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- CHAPTER T =~ ° | Co
/ OMPETENCY -BASED ”'I'EACHER../EDU)&ATION

1.
.-

1 ipnbvations arrive and depérf_with'predictable regularity.

i

7

advanded for'gVery innovation that proves useful.. Each educator, necessarily
ps method$ of reading the cues and data-that suggesft the imminence of
) i .

a fiew direction. Responses are conditioned, as with othe(’psychological and

2 .
¥ w '

inEellectual phenomena, by a multitude of factors. Experience with previous

.o

educational innovation accounté for much of the educator's responsiveness
- N L
or resistance to new jideas. Failure to adopt an innovation may be based

A . .

.

.upan an unwillingness to take risks, largely a fuanion of risk-taking in the
I .

. 3 . .c - .

past which produced undesired consequences. -The contir .:_ generation and

. . £
promulgation of new ideas in educatloni;éomeaof whici .= fads, others genu:n¢

~. /

improvements, and still others either premature or pz:t ..l usefulness--muw

<+ ) s . oY

o . . v v

[«

b © . -
necessarily make the responsible educator wary. Mis: n; the boat may not

. 3 :
“have consequences as great as commitment to one tfat i__ not floeat!
Is Cgmpetency-Based Teacher Educatlon (CBTE) a‘” oy is it an innov: -
tion =o be s riously cognsidered, evaluated, and g:ve: “-ir crrial? “”¢
( ’ ‘ e :
legis -~ .i- + ._tion, training program change , and qwan:. literature pr¢
duce. .n z —  =ively short period of time are ir lic- - mact, then CBTE
Auz~ ©  cc'me 1S an important contemporary educat - srmulation. ..
' & ) : e
s _: "TE's appearance on the educationa. £ = = relatively recent
B ‘ I's 1 'A
¢ oo -~ .ence concerning its promise as ar. : pI ice is
= . ~ aote. _ It remains to be seen whethex ‘ce of CBTE actually
’ - ’ = \
LA ‘ N - ; ‘ -
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common to all practltloners. These amblgultles may well be intrinsic to CBTE

'i;; jr or they may be due to the recency of work in CBTE prpgram development. )

)

»
_Of most 1nterest to spec1al educators, however are the questions:

. - Lﬂhat does CBTE have to offer to improve the education and habilitation of
 { o ’ 3
A. N hgbqlcapped ch11daﬁn° What 1s\the status of CBTE-in spécial educat10n°

Have speelal educators ”mlssediﬁﬁe boat " or are they Jud1c10usly awa1t1ng
ev1deheg?%hat CBTE works? How’can spec1a1 educators make assessments re-
gard;;gzﬁ (a) whether CBTE:IS‘an educatlonal inngyation worthy of active
consideration? (b) what is the status of research evidence and does it up-

\ ._ hold or negate the CBTE formulatlon° (c) which programs in special educatior |

3

are CBTE and by what criteria’ do they quallfy° (d) what.zve the comuorali

~o¥
- g and differences between CBTE programs? (e) what ac. . : may -~ “awn
T about what CBTE'can offef speciaLx\ducation tar IR | prvgrmjL
. o 2 . .
znd (f) what additional research and developme: e - oS80 .GTiISWET  Jues-

. . s
tiogg raised by the CBTE formulation?

A iy .
The present review is an attempt to answe: ..ch ¢. - - g.arstl mas,
L% - |
although some in greater detaigd than others. D inter . <tk thos re-
view focys discussion about specific issues in = prepa~::. 17 te .chers of
hand%eapped children. 1Its ultimate objective i: to uncosr those - -blems in

personnel preparation which are in need of further researzh.
H ‘ . ’

What is CBTE? ' . . \
Aecgrding to Elam (1971), a competery-based progran is one . aich
performance. goals for tra1nees are specified in rlgorous detail ar igreed

-~

) . A

-

F 4
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to in advance of instruction. The teacher or teacher trainee is required ]

X .

-
*

AN
Al

- - -

¢

- to (a) demqnstrate behaviors known, to promété desirable_learning and/of (pﬁ
demonstrate that s/he can bring about learning in pupfls. The eﬁphasis is
- i' on demoﬁstrateﬂ products ér outputs. This definition,-wﬂich appeéred in- the
. first publication of the ?meri;aﬂ Association of Colleges for Tea;her Educa-
tion (AACTE), Committee on Performance-Baged Teaéhgr Educafioﬁ,“sdthg most
frequenfly cited of all definitions in tﬂ% CBTE literature. The‘es;éﬁtial
' elements of a CETE'prégram ©oclucés e frole gl / ! .
Vo >
' . 1. Knowledge, skills, :nc bzuaviors :em-astre d by a *+ . e .-
‘ X derived'from an exPlic;r - 'wf~ e ere it e
.that a traineé’s_beha‘ .. <oTpeten 3
B ?ssesgéa and made p. _.c . advz
" 2. (Criteria empioyﬁu ‘n a: cessin amziss ise. on spuzis ed
; behdviofa} indicaﬁprs and . »olici -7 rast der speif. =
eongitions, and maég publi: ir acvE .
* 3. LA§5e§sment\03 4 trainee's cemme :n- emplovs : rmén;e as ‘~he
;’ ' primar§ source ‘0 évidence. | * ,
-¥. The traineefs proggess t- roug” sooeram i de rmined by dembnsf;ated
-?‘! | éompétency, rathér ghaﬁ'gy time cr our-c completion (Elam, 1971). -
: -

o F
.

changéabiy with the term Performanced-Ba- -~
-»

former term is used in this review because C.TE implies a more general

‘

than that of perférmance. "“he AACTE Commizt:
I d / R ‘ -
f .
based" but indicated that the adjective is
7 .
there is tonsensus on what el.ments ‘are =2s

L

-

4 '
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‘eacher Educat’

)

competency-based programs from other types . ¥

- The term1CQmpet§ﬁc?-qé%ed Teacher Eaucc-ion (CBTE) has been used i-: sr-

N (P' ). #

sacept

adopted tne'term 'perforrmnce-

rslatively unimportant as lcy as

traingng (klam; 1971, p; 6).

A,

. | - 3<;.,\

i

/ .

t

S

sential tovdisti?guish performanceéor

ra

3

~$
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-Public’' statement of program .bbjectivés. Whatever term is applied, the

‘common cxritical features of CBTE’ are publicly stated spec1f1cat10ns of the L

-

teacher's m'le and an evaluatlon of the teacher s, '(or trainee' s) competence .
Y based on performance,‘ The 1mp11cat10ns of these 51mp1e pmp051t10ns for

teacher education pmgrams aTe consi :‘ierable At the outset, CBTE requires .

4

Vs th = '.mrmtions go{/e_rﬁizz i e aevelgpment :-' a training program be T
close.” am -ad, that défir 7.5 be establisies, and that conclusions L
. N - - . ;- -
about “:n ozedl of the pr == .= operationalized and '"stated publicly" in. '

- - .

Y advarce Wh_: ver the futur- e hold for CBTE. it is probable that the .

