’ ‘%
. “
0
. -
-

bocq;xlt RESUNE

\ ®» 185 6as L - EC 102 670" ;
V Aurﬂon' - Brehnman, Geo:qe Res. }nd Othets ‘ /
TITLE Special -Education Indicators of Quality. e
INSTITUTION Pennsylvania State Dept. of Educatxon, ﬂa::xsbutg.
PUB DATE Dec 76"
NOTE 17p.; Some parts may be larginhlly legible due to
- snall ptxnt . 7
'EDBRS PRICE _ur-so 83 HC-$1.67 Plus Postage: .
"DESCRIPTORS Elementary Secondary Education;® Evaluation Methods;
) . . Expenditure Per Student; tﬂandidﬁpped Children; .
7 'tPrograg.EffectiVeness. *program Evaluation ’ ‘
ABSTRACT ” | e S )

Y

Descrxbed is the developlent of an instrulent to
evaluate the relatioldship between expendxtnres and effectiveness of
special education prograass. It is’ _explained at thF quality T
indicator instrument, devgﬁoped through the Delphi ‘process and
refined through item analySis, consists of 38 iteas in seven areas,
including instructional,setting, instructional process,
administrative sapport and iiformation systeas, and xntegtatlon vith,.
reqular classrooass Included is a saample 1nst:u|ent and’ scoring
sheet. (CL) . R, ‘

=

[

tttttttttttttttttttttt*t»ttttttttttt:ttttitt:tttttttttttttttttttt*ttegt
Documents acquired bg ERIC include many infqQrsal unpublished
materials ngt available from other spurces. ERIC makes every effdlt
.to obtain the “best copy availaple.” Neyertheless, items of marginal '
teptoducibxlxty are oftén encounte:ed‘and this-affects the gquality

responsible for the quality of the original document. Reptoductions

supplied by BDRS are-the best that can be made from the originmal.
EREREER AR AR AR RAEEEEARE AR AR SRR R AR EXRR AR EEER R R AR KRR R R RAK AR R AR K &

~ —
.

*®
* *
* *
* *
* of the microfiche and, hardcopy réproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Doculient Reproduction Service (EDES). EDRS is not *
* *
* *
* *




US DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, .
EGUCATION & WELFARE"
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF

EDUCATION :

- v
THI5S DOCUMENT HAS BEEN REPRO-
DUCED EXACTLY AS RECEIVED FROM
THE PERSQN OR ORGANIZATION ORIGIN-
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW OR OPINIONS.
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE-
SENTOFFICIAL NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EDUCATION POSITION OR POLICY .

\ .

~ SPECIAL EDUCATION

\'
.
s
+
4
'
- & » ) <
.
. . .
'
. ' .
- '
.l
> ; . L
.
. .
.
® .
.. -
A\ L=
-
-
s
’
3 L)
.
.
-
X
\
.
. N
.
.
L3
.
L3 ”
R
.
v hid

.

‘Q g
W : .
N

\) Copynght‘4976 iCommonwe’aIth of F:ernnsyl\*\m Department of Edugation

¥

Q .

\ . .
I

EKC\ ~

LTI

o, -

OF
QUALITY.

/ Prepared by
George R. Brehman
John G, Cober -
Barbara T. Davis
Albert DiJohrison
Robert B. Hayes (
Gragp E. Laverty
* Robert N. Reynolds -
Division of Resea"ch
- Buregy of Information Systems
Pennsylvenia Department bf Edycation

_ December 1876
. )

INDICATORS o

Kl

~PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Robert B. Hayes

g

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND
USERS,OF THE ERIC SYSTEM ™




) L]
/ : : : . .y
‘ . . ° S R ’v
. 1 - M ’ : :
. R . !
1 ) &
- . 4 ‘ !
- . - L
] . - , .
’ . v . h N
- ¢ . . oA
.. N L[] . - \" -
“~ ’ -
® 4 3 Y N~
‘. N b [y )
. r - T 7
. . - ' ’
R . Commonwealth of Pennsylvania ¢ .
L Milton J. Shapp: Governor = . .
L4 'R 4 - . '
o , s > . [ .
| Department of Education i \
- John C. Pittenger, Secretary - * ' o
‘ * Robert N. Hendershot, Executive Deputy Secretary
, -~ , T
- - . Bureau of Information Systems
. . Seon H. Cho, Director
¢ ¢ .
. N ' ’ * / =
. Division of Research R 5,
. . Robert B, Hayes, Director - -+ = ’ :
' * /
\\ : - .
/ ‘ - ; . Pennsylvania Department of Education
toa L ' Box 911
2 ‘ L . . Harrisburg, PA 17126 .
- . s N M 7 .
" . ! ’ - " L] . ’
, .
Ky ’ * > ¢ -
>4 : ¢ N
) . / \/’1
/ » - . ! 7/
» : w ' ! ' / /‘/ !
. Y .
Q T ", . ‘ '
ERIC ~ ° * : .3 k
A T ) g ‘ AR

-
. ’,

%

L
- i"
/
>
-
e




. . ACKNOWLéDGE:{ENTS

Grateful appreciation 1s extended td the special educatiott t‘eachers,

qperv:lsors, parents and members- of special interest groups who helped in deter-
mining which indicators of qua-lity should bé included in this instrument.

