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" ., . INDIVIDUAL EDUCATIONAL PLANS -IN DUTCH SPECIAL EDUCATION

1. THE CARE FOR PUPILS HAVING JIFFICULTIES o ,
R : '

'Cnildren with serious handibaps (i:e. deafness, blindness,'hentally or physi-

cally handliipped) who may be expegted beforehand to be unable to attend regu-
s lar education visit schools for special eduoatioh in‘the age of 4-6 years. The

sélection of a partlcular type of.séhool depends on the nature of the handi-

cap. There are 17 types of school belonging to four main gr0ups: schools for

the seqsory, mentally and physlcally handicapped, and schools for children

AR having learning problems“
. e . ,
_ ;f,f;; ﬁ vast majority of puplls, howe:ZF, attend regular schools. But in course of
_"' PR
time it becomes obv1ous that ber of them ekperiences, d1ff1cult1es in re-

-

gular educatlon. On acc0unt of their performance they can be classified as
éallures. Regular educatlon re cts to th1s grdup of pupils by g1v1ng them. some
.‘addltlonal ass1stance dur1ng Y hoolhours, by offerlng a few hours of remedial '
teachlng, or by holdlng them bdck a grade (Huistra, 1980) 1f learning pro-
blems cannot .be solved or dlmmhlshed the. pupil can be referred to special
educatlon. The puplls conceruéd are sllghtly def191ent in intelligence (edu-"
cable mentally retarded), are r1mar11y or secondarlly d1sturbed (learnlng
d1sabled), or they have minor’ hys1cal or sensory hand1caps. Here, too, the *
principle app11es that the nature of 'the pupil's problems determines the se-

' .

lectlon of the type of schoébl kor spec1al education.
The school which the pupll has;been referred to,osubJects him/her to an en—
trance test which is compulsory by law. Th1s test consists of a psychologlcal
an educational/instructional, and a (para -)medical part. This entrance test ’
establishes whether the referred pupil meets the criterion for admission; it
.is actually'an assessment aimed at placement decisions.'If the pupil concerned
meets the criterion, he is admitted to the- school for special education. If he
does not meet this cr1terlon, he is referred to a d1fferent f&pe of school for
spec1al educatlon, or referred back to regular educatlon. v .
, u |
This procedure shows us that there is a strict’separatiqp between regular and
special education, being two completely separate educational sys;ems.'nybrids
of regular and special education, a great variety of which have been realized
L in the United States under the mainstream philosophy, are dﬁlte rare in the |

Netherlands. But clos1ng the gap be%ween regular and:ﬂpec1al educatlon is an
) .

. - ‘ »
\ . R . . - . /. $ ! .2
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_1mportant issue in an educational innovation process (1.C. B.,1977) So far,
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2. PROBLEMS IN SPECIAL EDUCATION

little progress has been made in c1051ng this gap (Blaauboer, 1982)

The essence af the, innovation process in regular education is the realisatioh
of a far-reaching fbdividualization and differentiatidn\in teaching. The con-
sequences of individualized ?“d d1fferent1ated teaching are that puplls will
be 1abe11ed less e8511y as slow learners, or as 1ntractab1e or stupid, and

consequently w111 be referred to special education less quickly. It is expec-

ted that, in.due course, it will be possible to retain many pupils 'in regular

_education, who% at present, are still referred to special education. This ob-

jective is-kdown as the extension of educational aervice, and its main purpose
is the- preventlon of placement in special educatlon, rather than br1dg1ng the

gap between regular and, spec1a1 education - an 1ssue in malnstreamlng.

i
)

- .

The intended changes in regular education will also affect special education.

“In the future, a great number of the pupils who are slightly deficient. in in-

telligence, the children with learning difficulties and those.with minor phy=
sicalyand sensory handicaps wi}l stay in regular education. We expect the po-
pulation of special education.ﬁo be, on average, more seriously handicapped.
This prospect makes it even mo}e necessary to solve a number ef problems pre-
sently experienced in special‘education. With the governmentai publication
'Special Education', published in 1977, an impulse was givep.to the internal
innovation ®f 'special educationy, ’
i

!

M

B < . 3 -~ . .- ’
The internal innovation of special education has as its object to solve a num-

v

ber of bfoblems.enc0untefed in education, problems most strongly felt'by\tea-

'chers.‘These'problems may_perhaps best be illustrated by.fdllowing a new-

Py-admitted pupil When a pupil has been admitted to_ a school for sbecial o
education, he is placed in a class. At that t1me; the class teacher knows
hardly anything about the new pupil. The only information which is available

are the assessment data which were collected during the entrance’ test. In this

/

‘entrance test the underlying question was se1ect1ve: does this pup11 meet .the

requirements for admission? co he

Assessment, aimed at obtaining seledtive dgeisions, doee not normally yié?ib
much information which can be of use in teaching (Schenk, f980' Pawlik, 19 .
Krapp, 1982). This is the f1rst problenhlan often missing diagnostic/instruc—

tional link. s

.



In.teachin the new pupil.ohe of the eiisting courses is used. If learning _
progress ii\slou, the sub}ect matter'is reoeated once‘nore;;;ome extra exerci- :-
' ‘ses are give?, and &' - a different course is tried. No goals have been
. laid down, tHere i T :considered selection of a certain course Lno<eva-
luations haven beq . ' , the instruction has a strong trial and ‘error cha-
racter. Thelseco ,the lack of a systematic approach in teaching.
Th1s second problem" oL due ‘to the teacher 8 tra1n1ng, or rather, to the

lack of teacher ] train '. large proport1on of\teachers in special educa-

»

tion have hardly any more loolxng than their colleagues in regular educa-
tion. The third probl'm. §~gener 1 lack of properly tra1ned teachers.