/

. notion exz...zit, publicl: . -ed qi—f goa_. = spec‘ificati'on.o,f op.erations
will e ..re as ;sefu; eguca:; ITe practices. + with any ’im']ovta_tion,. the
prac: * sTecifying end c “~  ionalizing tn: -oals and object;veé of R

. Ceduciz . ar oe abused. Th: - ~ic's response tc \CBTE ofte,n relates to th.e )

., . ‘fa( : TeWTriTing in behaviorz. .:mms of exizting cﬁrricula. and training ‘
hs\y;. 1ecr:m.1ca1 appllc‘.-;; of systems anal- 'sis teqninolbg);’may .re.sult .
in &z uroduct t:rat takes the -or of a CBTE pro?i‘am but in n.o way reflectS' K )

. .
Voo ite substa.nce Th!v.lS critic: of CBTE ofter: reJect the ent1re concept when, - Y
;- -~ . ;
vy in facz, thélr obJectl\ons may relate to inadequacies of 1mp1emtz1tat10n R
; ) 4"‘ Tather than tne practice 1tse1f: . -"- o - .
Evéiuation of ‘trainee performance. Traine‘e evaluation th:enough per- .
formance 'is 'thejecond major fzcet of CB'I'IIE—. Jost ;rograms make a d15t1nct10n
‘ between the ttralnee s acqu151tl,on of knowledge about teachlng and. the . / p

N
tr‘.mee s acquisition of interactive teachlng SklllS In thlsj CBTE pro- ~
grams closely parallel traditional prepa({ation programs. Yet one finds that

g ‘. . ‘ ) ) cel \ - ! ’ '

& ' -many programs purportedly.\;ompetencyc—based also use the term "performance'

2N

to refcr to mas'tdery or criterion-referenced t:est'rn'giz Although the trainee

e

f v Lo S . R AR n - .
. }eas the opportunity to.retake a criterion-referenced test to.demonstrate \
mastery over content, not much else distingui\shes this practice from tradi-
s \ - {0 A ]

. v k . Py
.a‘ ‘ -\ gn

o

—
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. tional course offerings which terminate in a grade for ‘assignments completed

< -

- . and knowledge gained. Certainly this is '"'performance' in ifs broadest s_en’ée.

In CBTE terms however, performance is the active demonstration of teaching
b e de

skills--the "doing".of tedching aé(iiﬁifnct +from '"knowing'" about teachi,ng.
N \

c A . . — :
It is in the performance of inteTractive instructional skills that CBTE pro- -
~grams differ crit_icalIy from traditional i)repa;ratLry programs. The crux
- of CBTE training is the spegification and measurement of teacher perfoTmance

3 7 : s '

during ythé agg of teaching. Howeyer, the Specifigatidr1 and evaluation of

interactive’ teaching skills are botfl.technically dhd administratively

g difficult. Much program development in ingeractive instructional skills }s

required for a trué CliTE p;‘ogram,dmt specification of. necessafy interactive
. skjlls is not likely to emerge fn;mv‘infomation available through previous _

- Jr'esea{ch (Heath &‘Niel-son,'19‘74). Af engoing commitment to de;;i with -

specification of linstruct-ional skills and evaluation of perfomanc'e‘is
h .- - ’ - . ) - - LD - .v‘- .
Nk required if CBTE is .to fulfill its promise. Technical-innovation in 4
. : . ( : )
measurement is partigularly vital in this ‘facet of CBTE. ‘ .o v

» . ¢ r

» : ; .
~N - Modularization of instruction. The concept of the '"module' as the

unit of instruction is also‘an'importané feature of CBTE programs.” An in-
-~ ’ e ’ . : L . . : ’
structional module or\’tr:ﬁning package is a unit of instruction which may
o B - - N L

be formatted in anyinumber of ways (see Thiagarajan, Semmel, § Semmel, 1974)
. . : t . : , | —

L and contains instructiénal/behavioral'oéjectives, information on:resources
N ' .

N ’ (." - !
for obtaining information, and criterion-referenced tests., Modules are most -

¥

often self;-instructional and require hastery rather than a given time period
: " < 9

- ;o ‘ , o .
irely modularized; most ‘preparation programs,
ulary; A

~ for comﬁletion. Some CBTE pC)grams, such as those at Weber Staté and the'

S “University of*Téledo, are en
1 e 47 : f ‘
o however, incorporate modular components rather than _dep;ﬁld upon. them ex-

|

~ v .
o ¥ clusively. Inherent in/the construction of a module is'aset of’measures

) - - - « ’




_ which aseesses the trainee‘é mastery of terminal objectiyes."Evaf;ation ?
N measures are thus 'built {ntoﬁ the ﬁodule% thereby creating an ideal bagis | I
for research on the effectseof;inétrucgionT Where performancevtasks are
’ o
built into the?modularﬂunit, as, for example, in Special Education Placengét{
I : TKorba,‘Cawley, & Papinikou;u19727 Cuiriculum‘Consultants forTExceptronal e ;

-

¢ Ch11dren (Meyen Altman & Chandler, 1972) C11n1ca1 Teacher Program

(Schwartz G ‘Oseroff, 1972), and BehaV1or‘Mod1f1catlon Technaques for Teachers

of -«the beVelopmentally Young (Andergon Hodson Jones et al., 19731 then '
K successful completlon of the given tasks is assumed to be eVidence of per- ‘ .
T : -~
formance competence! It is 1mportant to keep in mind that modules-vary' /

' .greatly in the.settings for ‘conducting the'performance tasks, and that

L

succeésfullperfornaggé-in a laboratory setting or a simulatedfsetting is
’ quite d1fferent from performance 1n the ‘natural setting (Turner, 1972)
A
L Consortlum for teacher education, .Many CBTE models requlre 1nter- .
t 4 ) \g \ -

: b
1nst1tutlona1 consortia in tﬁ?fﬁlng teachers The notion 7% that a coopera-
N / - * l
#.. . ’ .
,t1ve efforf among local educatlon agencies (LEA's) and tra1n1ng 1nst1tutlon§/

r
is needed 1n both the spec1f1catloh of opJectlves and the prOV151on 7éyrea1 s

-

school,Settings for trainin@“and perform%nce evaludtion of teachers. For _
. - . 1

thistgtipulation of CBTE;. a w1de dlscrepancy ex1sts between obJect1ve and

practice. . In order for a teacherAapprentlceshlp to take placé’lan ‘appren-

rv/ 3
{

i titeship under the gu1dance of a tra1n1ng program responsible for specifica—
v tlon of goals and obJectives-—the re1atlonsh1p bdtween the LEA'i¢and tralnlng P
wlns%ltutlons must become one. of 1ncreased -cooperation. But, g1ven the ¢ < 1}

nature of 1nst1tutlona1 change, this is not likely occur unless strong .,
- “ \ et .
= .~ measures are taken. The frequent dlscrepancy between the 1dea1 (consortium, ’
. t T
in its most literal sensel and reality (fundaméntal instithtional differences "
’_; . - \ - . . P N
! N

between university and local education agency) is a continuous source of
- >~ hd “; - o




) ‘}u. . I . ‘ :
R criticism of CBTE programs. The resqlution of this.ﬁroblem depends as L A~

- much upon legislative and administrative changes as .upon the nature of

‘\( »program implementation. In some statesfnhere"CBTE programs have been ’ I
‘,\‘ - -~ -~ =" : . AN
mandated (e. 8- New York, Mlchlgan Vermont), part1c1pat10n ‘by consortium- .. .

\\ ' /. » } e

. : KN in program development and 1mp1ementatlon has been requ1red but it is N >

* too ear;y/to determine the extent and effectlveness of governance by
¢ . v -
consortium. . ) v . '

\ . & . ]
g . s

%\gg%toricalvBackground of the CBTE Movement . . .

. «

’ ¥ ' Over the past five or six years, the term Comﬁeten%;l or Performance- |

Based Teacher Education has been gradually introduced into the consciousmess
- /e

-

-; > \ - - - - . <
of teacher educatdérs in the United States. Its reception as an educational
v - - - !

- innovation has been controversial; the.connotative meaning\of the term ‘has

4- - ~

- P .
been subJect to, vagaries of 1nterpretatlon b& both partlsans and critics. -,

_ - ’ qua
’ The roots of the educational movement assoc1ateﬂ W1th these terms can be

4

graced to several recent soc1a1 educ tlona;, p011t1ca1 and technolqg}cal

developments,.each of wh1ch has been éXten51ve1y dlscussed elsewhere (Hamllto'f
o— ‘ S
N 1973, L1ndsey, 1973 Sllberman 1970). It 1s 1nter?stlng to note that.so
'@ - - .

comparat1ve1y recent a devélopment has generated such exten51ve l;terature,'4

-

P - i,
-in so:short a perlod of time. Several blbllographles on CBTE are avafiabl R

"

\ ‘ %
(AACTE 1971 AACTE 1972; Cohen, 1973; Kay,\1973 Teacher-Educatlon

Memoranda 1972-73) as well "’ ag,numerous techn;cal manuals on CBTE prog%am S

v

devefobment and collegged’papers from symp051a and policy stud1es (Arends,
Masla, § Weber, 1971; Buwns §& Klingstedt, 1973} Houston, 1974; Ho&gxon.&

Howsam, 1972; Joyce, 1971; Multi-State Consortium on PBTE, n.d.; Rosner,
" . 5 ) R . , Y . . .
1972). . | o . ‘ : <t ) L .