-—

. Sincere appreciation also is axtended’ to Joseph& Rrench Richard A. Rossmiller,
Harold E. Mitzel, Richard Scherr, John A, AEbruzzese, Sanford Temkin, Joanne
Weinberger and William Ohrtman fo{ their’ assistance.

~

~ .




[

" Acknowledgements . . .

Rationale .. ~-.

The Delphi Samp}e B

~

TRe Delphi. Consensus'Process .

-

The Resultiﬂé Quality ?ndicator Imstrument:

Field Testing .

The' Item Analysis Results

Factor Analysis. Findings

Limitations of the Quality Indicator

Appendix

Indicators of Quality . .

’

Procedure for Item ébns:ruction’
! ! -

.

iv

R [
~ Page -
R S £
e v e e 1
e e e e 1
. wes e 1 -
14
W e e . 2 -
L}
¢« s & 0 é ' ‘
N B
e v el 4~ ' ’
/¢ P /
5
4 'l
N 6
A .
. 7
) h) (
{
-~ 8
[y \/'
‘Q
4
- <
- - o
' i
L



Y

Rationale

4 " This instrument was designed for ‘use in a study Of the relationship between
" expenditures and the. effectiveness of programs in special education.

4 A ERY - £
3 Y

Since the amount spent on a giVen special education program-could in part,l“
determine the program's characteristics, it may be theorized that higher. expenditures
mean higher quality. . - .

. o ’
Moreo&er, the quality of the instriuctional-program should influence pupil .
achievement. .It.follows that each criterion or indicator '6f quality should be am
- essential characteristic in terms of impact on children. .- .

. Therefore, tlie researchers sought items or criteria that wereglikely to (1)
reflect significant program characteristics and (2) be recognlzed as 1mportant by -
a-consensus of individuals knowledgeable about special eddcation

b

-

Procedure for Item ConstruetiogL

’ .
{ - . s
.

A pool of 200 items was develeped through a comprehensive review.of the literdture
in.the field. To refine and expand this pool, interviews were held with authorities
on special education in the Pennsylvania Department of Education, with special educators
on ¢ollege faculties (teacher-preparation), with supervisors and teachers in school
" special-education programs, and with parents and officers of various advocacy groups
concerned about spetial ’education., These items were then presented to consultants, .
including staff of Research for Better Schools and selected intermediate unit special
*éducation directors, for suggestions about redundancies and areas not covered. A
special survey of 50 special education tgachers was also conducted for\thie purpose.

*

2
An instrument consisting of 63 items.resulted from these activities.” Thtough
N the Delphi;ﬁg;hnique, that instrument would be refined further. . b

» v §
The Delphi- technique was chosen because of its dbility to produce, over successive
administrations, a consensus by a large variety of expetts on which items should be
retained as especially important or 'significant measures of the quality of a4 special

education program. . \ ] . '

’ The Delphi.Sample o . , ' . .- )
| ~ Four groups werg chosen to act as Delphi respondengs: special education supervisors,
teachers, collegp faculty and advocacy group members. \ .

e ' The supervisors and teachers were randomly selected from computer prﬁ:uts -

o faculty-members 'were chosen randomly from various catalogues and lists.

v

* available.from the Division of Educational Statistics of the Bureau of Information :
.Systemms in the Pennsylvania Department of Education. The college special education )

Where fdculty

members were not specifically-described in the catalogue as speciaI education facilty,

or where no catalogue. wap available, the research staff wrote letters asking for the . ,

names of faculty members specializing in this area. The members of . the advocacy group

‘were selected randomly from lis®s of personnel ‘in associations for tha handicapped
and from membership lists -of parent and advocacy groups known to represent the official,
views of these groups . ) ) v N . .

2
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The lists thus compiled were'subjécted"to random sampling to obtain'an'initial‘. -
sample list of 300 teachers, 100 supervisors, 100‘specia1 education faculty-and - . -

s 100 advocacy group spokespersons. These lists werg' reduced further by deleting the
geople who did mot wish to participate. At this point,- 187 teachers, 86 supervisors,

-

91 faculty atd 57 advocates were available as respondents. The pool ‘of 63 items was .-
. then sent to these consenting paxticipants. . . \\\ . -
I - i . " ) L . N . ‘» ) I \:\ i e
, The Delphi Gdnsensus Process - * . . AN g

has been achieved or at'least maximized. The itey surviving this process wére to be

t&placed' in the final instrument uded in the study. .

\ A .

A form containing 63 items was sent to each consenting partjicipant for his o

her response. Of the 187 consemb®hg teachers, 113 (60.4 per cent) responded; of

the 86 consenting supervisors, 66 (76.7 per cent) responded; of -the 91 eonsenting

~ special education faculty, 62 (68.1 per cent)’ responded and of the 57 consenting
" advocatés, 37 (6A 9 per cent) responded. .

The .instructions asked each of thg respondents to give his or her judgement as -
to "how important each of the present indicators of quality is in terms of impact
on chi;dreﬁ."‘ They were asked to do ‘this by rating each item on a scale from one to
Ffive, with one representfing little or no impact and five representing high impact.
A rating of sikx, No Judgement, was permitted if the responﬁent did not. feel competent
- to make the required evalqation / - Lo

- . believed reflected other important characteristics which should have been iricluded.