- Our new pup11 has not onl to do w th the teacher at school, but also with for

<

sy, L, :
- instance the speech theg st and th fys1o-therap1st. Their therapies do not
. I% K .

take the teacher's instré¥¥%on into account. The fourth problem:-experts at
Cross—purposes. S | "
In .the class in which the new pupil 1s ‘placed, there'will be pupils with simi-
_lar handlcaps or learn1ng probléms. EVen 0, 1t has become clear again and
again that the's1m11ar labels for different children are no guarantee that- ¢
their educational needs are7identlcal. At the same time it has becone evident
that the same instructional approach can be equally successful with children
who have different handicaps. The fifth problem: a medfal subdivision into
schooltypes which is hardly relevant for instruction. ' _
The new pup1l enters the spec1al school with a learning . backwardness. Because
of all the extra attention given by other experts, because of a lack of t1me-‘
pressure (no final goals) and because of the pupil's learn1ng problem, h1s
learn1ng backwardness, as compared to his fellows in regular educat1on, will
gradually become larger. His chanqes of ever return1ng to regular education
will, therefore, bec0me gradually smaller. The sixth problem: the small number
of‘uplls who are referred back to regulaw educatlon. '
N . . '
In the preceeding'we have painted.a somewhat unfavourable picture of sbecial
- education\in order to bring out the:.six problems. The problems were: 1nsLlf1—
cient diagnostic/insttu’tional link, lack of structure in teaching, 1nsuff1—

cient schooling, experts at cross-purposes, an out-dated subdivision of’

schooltypes, and, finally, 1nsuff1c1ent return to regular education.
P .
. /
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plan-based teaching. (Pijl, 1981).

3. SPECIAL EDUCATION:POLICY

-

These problems in special edycation have in common the question how the tea-

R < ' .
ching of children with learning problems'‘should be organized. In’specigh\edu—

cation teaehers have been working for a long timg on the assumption that a
description oé the kind and seriousness of the pnbil's handicap would be a
8uff1c1ent guarantee for _proper treatment. In this phllosophy the tre tment of
the pup11 follows rather d1rect1y from dlagnosed handicap (label equals place-
ment). The validity of thlglnotlpn has been doubted for some {ime now. [The
help which pupils need is not only determined by the kind and seriousness Bt
the bandicap, ar; not all pupils with a certain handicap are in need of the
same kind, of help. An approach in special education is advocated in which the.
actual need for help is stressed gsee, among others, Rispens, 1980), and in

which the bandicap is less a determining factor for educational/instructional

actions. The consequence of this is, that it is necessary to determine the

‘most effectlve way to help each individual pupil. After this a plan for treat-

mentlls drawn up, which is based on a careful forpulatlon of the child's need
for-help'(Kok,‘1§77j.bThis procedure is described as working w;th individual
educational plans. ' /yx ’

In a statement of'pqlicy of the Ministry pf/Education (Concept Plan of Activi-
ties, 19]7), an individual educational pian is described as a frame;ork for a
systematie approach throughlwhich the ehild's development canlbe stimulated:in

a positive sense and which takes the child's requirements_for|he1p as its

. B “ N L
starting point. o

A more concrete definition of this plan was given by De Ruyter (1978): an in-

'd1v1dua1 educat10na1 plan is a written report which contains directives on the

S

goals,_methods and curriculums of spec1a1 1nstruct10n to a child or a small
group of ch11dren, while taklng the ipdividual's or the group' s requirements
for help as its start1ng point. It aIsodﬁentlons the p01nts in t1me when the .
educat10na1 goals should be realized, accordlng to expectations.

In this definition the plan is thought of as a document with a certain content. .
It is, however, of vital impprtance that the purpose of the IEP‘proces'is<not,'

LS

only to produce a document, but also to use the plan in teaéhing. 3

‘Thus, two points of empha51s can be pointed out 'in working with IEP's: draw1ng

up & plan on the entry of a new pup11 1n school or in cﬂass, -and teach1ng on
the ba51s<i§~thls plan, w1th cont1nua1 feedbask to the plan 1tse1f Elsewhere

{
we describ the two separate elements as the 1n1t1a1 planning and as




-

The initial planning can be looked upon as a time restr1cted self-contalned
- p;oces. - g . . . Yo
Shortly after a new pup11 has made his entry in’ qlass, the teacb5>.draws up an.’
1nstructlonal plan for(thls pupil, in collaboration with others (the head tea-
cher of‘the school, the psychologist, the remedial teacher, the speech thera-
: pist etc.). In drawing up the plan the data available about the pupil are

“used (the egtrance test ‘a report of the prev1ous school, a report of test

o placement, etc.) and the 51£:ZET3h in class is taken\1nto account (level tea- .
‘@ .« . “ching materzal§ add1tlonax\help, etc. ) On the basis of the IEP leach1ng can
) be effectuated. ) : .
. '_, Plan-based teach1ng, which follows on the initial plann1ng, has more the cha-
. 5. racter of a cyc11c prodess:.the instruction 1s.gu1ded by the plan, and the *