-~ . Precursors of tHe CBTE movement. In the late 1960' , the rising costs -

of pub11c educatlon t01nc1ded with mountldé dlssatlsfactlon by those con-




0

ethnlc mlndrntles (Clark‘ 1935 Coleman et al., 1966 White, 1973) " The

v !

oo "result was a demdnd,for "acoountab111ty" by local educat1on agenc1es,tuh1ch -

N &)

1n‘turn, generated a demand for accountabiégty by teacher tra1n1ng)1nst1tutmons :
‘ - - l .

; (Le551ngen, 1971) The not1on of accountab111ty, not unl1ke the notion of
- N . . ! , . *"
- . CBfE 1tself rap1dly became an educatlonal catch- word ‘and. slogan, the meaning

. of’wh1ch var1ed W1th “éach’ advocate or cr1t;c. One consequence of .the demand
, . 3 ) ;
. for accountablﬂrxy was the cmergence of performance contract1ng, a concept.

-

- .

b © often used synonympusly w1th accountab111ty (Vergason, 1973). As a factor‘

PR 1n the development of'IBTE fhe accountablllty ‘demand meant that an educa- o
t1onal 1nst1tut1on, 11ke corporate 1ndustry, was’ respon51ble for produclng
tang1blg goods (e.g., measurable pup1l ga1n in read1ng) on a cost effect1ve -
- h hasls,a The accountab111ty deement gave rise to ;uch educational - eXper1ments
'ftf. i as’ the voucher systemJ?JEnihs‘ 1970; Lev1n,f1973‘ Levin, 1974), performance
; N H,

contra;i1ng (Le551nger, 1971), and a. dr1ve to reform teacher cert1f1cat10n

Co ~ . 3 i

" (Andrews, 1971; Burdin § Reagan, 1971; Daniel, o).
/-/' ' & » % B

The accountab111ty movement had particular rerevance to special educatlon

v | . | 3progr§msz the pressure for demonstrable‘pupil,progres§jbrought to bear upon

‘LEA's by'civll rights groups also~gave-rlse to demands that LEA's document,

‘the educatlonal eff1cacy of plac1ng m:horlty group pup1ls in spec1al classes.

. The 11t1gat1on in behalf of m1nor§Qy zroup puplls (Cohen & DeYoung, 1972

- ,"; Ross DeYoung, & Cohen, 1971; Weintraub, 1972) and the controversy concerning»
the Just1f1cat1on for spec1al class placementhof m1nor1ty group pupils were

v re/;ected in the profe551onal litefature of Spec1al education during the |
same time Span (Dunn, 1968 Jones 1973 Mercer, 1970)

2 B T Another educatlonal ‘trend, which played a 51gn1f1cant role in the

- development of the CBTE moyement was the growing 1nfluence 1n“academ1c
Lo ( 1‘\' R . - )

. ) . . S
. : & . / . . .
’ 1 \ .-

!

Q o s ' { _ ’ _

)

cerned w1th the educat1onal status of economlcally d1sadvantaged rac1al andﬁf N




-« * - departments, of the field of educational technology, specifically the applica- -
tion of systems theory 'and systems analysis to the problems of instructional

. management (Banathy, 1964; Briggs, 1970; Davis, 1973; Hamreus, 1968; Kaufman,

—

1972). Those aspects of systems énalysis which have had the most widespread

acceptance, and application in restructuring educational progréms are task

analysis and the restating bf objectives in behavioral terms. The theory and

« -

practlce underly1ng.thq§e céncepts were. developed 1ndependent of ‘the CBTE
v movement but have largely been 1ncorporated 1ng; 1t ‘Behavioral obJectlves

* in partlcular are integral teatures of all CBTE programs (Elam 1971; Houston,

»' 1972; Schmeider, 1973). Any def1n1t10n of CBTE 1nc1udes the requ151te that
goals and obJectlves be stated in behavioral terms (Elam,- 1971 Houston &

gHowsam, 197~), and, .1n fact, the two notlons of CBTE and behav1ora1 objectives

-

are often used jinterchangeably. Nevertheless, the existence of behaviorally
o .

- stated objectives in a program should be regarded as a neceﬁéary but in--

sufficien€ condifion for a program to be'tonsidgred competency;pdsed.
Over thq\same time period, the application of systems analysis wds also
growing in importance in special educafion._‘The"principles of task analysis
~ and development of béhavio;al objectives and performance standards gained
, g : ; ;

- great momentum through the convergencc of these techniques with those of
app11ed behavior analysis and behavior mod1f1cat10n pr1nC1p1es (Krasner. &
Ullman, 1965; Lindsley, .1964; Quay, 1966) 1n the education and hab111tat10n

‘_ of childrén;with emotional dlsorders and learnlng d15a0111t1es. Task ana1y51s
- © s {ntégral to the_ddvelbpment ofdprograms bascd on princibles of contingency

s

management. Some of the earliest CBTE programs in spccial- cducation are

2

. N R4 . . ,
those associated with applied behavior analysis or other behavior modifica-. -

tiod techniques” (Andersony 1572; Gréenwdod, 1974 ; Hewett, 1968; Hops, 1975;

{ McKenzie, 1969; Van Etten & Adamson, 1973).




.10

The elementary teacher training models project. Probably the mostin-

fluential of all tle historical sources of the CBTE movement was the funding
. in 1968 of the eleﬁentary teacher education models by the U.S. Office of
Education (Burdin § Lanzillotti, 1969; Clarke, 1969; Engbretson, 1969).

*

Originally, nine ﬁmivérsities were seleptedcto develop cdmprehenéi?e models
,of teacher education. The first models and reports were completed in 1968,
and the‘programmatiF developments growing out 6f these models have been of
'major‘consequence‘in éhaping contemporary policy, funding'patterns, and
thinking in the fieid of teacher education. ’

In 1567,'the USOE Bureau of Reséarch issued a requeit for proposals (RFP)
for tﬂe development of a comprehensive undergraduaté and inservice teacher
education program for élementary feache;s. The RFP stipulated that the :
~ models incorpgr;pe behavioral objectivgs qnd a systems analysis apprgach,

as~We11‘a§ other features now regarded as components of«CBTE programé.v Ten

-

projccts for model deveIopment were finally'funded. There were aspects

‘

unique to each of the models subsequently developed, but important commonélities;/

- were discemible (Clarke, 1969; Monson, 1969). Similarities between the
I

models included: a stress on individualization and self-pacing; a reliance on

technology, videotape, and computer-based programs; an emphasis on ‘per-
A . '
formance criteria and definition of teacher tasks; fewer forﬁgﬁ courses;

more and earlier experiences with children; increased cooperation between

N -

univeisity and public s;yools; and utilization of laboratory experiences, |

microteaching, and simuXations.

~—— ’ ! X ) .
The institutions funded to develop the models in Phase I (programs)

and in Phase II (feasibilityn;}wgiiiigwere Florida State Universityf(SoQards,
© 1968), University of Georgia (Johnsom, Shearron, -§ Stauffer, 1968),.Univeréity

. ~ . . : . , Y
of Toledo (Dickson, 1968), University of Pittsburgh (Southworth, 1968),

=



Coluhbia‘University (Joyce, 196?),Aéyracusé University (Hough, l968),q'

lﬁértﬁwest‘Regional Labérétgry (Schalock, 1968), Michigan Sfate Univé;sity
(Houston,‘L988), UniVersitx of Massachusetts tAlien & Codper,’1968),'and

' Univer§}£& qf Wisconsin (DeVault, 1969). Eggbrétson (1563) suﬁmarized some
70 ad&itionél proposals received by the USOE prior to the final selection
of these 10 programs fér the‘Phase 11 feasibélity study. Summaries and

. discussion of tﬁe models can be found in Joyce (1§7IJ and Clarke (1969).