The responses were_ tabulated, and the median response (rating) for each of ‘the \
63 .items was determinedg"A new version of the instrument was then prepared. . In this
new version the median rating given by the subjects as a whole-was‘underlined ard ‘the .
respondent's previous rating was circled in red. The subjects were then asked whether
they wished to change_their response and, if so, to circle. their new choice if it = _ .
diffefhd from the group choice, In addition, they were asked to rate the impact ‘of
seven new items derived from suggestions made by respondents in rewmd-eme.

-

-
.

There were 86 teachers, 58 supervisors, 49 faculty and 23 advocates who responded
to the second-round instrument of 70 items (63 original items plus 7 new items).

This was™ 76.1 per cent of the teachers, 87.9 per cent of the supervisors, 79.0 per i
cent of the college faculty and 62.2 per cent of the advocacy group who had responded .
to the first-round instrument.

The attrition between thé number saying they would be willing to participate. - ¢
and the number participating in the second tound.of the Delphi process was 54 per
cent for the teachers, 32.6 per cent for the supervisors, 46.2 pér cent for the
special éducation faculty and 59.6 per cent fot the advocacy group. It Was assumed.
that' the declines (1) were not serious enough to warrant fejection of the findings,
(2) grossly reflected the degree to which'each group felt competent to judge the
items (with the supervisors and special education faculty feeling the most competent
and-the teachers gnd advocates feeling the least competent) and (3) were partly a .
function of the fact. that responses were requested during the summer vacatioh.

N i o { ’




Vhen each item was examined for’ the best combipation of a high impact rating
~ ¢ and a low variability among ratings, it was found that 16 of the 70 items had
relatively high standard dewiation values These 16 items (s.d. greater than
0.86) ‘also tended to have a lower median, atingf(4.0§) than the items retained

(4:0 56) . ’ . . ' .

'Tﬁlénswer the questioﬂ:of_whether it was justifiable to analyze the-tésponses
of the raters as a whole vather*fhan as differipg according to their category
(teacher, supervisors, faculty, advocate), the following analyses were done:

. Round One
‘s h R
< ) s.p2 Variance
. \ . . ~ - -

Teachers (113) ' . . . ~ Jd2r
Supervisors (66) . . . 3 .106 _
Faculty (62) o 4, . .121
Advotates (37) : . .128

Coefficients'o? Correlatiqgs

2

-
¥

Teachers

Supervisors
. Faculty

Advocates

Round Twc; )

Mean . * Variance

"« Teachers (86) - 4.387 . g .133
" Supervisors (58) . 4.432 . . .105
Faculty (49) C 4,391 . r13s ]
Advoca}es‘(23) 4.484 . . .134

[ ] .
Coefficients of Correlations

. ' . 2 -3 b
Teachers , . ' .93 J 84 .78
7" Supervisers o 1.00 . .85 ' .81
Faculty L . : 1.00 7.

Advocates ' . ) ) . 1.00-

. ‘The statistics werelﬂgemed sufficiently ‘close in value and the correlationé
high enough to warrant the assumption of high agreement between the various groups.
Therefore, all responses.were combined to determine which items had a high degree

of consensus and were-considered most important in’'their impact on'¢hildren.
B
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The Resu]?tinﬂualitty Inditator Instr' ent LoE . / . .
\ ' The Delphi process resulted in an {hgtrument cépsisging‘%f 54 items which were
_ placed into the following categories recommended by personnel from the Division of
Specvial Edutation of the Pennsylvania_Departmeﬁt~oﬁ Education: ) ’
. . e -, <. - L. .
instructional setting * ' . ’ ) ,
inséructional,técﬁniqyes and related gomponeg;é ’ ‘
records and reporting ) .
diagnosis and evaluation - ’ . ,
staff qualifications, training and development I B
supervision and‘administration'\ c .l Y ) -

E - L I .
integration vith the regular classroom ) L. ‘ 7

program offerings and services - - . -

e .

L]
.

/oo\nc»uu-\d.nov-a
. .

.
. [ L.

-, The category "}hstructional setting' attempts to measure the physfcal flexibility
of the classroom for all instructional purposea. ¥he items categ rized as . pa
"instructional techniquesy";eflec the systemdtic use of individualized instruction,
measurement ofwskills_at entry level and current performance, and specific
instructional objectives suited to each level of mastery. The "records and reportingi
items reflect- the maintenance of systematic and periodic records des¥gned to .
permf% an accurate assessment of each child's strengths and wegknesséé in specific
skill areas, including the results of professional'examinationg (vision, hearing,
neurological,'5§;EFTﬁtric,‘etc.) and any follow-up findings after appropriate !
placement. The category ''diagnrosis and evaluation” containsritems concerning tﬂe
early (preséhool,,wherb yossible) identjfication of problem childreh ‘coupléd, with
immediate follow-tnrough, using, wherever possible,. team evaluatiop by a variety
of speclalists, including tlie teacher. Periodic reevaluation and barentgl*cbnsent. .
for placement are also éﬁphasized. : ) g ' t. .

- The "staff qualifications, training and deveinment” items reflect the degree
to which certified personnel are used ‘ot appropriate in-service training and  :
experience exist to upgrade the staff, with full partigipation by staff members..
The "supef®ision and administration" items reflect the degree to which the N
supervisor allots time for and encourages ﬁarapt[ttaff,coﬁzerences, develops
_ -community awareness of ‘the program and provides leadership in the introduction qf

needed and beneficial changes based-on gew krowledge q: changes in legislation. ~

The items categorizéd as "integration into the regular classroom?’ reflect #he

degree and effectiveness of integration. The "program offerings and services" o

itéms teflect the adequacy.of programs and the degree to which special services
* gre available to the student or his/her parents, including .the services of a .
. registered nurse, a physieal therapist, a vocationagl guidarte counselor, a.speech

and hearing clinician, etc., at every level «.of schooling over the entire range of .

exceptional.children, including Ehe homebound and the multiply handicapped.