N teachlng experlences” are fedback to the plan. Ult1mately at the first evalua-
| . tlon prov1ded for in the plan teachlng 1s rec0ns1dered If the proceeds are
accordlng te plan, the general.oLtllne can be ma1nta1ned If not, a number of
maJor or miror changes w111 be 1ntroduced 1nto ﬁhe plan. Naturally, a new eva-
luatxon of the educatlonal approach- w111 be included in the plan. A- charaote—
ristic of that 51tuatlon 1s, brlefly, a growing and shifting plan. Growing"
because of a constant new supply of feedback experiences, and sh1ft1ng ig a
way that the optlmum course of action is determined anew whenever th1s is
found necessary. 'f‘_. ‘ ' . ' ) L S
Summlng up: the essent1a1 element in work1ng with IEP's is not the fact 1n"/
itself- that -a plan is drawn once, but the 1nstructaqn on the’ ba81s of ran R K

1nd1v1dual educatlonal .plan wlth cont1nua1 feedback to the plan. . SR

The function of the IEP in teachlng, as descr1bed above, makes clear what the
content ‘of the plan should be. An IEP is a plan for teach1ng a part1cu1ar
pu%il. In this plan a descr1ptlon is given of the content of the teaqher s

. 1nstructlon, in view of the spec1al needs of the pupil. Therefore, the content (

- of the plad 1s, ainly concerned w1th the teacher s p1ann d 4gctions. In a .

great number‘gf sc 'ols for spec1&1 education it is 1mpos31b1e,to qharacterlze
tedachers' actidns solely as actlons a1med at teaching. Apart from this:

"
1nstructlona1 aspect it is poss1b1e to d1st1ngu1sh an educatiohnal* aspect

T,

(concerned with emotional and behav1oral aspects) and “an aspect which aims at

‘. “the devexOpment of certain functlons (phy81ca1 sensory), etc.) (see, among
-others, Vanp Weelden, 1980). In dea11ng with a pupil the emphasis put on each

of these aspects depends on the pup11 s requirements for help.:Since the ulti-

mate plannlng and performance of duties in'special educatlon is the teacher s

. “‘ . L A . o
- . 1, . . ‘ ~ p 3 .

e % o T e

. . .
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task (also s€e Van der Leij, 1981), it is to be expected that especlally the

1nstruct16nal, and to a lesser extent, the educatlonal aspectls of tbelr ac-. :
- ! e
g : tlons will be included 'in -the PEP After ‘all, the teacher's tra1n1ng, exper1en—
e - q .
. ce and 1aterests are dgrected towards these fields. The plann1ng of the funt-, '»

i
tion developmental aspects (Such?as flne motor development) s malnly the task

of the, (para-)medlcal staff in speclal education, and teachers are requested .o

to take over and support th1s plannlng. .. : -~ C.
. L -,
The content of the IEP can now:* be descrlbed’as Lnstruct1onal and/or educatlo-
. nal activities planned by the teacher, a1m1ng at the reallsatlon of certa1n

S educational ach1evements in theipupll. . ‘ _
\. - . ‘d_/ ) \ ..' ‘ - 4\
So far, we have discussed the pr1nc1pIe behind worklng w1th IEP's, the IEP s

. . v

L as 1n1t1al plan and as plan-based teaching, as well as ‘the content of the plan.
In the innovatijon pollcy, the introduction -of IEP-gulded teachlng 1s,also re-

_garded as a dev1ce .to reallze ¢hanges connected with _the 1EP, Thes!‘effects of

~l

worklng with IEP s may solve a maJor part of the dlscussed problems in spec1al

educatlon, such as the m1ss1ng d1agnost1c/1nstructlonal link, - the lack of a
systematlc approach in teachlng, - the 1nsuff1c1ent schoollng of the teachers |

and - the experts at cross-purposes. As 1nput when drawing’ up plans the tea-

-~
.

cher uses the éata collected in the. entrance test,lthe 1nformatlon obtained
‘from the ordinary, everyday ‘assessment of progressjgnd fr0m the regular eva-
o luation of teach1ng and learning processes. From these assezzrent data,

i

teachers require more 1nformatlon which is directly reTevan n teachlng. As a

v consequence, the content and setrup of. the evaluations may be altered to .-+

‘realize a better d1agnost1c/1nstruct10nal link. Worklng on the basis of a plan
may trlgger thxuklng about teachxng pract1ces, mutual adJustments and a ' ,r;;

clearer way of consultatlon. ' T,

Y. : ‘. o

Usmng a more carefully planned approach forces the teacher and the staff to a

I

regular reflexion on their actlons. In th1s way, experlences about the effects
of actlons 1n ceftalp 51tuat10ns are won in a more systemat1C'way than before,
which is a way of mak1ng teachers more profes51onal. Based on an IEP coordina-

. L 'tlon of the ass1stence of uhe members of the team (teacher, remedlal teacher,

' 1‘ - (para)medlcal staf, Aetc.x-j

k _ " and .more structured meetings about pupll progress.

N
el The experlences ga1ned in the planning - of teach1ng will lead to an

an be maximized. F1nally, the IEP enables quicker
- .

understandlng of wh1ch-teach1ng strategies are feasible and will succeed in
their school This will have immediate consequences ‘for the admission pOlle

, of‘the/school . _ ,
- . : ) '
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. and following frOm .that, for the type of pupJ.l\;f hat.ujllfbe\admittedh/rf s
)

schools show a clearer proflle in the matter eaching strategies, this
, - -could be the starting” p01nt for ﬁprther thoughts on a,new classification of .
- . ) : ’

schooltypes. . -

The changes Wwhich have been discussed abOve, should ultimately reSult in im—
.0
prov1ng the quality of educatlon, and- w1th that in improving the puﬂils pro-

gress. This might in due course, become ev1dent fr0m an 1ncrea51ng num;ir of
puplls who are placed back in regular educatlon and fr0m the reallsatl of

intermediate forms between regular apd special educatiofi.