In the year5>sinég the initial developmén; of fhe models, most in-
stitutions_involved have continted program deYéiopment_along the lines set
forward in thé models, In some instances, brojeét‘directors involved with
the original model developments have continued to JBrk on these programs
at other institutiéns. More recently, CBTE-Centerg, which are a direct out-
growth of the models projects,, have beenvfuﬂﬂed by USOE and are active in
the development and disseminapion‘bf CBTE.

- Federal commitment to the sponsorship .of CBTE programs has continued
.ddrinérthe past five years. Programs emphasizing‘CBTé have been funded .
under the aﬁspices of the National‘Centef;for the Improvement of Educational
SyStéms (NICES), formerly tﬁe Bureau of Educational Personnel Development
'(EEPD), which wés,ofiginally establiéﬁed by the ESEA Act of 1965. A summary.
of USOE commitments by program and expeﬁditure from August, 1967, to Januéry,_

1973, can be found in .Hamilton (1973, p. 12).

~

Centers of CBTE activity. Much of the federal investment in CBTE has

[

centered on Teacher Corps Projects. The major dissemination and information

exchange functions have been carried out under the leadership of the American .
< . .

Association of Colleges for Teacher Education, Committee on PBTE, and the

Multi-State Consortium. -These organizations have been active in convening

national and regional conferences and in publishing and disseminating in-

e e _ S |
- . ) : 19 i . ®
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" state certification pollcy//both législative and admlnistrative have been

12

n . { ) .
formation, Tesources, and research concerning CBTE. A publications list of
each of these organiza:. s is included in the annotated bibliography of

N ,
the present review,

s ‘ »

With the recent decline in federal support for educational research

one might have expected the momenth of CBTE program development to diminish

This does not appear to have happe: . although'muchﬁimpetus"for CBTE activitxf
is- now emanating_from State:gduca“ eng}es’(SEA!g). hederal support for
Teacher_Corps; with‘its commitmer -mpetency-based education .1s apparently
secure and continuous. The AACT. - <tee or PBTE continues to play-a )
1eadership ro1e in disseninating | 1nnoyations and st1mu1at1ng pro- a
fessional involvement in CBTE. C¢ ient w1th thF natume of its membership,
the AACTE Committee on PBTE 1s orz:tnt. . toward univer51ty and preSerV1cei?

training programs. The other majc: . anjzation involved in CBTE the Multi-

State Consortium, is also active 1 © rganization of professional meetings,

[

publications and other dissemination act1v1tfes Consistent with its SEA

or1entation, the Multi-State Consortiuﬁ has focused mainly on issues. of :

4
/

certification, on the problems and implementation of consortia, ‘and on in- , -

.

‘service training, Cooperative projg¢c:s have also been undertaken by the two
.y _ ’ ; C S

A B
R L oy
o /

organizations, particularly in jo}nt coonsorship of national and regional

meetings., ‘o

/

1 b / T

!

Competency-Based Teacher Certificatiop -

- 5

Competency-based teacher-eéucation has major’implications for the nature of -

\ '

teacher certification and t;f drive to structure the certification of teachers

on, the basis of performance rather than course units’ completed. Changes in

a“

numerous over the last five years. Recent reviews by Roth (1972), Maurer

(1973), and Schme1der (1574)*present a varied picture of the degree of state

{
1nvolvement in CBTE Maurer (1973) reported a survey of the states wh1ch

/ . i . r

/

~ o

.
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~ated that by 1973, 19 - had competency-based certification systems,
nine states‘had rejected competcucy-based certification, agd the bulk of the
remaining states intenaed to implement competency—baeed certification at some
. ‘ fhture date. Data returned from 37 state education agencies indicated that

. AN : '
SEA's regarded the assessment of teacher corctencies as the responsibility of

teacher preparation institutions. * Variaticns from state to state in the

¢ L TS : . . . :
criteri for competency-based certificatior, :~ well as the rapid natute of
. changr >ract§ce, make definitive sum~ ‘tements on the status of
compet _it jased certification impract . 1. such statements ar¢ certain

¢ -

'to/Be quickly outdated. The Profile o1 :he States in Competency-Based Educa-

(I o E . T -

: 'tiég_(Sch%eider; 1974) is the mosturéc" - tabulation of state competencyf '
' baeed ;ducation policiee, deve10pment ivities, key publications, and
‘unique prééram_featureSJ; Although' Sc :der does mot summarize the .informa-
;
tion reported {ﬁ the Profiie, an“exammn;:ion of the document shews the

acceleratlng momentum Of state competencv-based educatlon activities since

the reports by Roth (1972) and Maurer (1073) A11 states are now reported

.

o to be at least ''studying' the concept. Many,states have reported extensive

* develcoment activities in both teacher \rt1f1cat10n and in requlrements

~, . for'training institutions to establisl “BTE teacher preparation programs

B

Opposition to competency ~hased c:::ification has arisen from two main
I
;, sources: teacher unions and some teacher educatlon institutions. Organlzed

f
. “j J?QPacher groups, most notably the American Federation of Teachers (AFT),

ave voiced reservatlons about CBTE (Bhaerman, 1974; Feldman 1972; Shanker

' 1973). ~Some teacher training institution; have also questloned the imposi-
“tlon of CBTE. ~ For example, Sandoz (1974) recouhte&‘the reaction of a number
of teacher tra1n1ng college% and un1ver51t1es in Texas to the 1972 state

f standards mandatlng conversion of all preparatlonxprograms to CBFb /He

(ilkened the impact of standards requ1r1ng CBTE to the bomblng of Pearl
O - L. N ..‘ -

fRIC « Lo

o o e . . . : v/
T . N ‘. i’



" revise its professional guidelines standards. The concern: ced in

'14

N . v ! £ , “

Harbor. The organized oppositlon by colleges and universities in quas led to

-

'challengds regardlng the authority of the State Board of Education to mandate

1
-

" such standards. In an opinion rendered January 4, 1974, the Staté Attorney

~

General ruled that it is not within the authority of the State Board of

Education or the State Commissioner o Zducation to <ipulate that instituféonsi

seeking approval for teacher-education srograms 'mu. present performance-(

basgd applications, but the Board. .~; may promulgate rules and regulations °

whereby institutions seeking such approval could\choose betweeh,alternative -
)

plans. , ." (Wadker, 1974, p. 4). The ruling, according to Walker (1974),

did not concern the legality of erform ce -based teacher re aratlon, sirce
g P ) pTep

it was conderned only -with the limits of authorrty of the State Board of

P

‘ b .
Education and the Texas State Comm1551oner of Education., Thus, the case¢ dogs

not appear to have wide ranging implications for othe“ performance based ¢

. ! , I
educatlon programs. Rather, it appears to mean that--ln thlS 1nstanc/--

leglslatlon rather than admlnlstratlve authorlty is required f mandating

<

action on CBTE. ’_g,a”“

‘ v :
CEC professional guidelines and'standards project, In 1972, the

Council for Exceptional Children (CEC) 1p1t1ated a proJect to v ~and

o . . .fﬁ

the preliminary reports of this project reflect the impact of CBi. since )

s . FY

the last such project was gompleted’ig/1966. o

In order to obtain basic data forWthe projﬂct, a preliminary survey was fﬂ e
conducted in 1973 (Reynolds § Jenklns, 1973). A questionnaire was sent to
spec1a1 educators to obtain their pred1ctlons on what changes would occur in |

3

the field dur1ng the coming’ decade Teacher education was the second most.

frequently predicted area of change--respondents expected a '"more.performance
- L - fl
or competency-based orientation." The sixth most frequently predicted area s
' : . Q . 2, ’ ';l

)
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‘ // .of change was accoﬁntébility.i %e;pondents predic’ b ote exp” -t setting
< ,f i ves in allhgf§gfams. .1 cmphas: me = gful
) R B R
.den. ‘nds for cost.data. . mor ; -essurc - pian: and s
’ SEU SN 1 all, there yeig agfen areas f expecte mge preﬂicte’
{Q\ al educatqfs who’resganded Fc the ope: quééfiéﬁﬁait
%ec rt 3f~ghé quesfionnafre asked re: n6n .- _indicate the
.ancr ach of 36>t§ﬁics to ﬁhe pnoféfsio:;i . ai . standcrds
) , p- x,gégl tatemegt ﬁﬁo;ing toward compéteHCj acc -based,
trginin"— .artification” reqeivedlthe'highest ' 1e ‘reates:
. n mb?r L }ndénss (127 outhf 507).‘ ¢ f_ .