1

- \@‘

A

Field Testing . : ¢ .
) Four members of the ,research division task force visited three schools offering
‘classes for the traineble mentally retarded (TMR), the educable mentally retarded
(EMR), the physically handicapped (PH) and the socially and emotionally disturbed
(SED). . . ) '

. 3
& ‘ ,
) - T
" - .
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.. These four acted in teahg of two. Both t observed gach class in a codinter> = =

 balanced order over a period of twb days, so tha§ no class was observed by both

teams on the same'day. Using the S54=item Indicator of Quality instrument devéloped'-“

_through the Delphi procesé the researthers foun ;ﬁat the criteria for mating.eaéh é

.

itém seemed ‘workable®and that there was good agfeement bétwedn the raters, with:few
instances of a di’rence of 'more than one on the szale of on to’ fi‘va. -

s
¢

consensual decibion process rather than using /separate ratings \for each of the two
observers. Full-scale use of the instrumentWwas:then begun, us\ng,traine‘“graduate,- .
students from The Pennsylvania State University.as observers.. Tg:sq students, ip Y. Q@

To, increase reliébilityq a decision was ) de to arrive at\;gs\;atingffhfough a ‘..h'

teams of two, observed 388 cla‘ég. . There were 74 classes for th trainablgaﬁentﬁllf )
retarded, 150 classes for the educable, mentally retarded, 45 cla¥Bes for\thgﬁ < 3
physically handicapped, 39 classes for the brain‘injured and 80 classes fét%f%e g;@ ar o’
emotionally and sogially disturbed. ‘These numbers reflect sample shtinkage“due to. :» ¥}
such factors as teacher strikes. The precise breakdown by type of ichool and . .

category of’exceptiong}ity is found 'in the following table: © L ;T -

/ . ﬁ i
. ‘ ) Y N . ‘ “\?;, , :9
Category _ . T Type of School o, ' *
of - -t . * Inner- ] : . S S
‘Exceptivnality * Total Elem. Sec. City Metro. Suburban Rural Mixed . .
v . . - [} s kY v
: . . - N 1. A :
EMR \ ~150  73- .77 32 42 39 37 9 -
™R . 7. 4% o 30 15 19 - 15 /25 0
PH \ 45 28 117 3 .0 5 . 9 . 10. 18. © Tt
-SED 80 41 39 21 19 4 -1 2 20 ¢ 0 |
BI 39, 25 - 1 0 O 0 .0 3
. TOTAL 388 211 | 177 7 85 83 92 + 57 L - ;
The rqs&lts rom theée, 388 observations were then u!ed to perform a succession .
of items analyses Yhich assessed -the effectiveness of individual items nd the
reliability of subskale and total scores. Y ' ‘i -
fhe Item Anal&sis Res‘\ts . v . .
- * . -~ ’ ot ~ ’ ° A 4 :'
The four successivk item’analyses resulted in a reduction, of the number of .
items from 54 to 38. Th¥ .items dropped were those that (1) did not discriminate °
s;gnifiéanfly'(.Ol level)\between high and low scoring,groupqv(highest and lowest
27%) "in the sample, (2) di&,not correlate well with its own- subscale score, (3) did.
not correlaté more 'strongly\with its own subscale score than with the other subscales'
8scores and (4) did not correlate well with thg totai Bcore! . s
As a result of item rejection or placement into a different subscale, the . '
Cronbach Alpha reliability co ciéﬁf‘ig; the total score digd not change much, but
values for the category subscaley did change substaptially, as shown below:
Subscade Alpha Reliabilitdes’ '
‘\ . ’ — ) -

. » Staﬁf. Supr. Integ. Prog.

Item. = Total Inst. Inst. _ Qual. and Reg. 0ff. Total
Analysis Items Set. ‘ Tech. Trng. -Admin. Class Serv. Score.

- - B TR —T . = T
Flest— " 54 77 90 .64 3% 0 .34 .23 .81 ° .62 .86 .8
Last 38 .87 - .92 .64 7Y .52 .59 .8§ .70 .87, _

' : N *+ ' * / ¢

.
o ° . . '
. » \
. _ . 3
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- , * 4 - * -
' Six of the.,eight subscales had. an Alpha of .70 or better and were potentially
geful. :The commonalitY‘analysis that was used later, howevgﬂ, suggested a naed for
ewer subscales. Therefore{ the reséarchers attempted. to reduce the’ number of
subscales throygh factor analysis. . : Yy L

-
]

I3

T

\ Fattor_ Analysis Findings . - ’ - . . o

’
.

, " " The original 54 items were subjected to a factor gnalysis using various rotations.
* The analybis resulted in a lé6-factor solution that broke the scales down into a ,
, large number of single~item factors. Successive runs were conducted to get solutions
’ with anywhere from two to eight-£actors. Analysis“of" ‘thedk findings indicated.thaty
the ‘best solution* i.e., the one that best‘preserved the original subscale# while
» reducing the total number of subscales, was tlte four-factor solution. These four

’

.