' . . ‘ t

* 4. SUMMARY oo , . .
g ’ ' o ff < ‘ ) ' . .
In the preceeding, we saw that regular and special educatlon are two educatio- *

.nal systems wh1ch operate fa1rly 1ndependent In the current educational inno-
'vatlons, the intention has been voiced that more cooperatlve forms should be
created but we can only conclude that the innovations in speclal and regular
_; educatlon put a much greater empha31s on improving the actual instruction. In
regular education-through further 1nd1v1duallsatlon and d1fferent1atlon; in
special education through adeptihg a mare. plan-based method of worklng.
In the innovation of special educatlon the IEP plays a central part:
Two stages can be d;stlngulshed in the IEP: the drawing up of a starting plan
(initial planning) and teaching on the basis of the plan and with feed- back .
towards the.plan (plan-based teaching). -
t :f - In terms of Lerner's subdivision of the IEP: the second step in‘the IEP g%ages
, .and the cyclic ver51on of the stages beyond the IEP (Lerner, 1980)
Assessment act1v1t1es aimed at referral and placement decisions are’ not coun-
ted as part of the IEP/ belonglng more to the basic 1nformatlon.
In the Dutch view on working with IEP's- the empha51s is put on the worklng
according to plan in teaching, and not on fhe IEP-document itself, © :_ N
All the aspects of the teacher's actions are counted as the content of the

IEB ‘The overlap with the IEP under Public Law 94 142 malnly consists of the

1tems annual goals,'short term obJectlves and evaluatlon criteria and procedu- v
M ’ . : 1
rés.

he objective of the innovation process is the introduction of IEP's in spe-
cial educat1on, while, at the same time, the, IEP is a means to .bring about\a
number of other changes.

Meanwhlle, tiwe first experiences in working with IEP's in Dutch special educa-
. ; )

a




5. RESEARCH

~_éccording to plan, will onlx be dis
. The project, then, has as its objects the
"1IEP's and the most easily planned actions

ding, arithmetic and langqage).— ' \ ,

PR : . ,\

tion date from a few.years ago. In 1981 a national 1nvest1gatlon was carr1ed

out ‘into the state of affairs in th1s f1eld (PlJl 1981).

-1

5.1. OBJECT AND OUTLINE - o
. . _ - . I ’ L R

-

! .
The object of this study is to exanlne the question of whether and how tea- .,
chers draw up plans for teach1ng thelr pupils, and if they do, what the con-

tent of these plans isa

Regarging the potential
actions of the teackW@r which are related to 1nstrnctlon; In thrs the emphasis
has .been lald on teaching prooedureé within well-knodn. well-organized sub-
jects, such as readlng, ar1thmet1c end language. Further, this prOJect malnly
devotes attentlon to the 1n1t1al plSnnlng (comparable to draw1ng up the legal-

ly compulsory IEP; in the United States),
lussed

&

From the formulation of the object of this study,» it has already become clear

that we are both interested in the question of what is planned and in- the
] : :

question of how At is planned.

" The questlon of whqt is planned refers. R&/;he contents of the IEP, that is,
e

which elements of the 1nstroetron-relat‘. actions are included in the plan-
ning. In énalysing instructional actions we used the analytic model for in-
structlonal analysis by  Van Gelder (l979)(comparable to the work on instruc-
tional deslgn of Gagne & Briggs (1974) ). ‘ '

The follow1ng elements will betdlstlngulshed as the cantent of the IEP: educa-
tlonal goals, teachlng content, instructional -approaches and learnlng act1v1-
ties, teaching materials, evaluat{on and organjsatlon. : EE

The estlon of how something is planned is related to the manner -in which
tea::;Xs do. their pfannlng. In analys1ng the plann1ng process, we used . studles

i

of teachers' planning behav1our (see, among others, Ylnger, 1978) .

-

As a result, we will pay’ attention to the follow1ng aspects in our study:

v . N



T the available information, - the reglons for planning, - the planning _

‘ ‘procedure, - the information used, and the adJustment of abe planning. It will-
+ be clear that, palecularly in this last aspecv, the adjustment of the(

' plannlng, we are mov1ng.awa% from initial planning towards working accordlng

to plan. - e o . - ‘1

v

~In collect1ng the data,f a. comblnatlo:'of an interview and a survey was used.
In the interview, 84 teachers” were asked about the1r concrete plans ﬁaq ngw-
ly-admitted pupils (already 1& their class) ('newly- adm1tted' is here used in
. . the sense of hav1ng been at-their school‘for 3to 6 months)
From the survey conducted among 250 head teachers and 250 ordlnary teachers ne‘-f
-gained an unders?ﬁ&dlng of a number- of general (not pupil- speC1f1c) aspects -
connected with w rklng with IEP' :'1n the1r schools. The sample (of head tea-
chers and ord1nary teachers) was drawn from 12 different schooltypes.
The schools for mentally handicapped puplls were not ‘included in this study -

because of the emphas1s we put on’ readlng, arithmetic and wr1t1ng, and some of

the smaller schooltypes had to be left out. . ..

-
4

S . 2. RESULTS ‘ . r
‘ \ ‘i‘ .

In. the presentation of the ootcOme of this project we won't.pay attention to

the‘different schooltypes the dlfferences between head teachers and ordinary

teachers or the survey and the interview.

