-
ruary, 1981. .

Epps, S., Ysseldyke, J. E., & McGue, M. pifferentiating LD and mon-LD .
students: "I know one when I'see one" (Research Report Ho. 52).
. March, 1981.

. Evans, P. R., & Peham, M. A. S. Tegting and measurement in occupatiaonal
therapy. A réview of current practice with special emphasis on the
Southern California Senmsory Integration Tests (Monograph No. 15).

© +« April, 1981. ‘ .

Fuchs, L.,'Wesson, c., Tindal, G., & Mirkin, P. Teacher efficiency in
continuous evaluation of IEP goals (Research Report No. 53). June,
1981. ' '

t
2

Fuchs, D.,.Featherstone, N., Garwick, D. R., & Fuchs, L. S. The impor-

tance of situational factors and task demands to handicapped chil-
dren's test performance (Research Report No. 54)., June, 1981.

¥

v
» . N 50




Tindal, G., & Deno, S. L. Daily measurement of readinl: Effects of ' . @
vary;ggzthe size of the jtem pool (Research Repoft No. 55). July,

1981,

Fuchs, L. S., & Deno, S. L. A comparison of'teacher judgment, standard-
1zed tesats, and curriculum-based approaches to reading placement
(Research Report No. 56). August, 1981. ®

Fuchs, L., & Deno, S. The relationship between curriculum-based mastery
\ \ measures and standardized achievement tests in reading (Research
\\\ Report No. 57). August, 1981,

'\ L' r- .

kéhristenson, S., Graden, J., Potter, M., & Ysseldyke, J. Current research ®
on psychoeducational assessment and decision making: Implications
for training and practice (Monograph No. 16). September, 1981.

,:é‘
Chri ensdn, S., Ysseldyke, J., & Algozzine, B. -Institutional constraiﬁté’
d external pressures influencing referral decisions (Research
' ‘ ' Report No. 58). October, 198L. o

»

Fuchs, L., Fuchs, D., & Deno, “$.” Reliability and validity of curriculum-
based informal reading inventories (Research Report No. 59). Octo-
ber, 1981

Algozzine, B., éhristenson S., & Ysseldyke, J. Probabilities associated
- with the referral-to-placqnent process (Research Report No. 60).
November, 1981 )

Tindal,\G., Fuchs,‘Ll\ Christenson, S., Mirkin, P.,” & Deno, S. The rela-
tionship between student achievement and teacher assessment of chort- ®
or long-term goals.(Research Report No. 61) . November, 1981.

Mirkin, P., Fuchs, L., Tindal, G., Christenson, S., & Deno, S. The effect
of IEP monitoring strategies on teacher behavior (Research Report No.
62). December, 1981.

. o
Wesson, C., Mirkin, P., & Deno, S. Teachers' use of self instructional
. materials for learning procedures for developing and monitoring
progress on IEP goals (ieseirch Report No. 63). January, 1982,
\ 4
Fuchs, L., Messon, C., Tindal, G.,‘Kirkin, P., & Deno, S. . Instructional [}

changes, student performance, and teacher preferences: The effects
of specific meastirement and evaluation procedures (Reséarch Report
No. 64). January, 1982, ' \

5,

Potter, M., & Mirkih, P. Instructional Blaﬁning and implementation
practices of elementary and secondary resource room teachers: - o
l Is there a difference? (Research Reporg\No. 65). January, 1982.

‘
‘ .
e




@ )

o Report No. 75). May, 1982.-

. y .- . -

f ' ~) '
{ . \ '

’

t

Thurlow, M. L., & Ysuldyke J. E. Teachers' beliefs about LD students
(Research Report No. 66). January, 1982, ..

” Graden, J.,.Thurlow, M. L., & Ysseldyke, J.-E. Academic engaged time o
and its relationship to learning: A feview of the literature :
(Monognph No. 17). Jlmury, 1982. °
e .
King, R., Wesson, C., 5 Deno, S. Direct and frequent. measurement of
® ~ student performance: Does it take too much time? (Research
. " " TReport No. 67).. February, 1982. -
Greener, J. W., & Thurlow, M, L. Teacher opinions about professional ‘
education training programs (Research Report No. 68). March,
1982. . '
[ ] ’

Algoz;ine, B., & Ysseldyke, J. Learning disabilities as a subset of
' school failure: The oversophistication of a concem: (Research
Report No, 69). March, 1982, :

N . Fuchs, D.,. Zern, D. 'S., & Fuchs, L. S. A micro’anal.ysis of participant)
o ( behavior in familiar and unfamiliar test conditions (Research
Report No. 70): 'March, 1982.

e Shinn, M. R., Ysseldyke, J., Deno;- S., & Tindal, G. A comparison of
psychometric and functional differences between students labeled

learning disabled and low achieving (Research Report No. 71)
® March, 1982;

Thurlow, M. L. Graden, J., Greener, J: W., & Ysseldyke, J. E. Academic
responding time for LD and non-LD students (Research Report No.
72). April, 1982..

7

v » -

. Graden, J., Thurlow, — & Ysseldyke, J. Instructional ecolcgy and
academic responding time for students at three levels of teacher-
perceived behavioral competence (Research Repert No. 73). April

' 19820

® Algozzine B., Ysseldyke, J., & Christenson S. The influente of .
teachéers' tolerances for specific kinds\of behaviors on their

ratings of a third grade student (Research Report No. 74).
April, 1982.