. - é - . rve: yaslsqbééqﬁentlyvqonduttedpu 4't: obtain
egtimate - . ecial edqcatOfs of both the like’ : deALrgPi1it %
of,ceftair ‘nts occufring within the next deca 197'): CBTE
'pér.se:did . . appear on ejther dimension in unad urve , but

L) tﬁe iteﬁ'”':;:her'rewgrds w;ll depend upon perF;rmz ime T cred}ts" ‘
was pné of vc items showing the, p. 5~ .ancy between
lihood d desirébility. The same - 5 were ¢ =2d in Round IT.
Reynolds (5 “3) cdnbludea,the survéy reve.ied thatl"sp “ﬁql educators aﬁd
their close colléagues wish to shift‘the emphasis to férformance‘a$ the
¢ criterion for certification, rather than to settle fo&\yéré procéss‘criteria”'
(p. 47). There was also an iﬁdication of concern that;certificatidn be
. i; provided én a short—term'baéis and';haé performanhe criteria be applied in-
’ certification renewad. | | . L
whether CBTE 4éserts~a more direct influehce on special education
2 ‘ prgéram ﬁianning in the future will, in some measune,.be influenced by the
- final gu%deliﬁes~which emcrge “rom the projecf. Indications from phc pre-
. _ g N
«
. . -
o " i , -
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liminary project publication are that standards in specizl cducation will -indeed
“ - - ‘ "
be influepced by ;rn1y of thl tenets of CBTE. . N o
3 Yo - . - ! e .
Research in Teacher Education s \ A
The critical, innovative aspect of CBTE i. the settong “ performance '

* standards for effective teaching. This implies that tec:he  ducators eithen

A . N ; s . o .. <. ) B o
khow- or can demonstrate that a given behavior « conste. at. = of behaviors Y
' e . ' h . 3 "" . T - o, . N / ) x )
strategies, pattemns, etc., rgsults in desirable -ctcc ‘up-ls. The S
o o\ “ T S o - .
debate over CBTE cenférS‘onlthis bssue. In th .=~ ' -search
literature, several authorities (e.g., Heath & %
. v . S N
Fr rst, 1971) have taken the position,.bésedton - -ach
nducation research’, that there is currently - a7l o
' g
~upport CBTE. _ : * o !
) : b« = :
Since the measurement of 'performance' a:; ... . g ici. Jrmance.
< ) : ® . .
sals, the/CBAE model reyuires that-performange»objﬁftives be mace explicit
fis . < R
=z the oup§et. For this reason, one outhéme of the USOE’ = elemerta~y tedcher
training models project was the detailed listin of hu _- of .ach -
) pérformanée criteria (Rosenshine &J;urst, 1971} Roser:sk..ix  1d Furst (1971)

have criticized the model programs for their fa. lure to < -:c: - aow articular

- -

cri&ﬁfia were selected.~-$}nce the initial developmeént of these teac ing’
models, however, there has been a marked tendency to employ "expert appraisal'
in the.selection of performance criteria. Thus, in lieu of an unequivocal

' c . . .

~empirical data base, CBTE program developérs have chosen to establish per-
" formance criteria on the basis of input and'fapings"bylg‘pefts in the. field.
. AN v
= - 7 : N 8 ’
‘This input is usually accomplished by employing suth survey methods as the

Delphi Teghnique (Helmer, 1966), which has been. used extensively for this

purpose. g : ' ' ' \ -
St ) AN —_ : \/}
Q S ) C. 5 S 2{1 7

ERIC . —~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



4 ' .‘ l j ‘ 4
- . ,./
. ) - » , L 17
N 4 // \
. ,
. “ o . .
¥ : In, special educat: there 2~ - ..otzole ¢ amreies of obje:zives

’

‘ for competency-based p---rams throush . -

of 2xper ¢ injon. G delines

it

x -
. for the Trai‘ning;;f kS e Il Eu__ i (k .ack .;ask?: & Nelsaor
\19.7‘3), spdnsbred by th. =i, wWe
deve140p;e.d thro;J,gh a‘ppl-;\ e o1+ K ‘
wﬁ'rgﬂpré ared (1{1 fu1ff ; JL. :
«changes ,1n the €r1te ECT
® oo :I\ct '(Mey‘en', Altma znd: e
:ulumv consultanz. , Wooooonit oo Ties Sl e L b
. procezwtg:s' and also includec L h '(z L:’.‘t)(; 1 desc: R
_vt"his latter pliograw_rp Is founc¢ in apt- .
‘!‘ ‘1;1;e\wq11~knowh series comet.” ec: ‘andicapy d chil- |
: e 5
dren, "prepared-underw the av  tcc  »F L =t - n during
‘{9‘ '\tht'a 1950's, was i‘n'fluentj. REL o wout ooeddal edl-.lcat/i' v
‘teacher preparation.” .. .dc a1t c.es re sur. 6f tae ’c'ompetgnc.; -
'qué};i‘ficai:ionS, énd prep.rati.  of .z2c. s ¢ th blin (Mack;e‘& Dunn, 19%. .,
. te.achers of the mental - retar =d (._cki. Wiilizms, § Lunn, 1257), teache‘v‘rs
. "of children who ;':ll‘f;" socially :~d emot .one .ly disturbed ‘(Mackiee, lé&araceus,
- ) ‘ & Wiil‘iamé ," 1957) and teache: of ~cripl.)l;:gi children and children wi:. :pecial
- hea'lfh pro?l}'ﬁ\s (Mackié, 1961 . . ‘ |
e ' In their révievg of teach:r-performance researc:h, Rosenshine & Furst
J (1971) focused on pxibcéss-i)mdpct svtudies, that is, studies of classroom
‘ procejsseis obtained :ither fro ra{ting sca{ies preparea b):‘observe‘rs (high
. . L4 .
inference) or from ,observatiq{ éysten] ~d\afa (low- infer’eﬁc‘e)": Five teacher
beha\./flor' variables yielded thc ~ ngest relatior?sh"ips‘ with measures f
) student achievem_ent: clari r, :iabi‘lity,. _-wthusiésm, task briént:
o eamd/oij"businesslil‘ge, behavio-, = : student c- .rtiﬁxit;/ to leam: Th :3*1;6-:
- ' ) . = ’
(S - )