We will integrate all the information:into the foiloning.themes:' L

- the_available-information, = the reﬁﬁons for planning, - the planning

procedure, - the information.used, - the contents ofrthe pfanni:g and - the

adjustment of the planning:

\ ’ . . \

-

. . ',fﬁ e ) "
The information available : - . . Vv
' When teachers'draw up an‘IEP it is 1mportant that they make the best pos81b1e

. ‘use of the 1nformation avallable on .a certa1n pupil. Dependlng on the situa-

\

tlon this 1nformat10n may cons1st of the data from' the entrance, test, data

*

' frOm the prev1ous school data frOm the observatlon period, etc.
Erom our prOJect it became evident that practically all teachers are broadly
informed concerntng the information ava11ab1e on the pupll. The problems the
ézfpll experlenced at the- prev1ous school (actually the reasonéfor referral)

e known to a11. 85 per cent of the teachers knows the substance of the psy-

- L
<

v \

~
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.cho¥Og1cal‘and educatlonal/lnstruct1onal parts of the entrance test. 35 per

"cent cad‘uell us «the exact conclus1ons, 50 per cent can reproduce the glst. 15

. per cent of the teachers do not know the results of the entrance test." The -
f1nd1ngs of‘the med1cal«and/or paramedzcal parts are well- known to practlcally :f

" all teachers. Teachers get their Lnformat1on.from the fllegignd from the heads

\ - ~

of their schools. Teachers are-rarely 1nvolved ‘(only 1n 20 per cent of the

cases) in the actual collectlon of the. information (admlnlsterlng the entrance .
test) o - o T C : '

The reasons for plann1ng . E o S e e

When the ‘new pupll enters the class - @ planning can be made 1n wh1ch a broad'

voutllne is g1ven of the 1nstructlon for the next perlode. In our pro;ect we_i

asked teachers what their reasons were for draw1ng up a plan or refra1n1ng '

-from' th1s dur1ng thls perlOd 0 to 3 months after placement; A lot of" the- "f{kc

T non-plann1ng schools think- draw1ng up a plan dur1ng the flrst Lthree mOnths is ;:
: premature. they want to get to know the’ chlld, or they fhlnk a first stage of

' fam111arlsatlon rest and securlty is needed Plann1ng, 1f necessarx,'can alﬂ .

' ways be done later. . S .

Those schools which do_dfgw\up a plan before three months - have passed giweq‘

\ - - f. LY

the follow1ng reasons for this:

M

. S Pupil- centered reasons (the pupll can work towards a goal h1s develop'
" can be made more systemat1C' -a more adequate reactlon to ‘the. pupll'-
problems is poss1ble) _ ' ~ .
2. teather-centered reasons (the plan glves the teacher someth1ng to go _ __ff \\'
by and is a goal he can aim at); o 3'-. ? B . .
3. reasons centerlngfon the functloning'of the school (the-plan makes

J// © it possible, to work toyards a goal more eff1c1ently, the evaluatlon

of the pupil's prog:ess is g1ven a flrmer basis).
: . ¢ .

B . P

Plarning pgocedure

.

" " - , R

v

A total of 64 per cent of the teachers d1sCusses draw1ng up thre teach1ng pro=
gramme for the new pupll with pthers._ ' "~ ’

) .
Espec1ally the head teacher, the colleagues and the psychologlst part1c1pate3;

in th1s d1&cusslon. A separa&e p%an is made for. each 1nd1v1dual pup11 1n 40
per cent wf the schools and dn equa1 proportlon onfy draws up a plan when the o

need arlses. Thls qs mostLy in the case of pup1ls hav1ng serious d1ff1cult1es.

Twenty per cent of the schools qnly plans‘for groups and as51gns<the.new_puprlj

N A
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one of these. groups. Taken altogether, this means that, ‘in balf the schools,

. " the plannldg does not take the shape of séparate plans drawn up for 1nd1v1dual

R . 2 *

pupils., . - . : ~

As far as the reg1stratlon of the plans is conce;ned ‘this study shows that

approxlma ely 50 per cent of the plans is put down in wrltlng

In 70 per cent ‘of the schools~the p01nts of time at which plans are made for .
the 1nstructlon of ‘the pupll 1s about 2 to '3 months after admission;- )
30 pey cent of the schools draw up plans 1mmq91ately afﬁer admission. The fact
that fa relatlvely great number of schools claim tp plan only after some t1me

R has- elapsed, can be understood "when looking once aga1n at the reasons g1ven by

. : a'ﬂUWber of schools for ngraln}ng from,maklng plans durrng the initial & °
fstages. These schools have the opinion that they 'should get to know the child
.L;. _‘--before'a plan can:he draun up. In this connection wel can also point at the |

. small’numher of schools which obtain informationvfrom'the entrance test which‘
'can Qe of practical use in teaching. In such cases a first exploratory stage
11s necessary in class: the entrance test is found to be an ‘insufficient b8$13

_for further actlon. o S ' _ : o

The 1nformatlon used

1

- It. has'been d1scussed above to what extént teachers know of ‘the 1nformatlon

avallable on the new pupil.. In our proJect it has also been examlnedlwhlch

.+ .. .dat er actually used for draw1ng up the teach1ng programme of the new pu-
L pil’%tirally, also 1nformat1on with rﬁ) immediate reference to the pup11

5{fp '(such as the character1st1cs ofﬁ}he class, the avallablllty of teaching
materlals,vetc ). ‘may be of 1mportance. FrOm our project it has become clear
‘that espec1ally the 1nformatlon on -the pupll is used ‘in determ1n1ng the
\1nstructlonal programme. The relebant data are taken from the entrance test
;(espec1a11y frOm the educat1onal/1nstructlonal part) from the information
_provided by the prev1ous sqbool and fr0m observatlonal data. concerning

- xbehav1our, cdncentratlon, aggresslon, etc. Data from the- med1cal and

fi#_"dnxhparamedlcal parts of theeentrance test and the past history of the child play