P The descriptive %tatistics fdr .these factor scales, based on 388, classes, .
follow: T . / . . R Cot -
‘ =l R \‘,. \g.‘ \V/: . . - ; '
S . Number ' B . ,Standard
’ , . of Cronbach* ! Standard = » Error.of ' %
. Factor Item$ Alpha *Mean ' Deviation Measurement
" q Pl [ Y ’ ) < ‘ ’ e ! A} ! \1
S 11 . 915 . 40,50 ., 8.28. 2,41 ¥
- ©II. '13 .827 46,60 . 8.93 ? 372 v
” III. .~ , 9 ¢ 734 , 35.08° 9 6.00 3.09 .
SR . A “ 5y .848 14,70 6458 2.56 "
oo : ) . . . ,
. ' Tdtal 38 .873 136.87 19.44 6.94
‘ :Theafactor subscales cqrrelgted with one another as-folfows: . v )
hY - e ’ e
- N h T hd . 4
. v 1. ‘\.‘ 11 II1 Iy ’ L
T 423 342 . +.058 -
I . 249 ¢ 146 0 L ’
. 1982 - . .. 046 <
T IV ) . \t ) '

Y

-

.

factors ‘(new subscales) cons1sted of 38 items and were labeled as: follows: - a

AlEha od ¢ . . " / .
. (l92) I. . Instructional Process--11 {tems ] - -
: . (.83) II. Instructlonal Setting~-13 items °’ ¢ )
B 75) JITIL. Adminisrrative Support and JInformation Systemsnr9 itehs N
. (. 85) Iv. Integration with regular Classrooms--5 items \

=

" - The 38 items had a Cronbach Alpha of 0. 87 when slbjected to d Lihgrt analysis,
while the indiwvidual subscales had the Alpha's shown above in parentheses.
_items rejected by the Likert process were. also rejected by the four- factor selution.

The.

i

Y

r

ol

R
. No.subscale had“‘ore~tha\ 16 per’ cent variance ip common with _any other subscale,
and the median coftelation was .20,-i.e., the subscales overall tended to have only

r cent_ common variance.
.|

They are,. therefore, relatively independent measures
aqgeptable internal consistency, as reflected by their Cronbach Alpha values.

S

[




" These findings led to a deci,sion ta use the ‘Eour aubsqales derived fro:n the factor

énalyéis in analyzing the resu’ltsﬁ

~

/N

3

. 1

R / - 4& .z / . * N D -‘ ’ c T ) N

.~ Items one to eleven on the attached 38—item iﬁatrument labeled Instructional
“Process and Related Comp%enf's are those’ assigned to Factor Scale T, Instructional /

.. Process. Items, labelkg Ln&trugtfonal Settihg and those Iabeled Pro ram and Services
" have been assigned to Factor Scale II, Instruttignal Setting. _Items labeled . -

. Raecords and Repo:;éggg _3g§§g§§§_an valuation, or Sppervision and Administration-’
"have been assigred “to>F, tofr Scale I1I, ‘Kdninistrative Support and Informgtidn
Systems, . Finally, those items 1abeied as Intggrafiqn,with the Regular Classroom .
Program comprise Factor Scale IV ! : L LT

‘- . .

. Limitations of the Qpality Indicator Inptrument \‘ e

-

. As of'now, Do test—retes} reliability has bees

observed criteria tend to be stablé iover time.

+

»

computed tokaee whether “the

4

ther, “the instrumgnt’ reflects -
only the donsensual qpinion of expert's (Delpht gechnique) 'as ‘to which quality -

characteristies will have an impact bh the,child. Further validatfon, to eee which

subscale$ or items ag;ually do predict achievement by the special edncation stufjent - -

is required.-
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Divg of Research
_ Bureau oY frformation Systems |
‘Pennsylvam‘a Department of Educatien

o, Box 911, Harrisburg, Pemnsylvania 17126,

i © 7 T .. INDICATORS OF QUALTTY

A. InstPuetiona? Process and Related Componehts i Lo

» v .

. \ .
Definition: These involve the sk1]1ful use and thoughtful preparation of teaching techniques that promote motivation and participation,

that gain the attention-of the students, that meet the needs of the individual student. This 1ncludes the systematic uSe of individual-
ized instructional techaiques. .There are comprehensive and specific instructfonal okYectives suited, to each leve] of mastery.

1. TQe,teachér has comprehensive and spemﬂc cbjectives for all pupils. '
-« ., . .

. .

. 1 - 2 3 L5
Some evidence of . , Objectives quite com- To an outstanding
. 8ood objectives \ .’ hd prehensivg and specific \ de'yree

. -

t « -
2. The teacher sk111fully gains and matntatns .the atte’nuon of istudents. |
. . . . .
R O 2- 3 ! ¥
Most studénts . . ',ﬁtter‘\non obtafned o Attentiop obtafned
inattentive N from many students "\ from al}, students
. M . - “ »