oo ; 24 ' :
L5 & ‘
' I § R L 2
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\ als: vz _Dles which : " lessgstrong rela ionships ;' use of student
) ~ ! ! M4 . ‘ i
. . S .
ice e,che 'indi- ) use ofggrn‘ :ism, use,of structuring
A . of fultiple le-:.s of disce.rs »roblngf and Eercelved \
. LN ~
e ___ the course,, relationshz: TTe p051t;ve-for 10%0f these
t / . . ~ ‘ ) ' L B -
. N ] ad negative .se of-critizisi: Rosenshine § Furst ate
s oTlcatove nelr conc}us but they suggest §ayefgl methopdoldgical
(:/ . ‘ K K . - N ‘ )
. imorovement o enhance ‘ti Zulness of futi:ro teacHeE;pbrformanqc Te-
" search. I~ _cit in thei: iusion is the r :tion;that better research
' R 3 . .
_wi. proviu. :he bﬁsis fo> “oved teach®er p-ecparatiom.
- 5 ~ N (._
s ~ Nielson' (1¢ :ne bthef han. -have rejected Roselishine
ad ot ed findin: teacher be:. . or-pupil outcomes because of
\ L. ’ v
) meth:doiog. :-  >aknesses ir k- originai de s selected by Rosenshine (\
’ and Furst. =1 and Niel: ©74) have .o :luded that teacher education
” ' | . . :
progams, sas:  upon researc: present. conducted, will'n;é;r provide .an
: , ' - .
-adeqi.até emnir .al basis, for CITE
‘irst  th reseafEh literczure on the = lation between teacher be-
r7vio: an. student achievement does not offer an empirical basis for
ﬂ»ﬂ preSC“lptlon of teacher-training objectives.
econd, this literature fails to provide such a basis, not because
af minor flaws in the statistical analyseés, but because of sterile
S operational definitions of both teaching and achievement, and because
d L of fundamentally weak research. designs. ; - i

Last,

given the well-decumented,

strong association between student

achievement and variables such as socioeconomi¢ status and ethnic

/ ' status,

inherently trivéal. (p.

=
4

cannot be easily dismissed.

the effects of techniques of teaching on achievement (as -
these var1ab1es ard defined in the PBTE research) are 11ke1y to be

18)

Heath & Nielson's argument on tke absence of hard-data suppotr for PBTE

Howevyr, their second conclusion that no strong

. 4

data base currently exists due.to ''the sterile operational definitions of .

both :eaching and achievement' seems to lgnd support to,

. . C..
| . refut. the case for PBTE,.

. e,

expl:
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rather than

. e

- With its emphasis on operational def"itions

~ly stated inbehaviora objective terms and derived from analyses
A ' v

e W s
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{ . /‘of the educational task, CBTE would aﬁﬁear to be annideal basis for research
" . & 'Y

r[i :  into’ cdnce ts and behaviors’ that mu be o eratlonalty gfined if the are
. P! P y

. to be useful in research- ‘A CBTE program Should facflltate researcg through )
e &

,:' . a greater commonallty/gf 6b3ect1ves termlndlogy, and measuremerit strategies
AU _ between and within training grOgrams Their flnal concluslqn) which has

. 'beeﬁ extensively debated elseWhere (Mosteaier & Moynihaﬁ,nlg;;), has rel-
, evanee :to educatroqal.research'andgpﬁgigsobhy ih genergi ratheFfthahixo

CBTE “in particular. Co I . )

.
; . ¢ ¥ -
e . , %
. " . ¢ . - N .
. " ( g . -
I .
. * [ ~ " s

Teacher education researéh and program evaluation stuéies.' A distinc-

Y

#

thﬂ'iS made between (a) research eV1dence on the relationshlps

. ‘ between teacher behav1ors aﬁd pup11 ou&some% and (b) research ev1dence on

\

the effect1Veness of a?partlcular 579@ram or 1ntervent10n in prodUC1ng the

¢ T— . desired goals. At this juncture, an 1mportant question must be con51dered;
. ) .

can research evidence which demonstrates specific relationships in the
teaching environment (teacher behaviors arid pupil outcomes) provide.a valid
base for EgTE program'develbﬁment? Some authorities assume that suc% Te-

3 , . !

, search will, in time, provid¢gthe needed empirical base for developing at,
{ . -

CBTE program (McDonald, 1974; Rosenshine, 1974; Rosenshine & Furst, 1971;
Schadock, 1974). Others counter this ai%ument (Bhaerman, 1974 ; Broudy,

. 19735 Heath 6 Nielson, 1974) by pointing out the lack of conclusive

L4

ev1dence regardlng process-process or Rrocess-product relationships in over .
? o

, ?50 years of research. Heath and Nielson (1974) sunmarize two basic arguments

\SR ' against the'Herivatiqn of educational'goals from empirical studies: ’First,
" . R
- the methodology of educat10na1 research has been inappropriately applied

(i.e;, statistical assumptibns of data analysis have been)v1olafEd in so
. A . ) ha . .

-

. many sébdies, that, the corpus of sound research is quite small):- Second,

ol

\v‘\
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“Jnear future. [heSe unce:

handicapped oh@ldren aud tc

“ . . _ s - 20
’f el e . ' . '
v v, ' C ~ :
educatlbnal outcomes are the consequence of factors outsxde Uhe control of
XA B

; ‘ _
. edtcators (e 8, socioeconomic’ factors, pupil individual dlfferences).' These

factors account for $0- mucn of the varlance of pup11 performance and pup11 e

L
-

-

P,
outcome> that the teacher effects uncovered through research are necessarlly
‘1Jva1 (Mood, 1970)..' L Y . /e RN
The deba*e ove“ the approprlateness oi der~v1ng cducatlonal goals,from .

3 N .
-

empérical studies, although 1mpor}ant is net likely to be.resoived"in the

-

inties notwtthstandlng, the meed to educate v

train teachars to educate childx n remains a
)

e ’
.social imperativeu Sclentl 1ca11y cbtained data and’assumpt ona deriveld-

e1the1 loglcarly or emp1r1ca11y nust underglrd any educatlonal 1nno:jﬁ}on.

It:is aur contentlon that the compctency—based toacher educatlon model can
-

rovide education researchers with the means for better ursu14 the answers
p | ? pursuing )

to pertinent empirical questions. ™ [t is futile to expect that an innovation
. A ’ ®
such as CBTE will spring forth'with aﬁ’established empirical base and with

NE
evaluation data re1fy1ng the effectiveness. oft;he program. What can’be
reallstlcally expected is thau the proce s of CBTE program development will

generate the research necessary for‘a‘growing data base upon which to build

subsequent programs. / : 3

it

Competency-based teacher education has great advantages'as an applied
model. Its implementation should result in the production of new empirical

data upon.which to base goal adjustments and other profram modifications.
. , \ . :
Similarly, total program evaluation should ptroduce data upon which needed

\

adjustmenga can be made. Gage (1974) has‘suggested'the use of fdctorial
-~ t
designs as, a meihod\for evaluating the component paxts of a complex tra1n1ng

) ¥~ ,

-program. Othef useful. evaLuatlon methods can aLso be anplled to this prob-

% " .

lem (Bor1ch 1972 Proyus 1971 Stake 1967 Stufflebeam 1971). at is
LY. b
- / ) fr ) , \‘\“ﬁ
‘ LV ‘g . B . : 4
/ - : ey .
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‘,\most'important is that, for research results to be meanlngful and therefore -
. v ' f/ s . :
; useful 1n‘subsequent progfam mod1f1catlon revision, and.planning, the pro- )

q

gram itself must ﬂeflne and“lmplement its precepts in a way that measure- .

« " v
- . - . -

. ment—-and hence evaluatlon—~1s posslble at any p01nt in thé program. leen
4 : .
its spec1f1c1ty,/then, the CBTE model can serve as the fac111tator of an ‘ o

-

- 14 ,

'gmplrlcally or1ented training- Erogram, even th0ugh 1ts value in this xegard »_sz

ot ' nZs nét yet been proven Only through cont1nued prog am- 1mplementatlon,,-,y e

- - ‘Q/ ' ot . -
. [ -

attendant meaSurement, and eva1uatlon can there develop some quantlflable

. . .

™~

basls for qssertlons about educatlon and, tra1n1ng

: In summary,“we suggest that competency based teacher educat on is a R
N X ’ i N ™, »

concept worth cont1nued investigation because its salient features facilltate'
research and evaluation: educational geals must be emp1r1ca11y der1ved
P " made explicit, and pub11c1y stated training must be based on spec1f1c be.-
9

o havioral objectives derived from explicit goals; teacher trainee competence - -

must be measurcd against a criterion of knowledge and ability to perform

to criterion the skills required for teaching.