) l‘ia mlnor part in determ1n1ng the 1nstructlonal programme. "It should be noted

frhat about 20 per cent of the teachers cpllect ‘their ‘own 1nformat10n on the1r‘

puplls and do not use the data from the éntrance test. )

A total of 50 per cent of the teachers informed us that in determ1n1ng a tea-

ffchlng programme, the class 1n wh1ch the new pup11 will be placed, is also ta-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: R




‘ken_into'accoontanheqmost important factor ip this is the level at which the
“ilgr0up s taughtmﬁor rather, the different-streams-within a class.'Also connec- -
ted w1th thls 1s the fact that some teachers’ employ class teach1ng for some
- subJects. The educat10na1 Jprogramme of thd§e subJects is determimed 1n advan—
ce, for~ t’g whole group,.1nclud1ng of course the new pupll. A th1rd group oﬁ\
“ considetrations is t1ed up.w;th the gr0up s socio—~emotiofal chatacter/
» behav1our. In_a number of cases thlS will affect the 1nstructlon of the nem
| 'pupll s 1nstructlon. - )
The nature of the pupll_s problems/handlcaps may/ﬁe involve a total or part1al
lack of mater1als as fas as educational appliances are concerned. This lack
might be'a reason to organlse the 1nstructlon of the pup11 concerned along
d1fferent llnes. However, the availability of materials normally does not play

\

a part 1in determlnlng a teaching pregramme. In general enough material 1is

available.

About 45 per cent of the schools considers the folloming factors.ab inportant
impediments' in school erganisation, which make it more diff{cult'to plan‘tea—
ching: lack of t1me (for 1nstance because of meetings), restrictions in space,

therapies and physical rehablkltatlon programmes. !

The content of the plan

v

As a possible content of the .IEP we have mentioned before the educational
goals, the'teaching'cOntent, the instructional approaches and learning activi-
ties, teaching materials, evaluation and organisation. “In-our study we made an

inventory of which eleménts of each of these aspects had been included in the

(

Educational goals provide us with an answer to the question of what the in-

planning.

Educational goals

struction intends to achieve in thé pupils. In the formulation of the goal a
statement is made concerning the intended change in pupil characteristics and
behaviour. A total of ab0ut 45 per cent of the teachers lays down educatlonal)
goals for the1r pupils. w1th1n a few'months after the pupils' placement in
class..These educational goals are mainly concerned with the academic subjects

. " reading, arithmetic and language. In the answers to the question of which edu-

cational goals were used, seldom real goal descriptions.were given. Generally,

only the. subJect is mentioned in relation w1th which a goal has a certa1n mea—

jn1ng, Concretef} formulated goals (such as Jump over ten in ar1thmet1c and

ERIC = R ‘_--f'—»x'z’-1_4- N

s Coe - : : - : .



aud1tory\gynthes1s in readlng) were encountered very rarely._The t1me within
wh1ch educatlonal goals have to be reallzed .varies greatly. It varies from

two weeks at one éxtreme to two yeats on the other, w1th a modus of 3 to 6

months. Half of the schools which, lay down, eduamslonal goals, do not fix a

- . . o )
time. :

: . ks
. . i
‘ B ‘ ' . k] » ° ' -
. . : Lo . . ~N n \

. Teaching content - .o - .

The‘teaching content -is one of the means to effectuate the set goal. When

choosing a'teaching,gontent a subject matter is'detérmined A subject matter

on which the.1ntended form of behaviour, formulated in the goal, is practided.

. A great deal of the subJect matter which has to be taught, is access1ble in_

: the form of teach1ng programmes and c0urses. Generally, these also glve a se-

. quence of the teachlng content.'muaﬂuestlon of whether any attention wa& pald
N i
to the plannlng of the teach1ng content was answered in the aff1rmat1ve by*

many schools (70 per cent). The answers to the next question of, the 1nterv¢ew,'

4asking‘what these teaching cogtents were, however, showed a vefy d1fferentmw .

4 picture_indeed. A vast majority of the teachers mentions the academic subjects
reading, arithmetic and languages as the teaching contents. A mere”l3 per qgnt
of the teachers gives real examples of planned" teach1ng contents. {such asjk
mathematical operations wlth numbers under 20, reading CVC words, etc) 0ur

’ ‘ . ression is that the dec1sron to teach a-certain academlc subject determh

bﬁk_,d:::\bburse, and that 1he course determines the actual subject mattzg taught.

1

This is stressed once mor, in the answers to the question of whether a
-sequence was determined iff the teach1ng ;ontent. 45 per cent of the teachers .
who plan their teaching content referred to the sequence of the course book
used in their school. The answers to the question concerning the point in;time
"at which teaching contents have to be taught, are similar to the answers glven
when asked about the point in time at wh1ch educatlonal goals should beF
effectupted. It may be assumed that teachers when ‘talking about long- or
» short—-term goals, are really referring to a certain section of the coursebook

from wh1ch they are’ teaching, and on wh1ch a certain am0unt of time is spent.

~

-

Instructlonal approaches and learning activities. ¢ ) 2"

The term 1nstructlonal approaches‘\refers to the teacher's actual clnssroom
activities. A distinction can be made in lecture forms, discussion forms and
assignment. forms. These types of teachers activities have as their objective

P
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certa}n types of pupil behaviour in learn1ng Therefore, pupll s learn1ng ac-;

;tlvrtles are consldeped c0mplementary to instructional approaches. As a result

of the initial plannlng, 6l per cent. of the teachers have made’a decision as
(.

to -the presentatlon of the1r 1nstruct10n aqd as to the 1ntended learning act1-

.