3. The teacher encourages each studeat to pabticipate in learning activrives: . ‘
. [P
R TP Z -y . 3 , 5
Achieved partici- v Achieved some partici-_ Achieved maxiwum

pation by felw , Ppation by many part\‘cip‘atwn of alt

'\

f N 4 N -
4. The work assigned J#s based upon reeds, Mtere;xs and ab1T1ty of each child. . = , "
£ 0 e g - 5 :
Little evidence of . Work 1s ddapted to Work is agapted to
. adaptigg work to students’ needs, . each student's .-
students . . Interests and abiiities, . interests and abilities

t

s .«

'
5. The teacher adusts tne techninues used to the needs of each student, - .
- A A N ‘ b .
° .‘ , ] - . 5
. Little edidstaiert, ¢ ,Some ad jus tment Techniques-adjusted
1f any : . _ of techniques - . fér each student

s

6. The teacher checks 1ndividual ~student progress frequently.
L3 - - B En
. 1 . 2 . . 3 . - ) . -5
LLittla checking of Checked stugent progress Frequently checked
studert progress N once or twite of at jeast, . v progress of each .
- <. haife the class ) : ) . Studept ’

7. The teacher ercburages and effeCtively handles studeht questions. \

1 . ' -2 - 3, . - -5
Little encoﬁrdqevgent . Moderate encouragement “Skillfully encourages
and poor handling of R of and, effective han- and very effectively

questions. n ‘o, dling of questions ' . Handles«questions

8. The teacher uf®s training aids effactively, ,
. -~ - N Y *
- ‘ - ‘2 i ’. . ] - .

3 5
Training aids not ) fraining aids uged ", i, Training aids most
very effectively reasonably welll . effectively used to

! used N ' e y . expedite learning

3 Y
9. 'Programs for all special education students provided for individual dif€erences. .
LS

-

. I : ~l 2 . ’ 3 . . 5
Makes provision for ’ - . Makes provision for . »Jeacher knows and

. less thanalf of . at least half of the - ggests next Step
the dup1id - ) LA . pupils e or each student as .

&
. . e 1 FRe or she needs it

10. The ‘teacher uses 1rdiv¥dual dragnosis and prescription techniques.
- » .

- .
o ’

—— 1 . ? ' ? 3 N ! 8.

L Work” adapted «to- few / ’ Work adapted to many ~ _ . Work well adapted to
students’ abiiity . , stydents’ abiiity and . seach student’s ability
dnd experience ' R ‘exper‘ience . ' K and experience

N LA ¢ . . B
11. . The time scheduling af)pecial education stydents reflects an awareness of indiwidual capabilities and tolerances. -
: s . .

- .. . - .t
[y

’ "1 : . 3 5 .
Soge evidence Jong, regsonably well Optimum time scheduling
B - ' reflecting sensitivity
to individual capabili-

ties and tolerances

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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8. Instructiona! Setting .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

t

\ , % . , R
Defim‘Eion: The classroom is,physically flexible, permitting diversity of activities relatedbdire’ctl’y to the instructional plans of the

teache}, i.,e., ane that dees not place constraints upon the mplementation of any instructional strategy. Furnishing are appropriate to
the ch b
schod) setting or within ready access to a regular school setting. Adequate and appropriate space and fagilities are provided for

PN . . I I I "

Zg, A parent education program {parental 1nvolvement) 1s an integral -part of the special education program.
3 . " .
ke 1 . 2 3 4 - 5

No planned eftort or Adequate effort made Excellent p
" plap{ked_ program . . . \ .
e

21. A speech’program 1s provided to serve speech-impaired children of all excebtzona.l s from kindergarten through 12th grade.
* L] . ~

1* '& [ 3 4 5
. Not avarlable ., .Avarlable for some Available for all *
22. Itinerant vision an'd .hea'rlng teachers work mth' k\nder'garéen children. ) . . . ‘ . ﬁ
-
CoA 2. 3 - 4 \ 5 .
Mo kindergarten children . Some kindergarten . . . A1l kindergarten children
s . - - children v s .

* . , .
. < '

© .
23. The services of a physical therapist are avai%able for students who-require them.,
-

. T, 2 Lot 3 ’ 4. Y -
Not available Available for some r Avaitable for all
24. A publi'c.re]ations 'effort maintains community awareness of and interest in specjal’educa'tmn. - ,
’ . U »
1 2 . ] 7 4 . 5
No planned effort ¢ Adequate effort . Excellent effort with
* T ¢ organized program .
. Ve . >
) . ) - ¢
h-4
A, ’ & -~ ! »
Vs * \ L) ~
t ! . r ™ '

ractertstics of the children to be Served #nd designed to facilitate the instructional process. The classroom is within a regular