5

This chapter has, of course, stated the case for CBTE in.ideal terms.,

The actual conditions required for realizing the research and evaluation

L e u .
potential of CBTE is the main concern of the present review. Selected re-

;'search on teaching, teachér behawior, and selected special education CBTE

programs is examined inusubsequent chapters to determine whether this

-

‘potential for data gencration and feedback of empirical’inforngyfgh for pro-

.

Jgram mgpi?ication and development'is indeed reflected in current practice.
' : ' >

It s ant1c1pated that thls review will jgenerate a reasonable set of judgments

about the needs and d1rectlon for future, research and development geared
®

toward improving the preparatlon of" teachers of hand1capped children,

. s
v
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CHAPTER 11 . e
] 'REVIEW OF TEACHER BEHAVIOR RESEARCH

3 s _ . ~

]

‘ Research on teaching has been the subject of a growing number of

v . ) b
»

critical reviews, many of which are related to the models of‘eiementary
)
education discussed in thelﬁrecedlng chaBter. Many rev1ews have been

Lo 7
o undertaken spec1f1ca11y because of the . emp1r1ca1 requirements of CBT‘E) 3
. / ,

programs (Dunkln & Biddle, 1974; Flanders, 1973 G?Tl 1973; Heath &

N1elson, lgff; Joyce, 1971; Peck & Tucker, 1973; Rosenshlne, 1971; Rosenshineé -

»

& Fhrst 1971; Turner,—1935) ,Jhese revieys address the 'specific issues of _

teacher pupll behav1or in the classroom setting, as well as the methodologlcal

A -
S

1ssue9 involved in conductlng research and reviews of research Hokfver,

3
S

there appears to bé a lack of compéra?le review liteZFature on teacher-pupil

\

- behavior research in special education.
| . ] . < Vot
The present review covers several topics.in special education research’

,\ - which impinge upon the establishment of an eﬁpirical"data base for CBTE
’ 2’

: . . 2 )
program development. This review is aragoad examination of related research

¢

rather than an indepth study of any single topic.” This. approach was adopted.
. . . T

under the assumption that such a sampling of reseaé‘P or major 5?“ies'fﬁ.the

‘field (e.g., teacher competencies, teacher performance, effectiveness criteria,
’ S X ' .
pupil growth relat¥d-to teaching) would indicate major trends, provide in-

formation on réesearch strategies employed, and suggest directions for further

research. i

>

The review of/research which compr;;es‘fhis chapter ie,preseneed in A’f

three major sections. The first section is a critical narrative summary of

position-papers and research reviews related e CBTE issues in special education.
_ 9

The second section is a summary and commentary on the sFudies reviewed, which

are presented in tabular_form in‘the last section. ’ ;ge

' e A
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. The ;general education literature includes much df%%ussicn and contro-

versy aboyt compétency-based teachef education, but only a few papers are

L4

"specifically addressed to CBTE issues in speéié@ education. The;reasqhsw"
" for this discrepancy between spécial and regular education may be due to

.. ;. -« ) 3 - !
differences in terminology rather than to substantive differences, to
/

differential priorities, .or to the fact that special education practitioners
5 .

focus their efforts elsewhere. Nevertheless, there are some publications

concerned specifically with special education CBTE issués (Adelman, 1973;‘
-

Creamer § Gilmore, 1974; Shores, Cegelka, -§ Nelson, 1973; Stamm, 1974). . 1In

\
addition, there are a number o{\reviews of special education research that.

’

deal at least to some extent with CBTE-related issues (Blatt § Gérfunkéi,

1973; Guskin §& Spf%ker, 1968; Jones, 1966, 1973; Semmel, 1975; Vergason,
, ; SO ' i _

1973). ¢

Position and Review Papers o A ' N
A 7~

Before CBTE became a widely known ’educational innovation, Haring and

Fargo (19&9) discussed the preparation éf teachers of emotibnallyadisturbed
children in terms which closely paraliel the CBTE.foréhlatidn. These authors
placed“particular emphasis on establishing program gffectivenessrcrite£ia
througﬁ measurement of the effects of teaghing on childreﬁfs behavior. They
poiﬁted out that explicit statements of beﬁavioral objectives forceach child
.are requisite to any procedure for measufement, that pupil performance can

\; .
intervention can be measured, and that continuous, structured evaluation of

" be '"observed, counted, and analyzed,' that changes in pupil behavior due to

teacher perfofmance over time is the best measure of skill development. The

3

precision teaching program developed at the University of Washington (Haﬁéng,
1968) was cited by Haringﬂand Fargo as an example of a program in!which
b " . .

.\

N
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evaluation of teaching performance is dependent upon measuring and recording

pupil behavior and upon explicit statements of béhaviofal'objectives for

¥ ’-\ ' ) L
pupils. . : . .

e

In a review of several issues associated with CBTE in special educationm,
Shores, Cegelka, and Nelsog’(1973) found that only a féﬁ programs actually
o « produced competency statéments to sapport fheir claims of operatiﬁ} a com-
petency-based program. These authors. located a number of published com-
, peteggy}sta;ements in the‘professional literdture and found that all state{?

ments were based on expert 0pinion Some programs had validated the com-

-

petenties deflned by experts agalnst the Ju§§ments of practlglng teachers

- - (e.g., Bullock § Whelan, 1971; Dorwood, 1963; Mackie, KVaraceus,,& Wilbiams,
. - : _

1957; Meyen, Altman, & Chandler, 1971). Since this 1973 review, the genera-\

] . T B

tion and publication of competency statements in the field has proliferated
(é.g., Black; Kokaska, § Nelédh, 1973; Brolin § Thomas, 1972; Reynolds, 1973; .

fﬁ ~ Stamm, 1974; Strauch, 1974). B ) ’ ;/
) . . - , o - N
- Shores, Cegelka, and Nelson' also discussed the special education litera:

ture related to teacher personality variables and chilg”Behavior, direct

b ]

?

observation of rteachers, and problems of crilerion'mea@ures. COn]guding ' 7
that ''the specific effects of teacher behavior in the perfbirhnc?

handlcapped children are largely unknown, ' they suggested that the most .

efficacious method of studying teacher behavior may be through direct

observation of the teacher interacting in his or her classroom.
,

Stamm (1974) presented a general systems model for the design of com-

)

/s petency-bdsed special education professional preparation” programs. This

input-process-output or presage-process-product (P-P-P) paradig?,was derived

/o . o
from Mit3el (1960). Stamm outlined the.major attributes subsumed under the

P-P—P‘paradigm and offered it as a guide to CBTE program development which .

ny ~.
30
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- covers all the relevant aspects of CBTE. Partlcular emphasjs was placed .on
<

¢

- the need to obtaln data on the outcomes of prcparatlon programs which

demcnstrate the de;ared changes in pupll behav1pr. Stamm's parad1gm for

CLTE program develqijent provides a brpéd conceptuallzgtlon o%'preparatlon

programs. The modeltalso addresses the issues, pfocedures, and problems

IR assoc1afed with the evaluatlon of teagher competencies.. ;f>’/ ,

: : [ .
Adelman (1973) developed a manual for spec1a1 educatlon tralnlng pro-

gram development and 1mp1ementat10n wh1ch covered a w1de range of topics.