¥
v1t1esx On closer 1nspect10n, it becOmes clear that teachers often mentlon

1nstruct10nal apptoaches, but rarely pay any attentlon to learning act1v1t1es.

Of the.forms of 1nstruct10nal approacbes attention is malnly pa1d to' d1scus-
A .
sion and assignment forms.

] -

o
. ~

Teachlng materials - ' ' S
r; ‘ -
69 per cent of the teachers pays some attention to the plannlng of teaching

materials on,-or shortly after the arrival .of a new,pup;l in class. Nearly all

‘the schools mention courses or course books on the subjects: reading,

ar1thmet1c, language and writing. 0ccas10nally mentioned are also mater1als

ma1n1y for the benefit of the instruction in arithmetic: sllde—rule, abacu§

blocks, etc.’ : : -

Evaluatlon ) .. - A

On the arrival of a pupll in a'class or group, 81 per cent of the teachers
makes a dedision on the evaluatlon ‘of the 1nstruct10n to the pupil. In 63 per
cent of the schools, this evaLuatlon is at least concerned with all 'subjects
taught, ;hile 37 per cent of the schools also wishes to evaluate the‘pupil‘s
overall. functioning, i.e. behaviour, working attitude, motivation, etc. As the
goal of the evaluation of puprrs the teachers mention the assessment of '
instructional progress, the planning of a further policy, the mutual ekchange
of information and the discussion of educational strategies. Simultaneously.
with the planning_ofvthe pupil evaluation, its frequency is determined. 35 per
centvof the schools evaluate pupils wlth a frequency of once in every 2 or 3
months, and .22 per cent with a frequency of once in every 4 to 6 months. A

quarter of the schools only evaluate pupils after problems have been risen.

Organization’

.

When the instruction is actually carried into'effect, the help of others may
be required. When this is the ca%e, a number of situations can be distin-
guished: - .

1. another person carries out part of the teaching,: for instance;to make pos-

sible the realisation of individual and/or differentiated teaching:

“10-1g
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contents range from 45

2.Ltasks connected with the development or adjustment of new_teaching mate-

rials are shared by several members of the staff; ; . _
3. other members of staff can_collect additional informatidn (through research

}dr applying for information), on the basis of which the instruction of the

[

new pupil can bé shaped; -~ RS ,

4. 1n those situations in wh1ch in addltlon to teachlng, therap1es are.g1ven
wh1ch 1ntérfere w1th teach1ng, a mutugl consultat1on on a regular basis is'

necessary. o ' :

One or more of these possibilities of making arrangements with others before

starting the teaching programme were taken into consideration in 58 per cent

- of the schools. Especially the situations deaeribed~under point 1 and 4 are

important. A planned request for outside help is rare when developing new

materials or when obtaining extra informatibn.

So far the discussion of thg content of the IEP.

'The percentages which were given in the discussion of the various planning

kto 81 per cent. This dbes not 1mp1y that 19 per cent of

the interviewed schools does not do any planning at all. Only one school out
of 84 does not plan_anythlng at all in the initial- stages. Eight schools (10%)
include ofe aspect in their considerations, ten schools (12%Z) include two in

their planning. The remaining” 65 schools (77%), therefore, plan at least three

‘of the planning aspects mentioned above. The results of this part of our pro?

Ject show that pract1ca11y every school does some plann1ng. only in some cases

‘this- plann1ng‘1s of limited scope and in #h‘n:cases not very detailed.

’.
\

Adjustment of planning d

In the preceeding, teacher's planning caused by the entry of a new pupil in
their class, is given maJor attent1on 1n this report. Teachers who have a new

pup11 in their class, will start teach1ng this pupil, if necessary after a

_per1od of familiarisation and further observation. At a‘'given moment it will

almost certainly become clear that their instruction needs adjustments. In
. . y B ‘
this paper we will pay, attention to the evaluation and adjustments of the

instruction, and their consequences for the planning. With ' adJustments we

refer to those activities wh1ch become necessary as soon as educat1ona1

exper1ences make it clear that what is taught and what has been- planned should

’

be changed. T

Teachers have different ways of keeping track'of their ‘pupils’ progress_(gi-

ving oral assignments in class, correcting written work, tests, observation of

a pupil at work, etc.). When adjustments of the instruction are required on

'a-'_1»5 i
12
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the basisﬁgf the everyday assessment of a pnpil's.progress, in two-thirds of
the cases this is-discqssed with those directly involved (head teacher, class
assistant, remedial teacher)}. Teachers show a considerable consensus (88%) in
their assumption that the everyday assessment of progress is a form‘of‘evalua-
tion that gives them immediate support in~teaching. This'immediate support

cons1sts of th1ngs llke keeplng records of pupll s progress, an early recognlr

. \,

tion of problems observ1ng the- pupll s learn1ng strategies, a fast feedback
of the seLected methods and - 45% - the adjustment of the plans. N )

In order. t get an impreision of the 1nc1dence of rad1ca1 Changes in tHe -
plans, basgh on data from the everyday asseSSment of pupll progress, we asked
the 1nterV1ewed teachers whether it had been necessary to adJust the1r plans. -*
More than one~fifth of the teachers had found a radical change in the1r
1nstructlon necessary w1th1n 6 mohths. Slnce these changes in instruction were
profonnd, the expectatlon would seem Just1f1ed that the changes entailed
consequences for the or1g1na11y made plans. However, only one school gave a
fairly‘concrete account of what had been changed in their planning. We cannot
buE'conclude that schools do not incorporate the ad justments ‘made on the bgsis

of the everyday assessment of the pupil's progress into their plans.