. .
' ./

. Wesson, C., Deno, S., & Mirkin, P. Research on developing and monitor-

® ing progress on IEP @818‘ Current findings and implicatidns for

practice (Monograph No. 18). Aprily 1982.

Mirkin, P., Marston, D,, k"Deno, S. L. Direct and repeated fheasurement
of academic skiflls: An alternatjve to traditional screening, re-
ferral, and identification of learning disabled students (Research

»
" . 3

¢




. . . o e
] N -
¥ Algozzine, B., Ysscldyke, J., Christenson’ S., & Thurlow, M. Teachers' )
intervention choices for children exhibiting different behaviors ) '
dn 'school (Research Report No. 76). .June, 1982. °

.
r ~

Tucker, J., Stevens, L. J., & YsseLdyke. J. E. Learning disabilities:
. The experts spdak out (Research Report No. 77). June, 1982.

2

Thurlow, M. L.} .Ysseldyke, J. E., Graden, J., Greener, J. W., &
Mecklenberg, C. Academic responding time for LD students receiving

) ' différent levels of special education services (Resear‘ctf Report . - e
No. 78) June, 1982. .

Graaen, J., L.,. Thurlow, M. L., Ysseldyke, J E., & Algozzine, B. Instruc-
tional ccology and academic respondi;g;time for students in differ-
ent reading groups (Research Report No. 79). July, 1982. .

Mirkin. P. K., & Potter, M. L. A survey of program planning and imple-
mentation prdctices of LD teachers xResearch Report No. 80). July,
1982.

Fuqhs Lie S , Fuchs, D., & Warren, L. M. .Special education practice .
) ’ in evaluating student progress towatd goals (Researéh Report No. . ' ®
81) July, 1982. .

Kuehnle, K., Deno, s, L., & Mirkin, P. K. Behavioral measurement of
social adjustment: What behaviors? What setting? (Research
Report No. 82). July, 1982. . N
. » ' .
Fuchs, D., Dailey, Ann Madsen, & %uchs, L. 8. Examiner familiarity and
" the relation between qualitative and quantitative indices of ex-
pressivé lanpuage (Researcﬁ Report No. 83). July, 1982. '

Videen J., Deno, §., & Marston, D. Correct. word Sequences: A valid
1ndicator of proficiency in written expression (Research Report ()
' N . 84). July, 1982.

¢ Potter, . L. Application of a decision. th'ory model to eligibility
and classification decisions in sp_tiil education (Research, Report
85) July, 1982. .
. ’ e

Greener J. E., Thurlow, M. L., Graden, J. L., & Ysseldyke. J. E. The *
educational environment and students' respondi;g times as a function
of students' teacher-perceived.academic competence (Research Report
No. 86). August, 1982. . :

Deno, §., Marston, D., Mirkin, P., Lowry, L., Sindelar, P., & Jenkins, J. ®
The use of standard tasks to measure achievement in reading, spelling,
and written expression: A normative and developmental studx>(Research
‘ Report No. 87). August, 1982. i A .

P

- \

Skiba, R., Wesson, C., & Deno," S. L. The effects of training teachers in o
the use of formative evaluation in réading: An experimental-control

comparison (Research Report No. 88), September, 1982,

Q ' . 53 .
« . ; .




.
o : ' '
v . : - & )

} ' Marsten, D., Tindal, G., & Deno, S. L. Eligibility for learning disa-
bility services: A direct and repested measurement approach
TResearch Report No. 89). - September, 1982. b e .
- . A -

]

’ * ~ \\ .
Thurlow, M. L., Ysseldyke, J. E., & Graden, J, L. LD students' active v
acadgmic responding in regular ans resource classrooms (Research

Report No. 90). September, 1982. ~

Y

‘ Ysseldyke, J. E., Christenson, S., Planta, R., Thuriow, M. L., & Algozzine,
@ . B. An analysis of current practice in referring students for psycho-

educational evaluation: Implications for change -(Research Report No.
91).. October, 1982.- \ ° .

Ysseldyke, J. E., Algozzine, 'B., & Emps, 5. A logical and empirical
analysis of current practices ineclassifying students as hand icapped
) g +(Reseéarch Report No. 92). Oqtobér, 1982, | - . )

. , - «

R . Tindal, G., Marston, D., Deno, S. L., & Gém;:ann, G, Qurricaulum differ—" .
Lz . ences in direct repeated measures of reading (Research Report No.
93). 0ctzbber,,1~982. -

N ;.:..
‘o

-
»

o Fuchs, 1°.S., Deno, S. L., & Marstom, D. Use of aggregation to improve
’ the reliiability of simple direct measures of academic performance
(Research Report No, 94). Octobex, 1982. ' . e
- ' “ .

& ~

~ \ -
Ysseldyke, J. E., Thurlow, M. L., Mecklenburg, G., & Graden, J. Observad.
chaﬁge_s' in instruction and student respondipng as a function of
o ’ referral and special education placement 4(Re‘seaxjch ‘Report-No., 959).
‘ . ' October, 1982. T

i

" Fuch's;, ‘L. S., Deno, S. L., & Mirkin, P. K. *E¥fects of fregquent curricu- ’
lum-based measurement and evaluation on student achievement and ,

P , . krnowledge of performance: An experimental study (Research Report
v No. 96). November, 1982. . ' L

/
Fuchs, L~S., Deno, S. L., & \‘{irkin, P. K. Direet and frequent meaSure--_jZ
ment and evaluation: E€fects on indtruction and estimates of
student progress (Research Report No. 97). November, 1982.

N

y‘...

)