: itinerant services. . .- Y ,
2. The special education classroom 15 flexible enough to allow a diversity of activities, . : .
C s .
1 .° A L 3 - s . S5 .
. Rigid, structured ° L. -/ Some evidence of . Considerable flexibility
. + seating, no carrels, : - possibiiity of . is evident
' . no possibility of o + alternative set- : ~ - L .
4, setting up special- tings - - .
areas
. \ . . i .
13.° Spacs in the classroom is adequate for the children enrolled. | ° . . .
- rl - Al Io -
) P §* - 2 - ' 3 R -4 5
Capstrained space , Adequate space . . Optimum space
1} 14, F"urnsture’ n fhe classroom is adequate for the ¢hildren enrolled. s ror
R 2 3 . - 8
[ i-fitted diffrcult Suitaple, easy to ° . very suitable, easy to
to use, igsufficient use ‘ . . use .
* 15. ‘Equfﬁmegy‘i in the classroom 1S adequa'te for the children enrolled. @ 5) * . -
. . X 2 3 4 5 g
. Inappfopriate or : Adequate 4 Very* appropriate
. insufficient . .
.'*, ~ » . '
* 16,~Thg specral education ropm Includes alternative learning centers. ' . R e
' R ¢ . F '
! St 1 2, 3 4 . 5 ,
e MNot evident Evidentto a satis- ‘VYery effectively
. ; . factory gegree included
5 . ¢ . - A - ~
2 77..‘ Adequate classroom space and appkoprrate facilitres are provi‘ded for itinerant services.’ + 5
~ . 4 . . . € -
- 1 N . . a . 3 ! . 4 “¢ 5 .
Space not appropriate ' . . Space 1s appropriate Space designed and built
I Lo R . . . . , ' for these purposes  °
B . <. . 0. '] . s .
*G. Program and, Servicgs. N . ’
’ P , : ) - .
- Definition: Special services are available to the student or his parents, ingluding the§eruices df a cert1fied school psychologist, a
. physical therapist, a vocatiohal guidance counselor, a speech and hearing clinician, etc. These services are provided at every level of
. education. The programs and services provided are capablesof meeting the needs of the/tota], range of exceptional children, including the
multiply handicapped and include a parent edugation program. . . . .
RY . -
18. «There is a continuun of programs ang services through all school ages. . ; . .
s . 2 T3 ’ oA . 5
None avarlable Available for somé * R Availabie for all
R N ’ »
' ' 19. The program has provisions for the total range and 1ncidence of exceptionality including multiply handicapped.
;N 2 . 3 4, 's L 48
. % NO provisions ‘ ! Provisions for some ’ . ProVvisibns for §11
i - . hd .
- d‘ < r .
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b % Records and R&portin X N

.and hfs strengths and weaknesses in each specific skl

‘ neyrological screeming, and, whére indicated,, psychiat

.

. 1 3 -2 '
The recopds do not
I : gxist for every E .
- il < %
76. Continual records (cumulative growth) of the stude
. 1 , : L2 .
fiot on every child ‘e ) N
- ’

.
'

1 SR/
Educational assess =rt
not on-file for overy
child & ES

.. Diagnosisfand Evaluat on

ygefrnition D1agnosis and «valuation involves early ¢
.. coupled with 1mmedizte €31 p-tnrough »f srescription,
" team evaluation by & psychiitrist, 4 reuroiogist, etc.

= educational reassignmert is condited at intersals of

28. Preschool screenng 1. avarlatie

N T .

1 2
Jone for some
29. Trere.1s eariy and confrenersiv: 1dertification of
N prescription and nstruction.
.

1 z
Some children are »
. 1dent1fied early

o ’ 2
Done for some - .

F. Supervision and Admimistration,

R 8

pefimtion The special educstion supervisor allots a
admnistrative staff attempts to mawntair, 07 eppropri
the special education program. In WOrking with the st

planned change ..

placemen} of a child in the special ‘education setting 1
guardians are given accgss to ‘the file upon request and

1 area of concern.

-4 " Definition: The maintenance of systematic and periodic Tecords fagflitates an accurate assestment of eath~child's educational @s,

méasures. This file should also include records of thg resuits of profe

ric evaluations.

s

are 1nformed of

25, Appropriate examhation records for ea_cp ¢hild, tncluding pgychoioegical, vision and hearing screeming, are Gn file.

.

g

Such records are based upon approﬁrm{é normative stand ,and
sstonal examinations including vision and hearing screenings,
It should inciude any follow-up diagnostic findings that follow

nraddition to preplacement evaluation. With proper safequards, parents or

this right.

3 - 4 .5

Records exist for each . Records exist for each

11d but 1n some cases . B *  child, are complete and °
net complete or up-to- P up-to-date and are acces-
date . Aﬂ *ﬁ sible to teacher

v
fit's attainment an'cl progress are mamtai!ﬂ. ’
RS
o3 . - 5 .
Progress records on all ’ % Progresséirecords on alland
* \ regularly maintained

but rrregulariy,mafin-

tained

.27 An educational assessment of each child, 1ndicating strengtis and weaknesses>in Specific skl areas, are on file.

3
Educaticnal asses
or f1le for each
but not always ma

‘%4# . R 1n Ytast three yea

r

., 4 .. 5

sment On file for each child and
child - ° * made within last three.
de with- ’ years’

s 3 .

. . % )
preschool, where possible),and comprekensive 1dentification of. "high risk¥ children

assignrent and ap
The special educ

tw0 vears. It s

3
Jone for many *

"high risk" schoo

3
¥gst children are
1dentified early
follow-through oc
500°

30. The educational assignrent of ~very special educaion student 15-reevaluated

3
Done for many

dequate time for a
ate means, COMMIN
aff, the administr

.

31. Tne supervpsor provides X(*aders;np 1n introducing needed and beneficial program changes .

propriate andividualized "nseruction, using, wherever possible,
ation teacher 15,fully capable of performing 1n1tial assessment

of acadegic status and recrinizing special fprotlems far reverral and specialized evaluatlon. Comprehensivé evaluation for possible .

also conducted annually where transfer to\a different typ€ of

prograr ar service '- contemplated, 31 updn varental reguest . Parental comsent is obtained for transfer. .
. .

. * -
4 . -5
Done for all

- «

1-age children and immediate, follow-through of ‘ind1vadual
’ .