.Nor do the regularly planned evaluatlons lead to changes in the IEP.

1

Seveﬂgl things were mentioned as an answer to the open-ended questlon about °*
the goal of those evaluatlons,jsuch as recogn1z1ng Broblems, recokdlng the
pupil's progress, the Judg1ng of academ1c ach1evement and others, but the ad-

justment of the _planning was not even mentionedyonce.

» ¢ . ' A
So much for the presentation of the gathered fnformation. So far, we have not
takeﬁ?the IEP to.be a formal plan with'a definite content, but rather. as a
special‘way of working in education: namely working according to plan, If no- "
thing‘particular is required of the IEP, it would seem that Dutch teachers in -
special education are already working with, IEP's on a fairly ¥egular basis:

nearly every school, drawn up within three months of the pupil's arrival, 80%
plans in at least three'aspects, etc. If, however:.we want the 1IEP to meet
certain requirements, such as having been put down in wr1t1ng, appllcable to
all the pupils, with at least three fa1r1y detailed descr1ptlons of the former

mentioned planning aspects, a mere 5 to 10% of the schools can meet these

'requ1rements. Or, puttlng it more bluntly, it is on}y common usage in 5 - 10%

of the schools to draw. up an IEP for the most easily planned aspects



of teacher act1v1t1es4(1nstruct1on in academic subJects) {n even less
~ A

schools, the IEP plays a role of some 1mportance in teaching after its f1rst

drafting, let alone that working with IEP's should have any of the }ntented
- _I additional effects (a different content of the entrance test, a more
' systematic approach, learning from the acquired experiences, more pupils re-
ferred back to regular education, etc.); ) «

.V N

Discussion _ 7 , ‘
* The conclusion is justified that it is a far from simple task for teachers to
make and use IEP. For some part the reasons will be due to: —_insufficient
. 'schooling of.teachers, - the, as yet, ilimitEdjexperiences in drawifig u and
‘working with an. IEP> Epe teachers' hesitations in connection with the admi-
. nistrative ado,'ﬁ\the as yet imperfect collaborat1op between all thé persons
+ concerned, etc. The Amer1can l1terature on the IEP-process mentions a number
" of similar problems: Tymitz (1980).on teacher training; Thies and U reiT - / :
(1981), Quinn (1982), Fuchs (1981)7on“the time lost in paperwork' Alper
(1978), Goldstein (1980) and Nevin (1981).on the problems involved in
i cooperation.’ Nevertheless this ¢ explanatlon would seem to:be 1nconclus1ve. It
P is ‘ques 1onable whether the pr1né1ple beh1nd IEP is not far too opt1m1st1c.:
When draling up an IEP, the d1agnost1c data available on the pupll are used as
‘the basis of the plan. The plan rests dn the poss1b1l1ty of . deduc1ng
educat1onal consequences from the d1agnost1c data. ~
. For we have assessment data on the pupil, and in the IEP we want to deter-

mine the goals -and methods of educat1on. Th1s is by no means a new procedure.<.

N té

It has been known for a' long time ‘under the name of d1agnost1c—prescr1pt1ve o

!

teach1ng. This model, and especially the use made of 1t in ‘education, have.. .
_ been SubJeCt to severe criticism. (Ewlng & Brecht l977~ Salvia & IJsseldyke°f
1978 Arter & Jenk1ns, 1979). Fr0m these cr1t1C1sms it can be understood that
we may be able to basé some 1nstructlonal consequences on assessment data,1n
some subfields, but that in general our’ preSent state,pf knowledge of lear-

v

ning problems do%s not adm1t this,. This is also reflected 1n the teachers
problems. - they are hav1né d1ff1culty in maklng‘a s1gn1f1cant use of dlagnos-
tic data (also see Dickson & Coster, 1981) and in [ormulat1ng goals (also see
Tym1tz, 1980; Re1Sman & Macy, 1981; Sabat1no, l981).w.

The consequences of all th1s ,are that bes1de the assessment data, the intui-

tion and exper1ence of its makers play a cons1derable part 1n drawing up the

initial IEP. The weak bas1s of the plan urges for frequent eyaluat1on

o -




of the effects of the planned imstruction: it will certainly be necessary to

have an evaluation more than once a year. = ° : A P

' o This leads us to the second stagﬁ of the IEPy the plan-based teaching. The

teacher regularly establlshes whether the goals and methods in the plan -based
L3

teach1ng still 1ead to the desired results. Naturally it remaigps true that

data from evaluations can by no means d1§eet1y be translated int structio-
nal conclusions. - ; L y ’ \ ' ‘ " T
Thls, too, 1is d1agnost1c—prescr1pt1ve teachlng:\\éfe’ I‘o we w111 have to
drop the pretence of a rational detegﬁmnatlon ‘of teaching programmes.- .
What then, 1s the use of IEP' s7. The advantage of working w1th IEP's is that
the instruction can be systematlzed Teachers’ 1ay down{what their teach1ng
programme is going to be, they ‘can make sounder‘evaluat1ons, they w111 be able
z> _}‘. ‘to adjust'their teaehing moreggﬁickly and in a more wqil-cons1dered manner,

- they can learn more from their own experiencés, they find it easier to coope-

‘rate with others and to repozf on their pupil?. : .
' - C 12 ' )

To conclude: Efforts to dtaw up IEP's in which the analysis of the pupil's ’
1earning problems determines the choice of the educational ls and methods .
is, co?s1der1ng the state of the art, not reallstlc. The IEP as a method to

' systematize instruction can, in the short run, lead to an 1mprovement in edu-

4
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