. .

et 4 5 s °
' . A1} problem children are
and . * 1dentified early and
curs N - 1mmediate follow-through

' occugs

s

not lees than every "two «years.
. ‘ 3

.
N

4 .
T . Done for atl
*
- ' i)

Lcd
fd encourages staff/parent conferences periodically? The
ty awareness of the program and to stimulate public interest in
ator Or supervysor provides Yeadership in the 1ntroduction of

needed and beneficial program cnanges and 1s cognizant of legisiative.and policy criteria relative to the special education program.or
1cat Pr T v

s
- -

N . l i -
! 2 . 3 e 4t 4 5
. Little leadership | " Reqgular and adequate . N Provides excellent leader-
- N * leadersmp . 7 : ship . '
- . : - . - .
32. Time s alloted and encouragewent given for staff/parent conferences. .
. - L . . .
¢ [} , . . . .
P : 3 g “4 .
o t1 g allotted ,To a limited extent - Necessary time and encourage-
allpts time - .. ment given for staff/parent
. . e cpnferences
. AR - . .
. 33 The teacher shares information tth specal education associates and/or otner staff. : .
1 . 2 3) . 4 -5
No information s ‘ Some nformation 15 . . A1l teacheys share
shared with other - = shared o information B}
teachers . R - .
] ‘ * - N
) i " . , .
. ¢ o 10 B .
% . -
- .
. Q . - ! ' ’
: < ,
ERIC. N 18 ,
i ’ . . - ' O ! .
\ K ° . R
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T 6. l.nugntion with E.'E'Rtg“;“'f Classroom Program

ntegrated into regular education progrags. Children are not placed in a

.

e
% 7 . pefipition: Special educatifn students are, where feasible, i

assroom as the preferred

aty supportive services adjunctive

self-contained special” educatfon

*to their regular education experiegces.

sought and routinely encoura

ged.

Activities in which’r

nhandicapped children arve,

gla"cement. but rather they are given neces$

egulaF and special education children can participate appropriately are
in turn, encouraged by faculty attitudes and curriculum to accept and

either the self-contained classroom or in the regular classroom,

i help the, special education childs Adequate and appropriate supportiveé resource staff.and services are available to the children in /

34, - There 1s'evidenc.e of a systematic plan te integrate sp'ecial #ducation students into regular educatiomal progrms'.,

E

- n

N U 2 C - ‘4 : 5 -
¢ ‘ No evidence o ’Moderate evidence; * B Cons iderable evidence M
. . 35, Specia) education children placed in vegular Classes are provided help by resource and/or special education teachers.
T s > ’ d .
4 f“ . o °,,c 2 . - o 3 . 4- 5 .,
No help .o ~ PR ! Some assistince given . . A1 pecessary assistance
. - * . given &~
36. Pup‘lﬁ are given opportu;ﬁties to participate in social, arts, music and physical education activities with nonhandicagped children. . ‘
. 1 oLt e ) 3 . 4 5 .
Nogprovision LI Part of time On a regular basis -
. “37.. There is evidence that.nonhandicapped children are encouraged to accept and help special education children.
Y oYY 4
+ v . . -
- N 2 N 3 me 4 N5 ;
No evidence - W Modgrate evidence’ 54 Con}ideuble 2vidence
. 38. Specjal education classes are Tocated within regular schools or havesready access to them. »
- : dan A IR .
4 . f2 ‘ 3 . 4 5
. - Does not have ready . . - Has ready access . Located within a )
- access - ¢ . régular school
W '-‘
- > " e
3 " P . . -
. L >
‘w ‘ . - N ) - - ' .
- ) ’ - * ) B : . ' T -
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: . “INDICATORS OF QUALITY
: (Summary Sheet) . .
1V No. Class Code
~Schoo i B E]e‘lﬁ: Sec. !
Teacher/ - ‘ 0bserver_ ‘
Nos o ,chioldren enroi]ed‘ ‘“,_ Date Observed . L
f.xc? tionality: Er.‘IR___;TMR'_'_'_ BI (LDY ____. SED__ - Phy"s. .
A M1 273 4 8 \ (200 1 2 3 4 5
@ 234 s, @11 2°3.4 5 ‘
(7.1 2 .45 (22), 1 23 4 5
@) 1 2 3 4 5 (23) 1 2 3 4 5
ooy 2 3 45 . (28) 1 2MN3 4 5
() 102 37475 * D (25). 1.2°3 4 S
o i2i3 4 Lo 7 2 3 4 s
@ 1 2 /3 4 5 ' @) 1 2 3 & & |
) 9 1 2 3 a4 5 . (28) 1 2 \e\/4 5
(19) 1 2 3-4 5 . (29) 1..2',3 4 5
o2 3 4 s " (3) 1 2-°3 4 5°
B. - (12) 1 2.73.4 5 ;;’*’ F: (31)71 2 3 4 5
(13,)"41 2.3 ftf‘S' 'ﬁ . (32) 1:% 3 4 ‘5
g2 3 4 vs R @ 2 3 4s
. (1) 1 (2°3. 475 f 6. (34) 1 2 | 3937 5
(16) 1 2 3 4 5"% y '(3s) T 2 ,3."&‘\‘\5 .
oo 1 2.3 488 f . (%), 1 2.3 a4 5 ’
418y 1 2 3 4 51 @12 34 s J
(19 t-2 3 45{ (38) 1 2 3 4 5
’ 12 7/ |

IToxt Provided by ERI
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