Thls manual titled Competency-Based Tralnlngfln Education, presents a pro-

f%ss model for planning, implementing, and‘evalud{ing teacher education

.programs. Accordlng to Adelman, "what is needed is not ad hoc 1tem121ng of

>

(competenc1es), but systematic conceptuallzatlons “and empirical 1nvest1gat10ns

of what is requ1red for succeggful perforgﬁnce of various school roles and
functlons w1th d1fferlng populations'" ,(py 25). He conc}uded that, although -

program evaluatlon is contlngent upon a‘body of khowledge about relevant

processes, criteria for program evaluatlon should be in 1tems of "general
'l \“),,/

~! contribution to educational services, training, and research, rather than
~ in terms of such narrow cr1ter1a as pup11 .achievement in the (3 R's) or per

.capita costs with reference to immediate pupil benefits” (p. 158). This
\ latter conclusion seems to :hply that CBTE candot get underway unt11 all
re1evant behavioral data afé-available. . | . . 7~
v :
; In the Second Handbook of Research on Teachipg (Travers, 1373),/Blatt</

»and Garfunkel reviewed a wide range of research studies and problems related

_to teaching the mentally retarded. They reported a ''dearth of research deal-

v : inguspecifically with variables of home and/or community," eipecfally thdse
. . A \-s

<

. . . . . N ey . N ,
studies bearing directly on soc1a1,\:mot10na1,‘anQ}cognltlve aspectﬁ of

b ¢

A




school behavior. No rationale was offered to explain the importance of such ;
-~ - . , . ) * \

- studies for‘improving teaching. Blatt and Garfunkel also*noted_that processes*

have received little attention in studies of children in school_’/Jhey con- .
/’T& . ,- .
cluded that such studies have not been conducteﬂ because processes are less i\

v 2y ] s _ ,
‘ amenable to study than other var1ables. ‘ . ¢

- \ 5\
} L4 - ——— . . . X 3 \f
In a parallel review for the Second Handbook of Research on %eaching -

N
o ﬁTravers, 1973),, Hewett, and Blake reviewed research studies relatwd to ’ i
. teaching the e tionally disturbedﬁ.;They.indicated that much_publishe& .
KQ 1nformation on the topit is based on oninion and experignce rather than
) research ev1dence. "They c1ted fhe finding by Kounin, Friesen and Norton ' /;Q}
;

';(11966) that teachers' effectiveness In group management is a critical:teachd

skill for handlinéfnroblem children in special or regular classes. ewett ' wa
(‘i S ’ = 5\«//\
}- ¢ and Blake concruded that mapagerial competence and sound academic'teaching :

\

are very important in training programs £pr the emotionally disturbed. They

- g

also reiterated Glavin and Quay's (1969) suggestion that teachers shoujd
g : , .. < ) 4

‘ s Y P . . '
(/ focus on immediate behavior problems and remediation of learning problems,

rather than aim at ”amhitious restructuring of personality."
‘ In their review of research related to the education of the meggzlly
‘retarded, Guskin and Spicker (1968)sanalyzed several studies‘investigating
a hnmber of edUcationally relevant variables (effects of preschool.intervention
-programs, educationaljarrangements, etc.). Although their discussion of
teacher effects centered on Studlest\t expectancies (e.g., Rosenthal &
Jacobson, 1968), they did note that "a great gap in research is in the area
of teacher behavior" (p. 263).
}» Jones (1966) reviewed a series of studies addressing such-input'variables
'as exnerience with the handicapped, attitudes of prospective teachers of the
handicapped, personality characteristics, and teacher perception of the prestige

O ° - L. Q
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of special education. The'studies Teviewed were'daécriptive in nature, and
% .

- the mﬁjor dependent variablig,appeared to be the entry into and/or the '
- . : - . s . .
retention of teachers in the field of exceptioiml children. Foecusing on

‘teacher characteristics mdy be useful in designing research studi€s aimed -
- <

/" ~ Fo—
/

- - .at deyeloping prédié;ogs'of teaching sugcess, but suchéstudieq,cgn‘be'useful -

in teacher preparation programs only if eriterion variables argjadqquately ‘

o, P .
- operationalized and investigated empirically..

.

-+ % Larsen (1975) sﬁmmarized a sexies of empirical studdes on the influence

6f teacher expectations and the phenomenon of the 'self-fulfilling prophesy."
’ . ' N ¢ -1 . ' )

Most of the studies reviewed dealt with regular classes. Larsen fougp that

~—~._. teacher's ﬂEE%gi;f set or -expectation was consistently related/;Q;EEZZRs?*s\ .
. ‘ ‘ , & I o
‘ perception and/oh information about the child's ability. One of the major

variables affecting teacher e%gectation was pupil sex--teachers expected

- »

) ~ girls to perform more ngorably than boys. Teachers also evidenced lowered

-«

¥ expectations of black pupils and c¢hildren from low socio-economic classes.

Other CBTE-related papers. * Vergason (1973) adé;essed‘the issue of

accountability by comparing the program effectiveness of regular versus
£

-~

special class ?lécement. He suggesféd that the voucher system may, be a “

A stimulus to- improved education for exceptional children. He also maintained

P .
that the drive for accountability should result in a reexamination of the

.

role of teacher expectancy, teacher planning, and the épplica;ion of be-

havioral objectives, as well as the relationship of these variables to

teacher education. According to Vergason, teacher use of behavioral objec-

: p
tives and standards for pupil performance should be standardized and made //

- .

L

known to parents and other school personnel.' Furthermore, workable account-
« .

ability requires adninistrative support of teachers through consultative and

other resource services.
e

~ LY 4 S
d'l ’ )
f
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, / - Inal paper addre551ng the app11catlon of systemati classroom oBservation .

7 2

, }

, " to the study‘and mod1f1catlon af pup11 teacher interaction, Semmel (1975)

3 &

suggested that little current evidence distinguishes the skills of ”speciaf1y3
- ¥ ) c

(@raiﬂed"teachers from those of regutar teachers, or that the cprricula and
'S "programg,specifically developed for §pec§3ﬁ education are actpally the pro-

. gragi implemented in the SpECial class. Senﬁkl_concluded that "if we wish
ugg,attrrbufe pupil outcomes-to a pa;ticglar set of educational experiences, -*

. ' ’ he
we must reliably describe_téese experiences through direct obsefvation and
. . AR ‘ \ S :
© refprding in situ." L.
. PP L L . -
> In their introduction to the published proceedings of a conference on-
. . 4
. . N

the design of CBTE in special education, Creamer and Gilmore (1974) discuséed

-~

the inconclusiveness of xesedrch on. effectl%érteachlng and the lack Qf

\

-”developmental cont1nu1fy in this research. CBTE program development wagg
{ ‘
: seen as genérating an '"'active professional concern with ‘the potential,gains ;

: - ’ &
to be accrued from theé systematic study of teaching and its effect ‘upon -
‘1earning behavior" (p. 1). The papers presented at the conference provided-
useful CBTE program development descriptions, but they did not address the

- theoretical or empirical questions underlying the exigéncies of program _

+  organization and implementation.

‘ . Observations on the review literature. This examination of the review

and position papers on special education te%cher preparation and researgh on

¢ : :
teaching supports Creamer and Gilmore's observations regarding the present

N

inconciusiveness of research on teaching. Assumdngvthat the papers summarized
in the preceding section are an adequate representation of the review litera-
épre, it appears appropriate to conclude that teacher education research is
not as yet a topic of major interest to practitioners 1n the field. With

few exceptions (e.g., Semmel, 1975; Shores, ®egelka, & Nelson, 1973 Stamm,
¥ . ‘ :
o !
) '1974), teacher education research is regarded as but a tangentlal aspect of«
Q ' : ' ' T
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e handlcapped ch11d and d1agnost1c procedures

aih oy

general concern fbr the educatlon of the handicapped child. For.the most
ek 4

. part the rev1ejwi1terature (e g Blatt .& Garfunkel, 1973; Guskin & Spicker,

e

1968) documents questlons on child p1acement alternatives, the merits of
curr1cular approaches the-soc1a1 and psychological factors affecting the

" Not only 1s there a pauc1ty of 11terature in this area, but the litera-
ture whlch does exist does not reflect a c1ear1y discernible focus of interest

/
‘on a part1cu1ar set of var1ab1es related to teaching and teacher educatlon

v _The”ﬁtudles_rev1ewed in this sectlon dealt variously w1th emp1r1ca11y derived

-

teacher competencies (Shoreé, Cegelka, & Nelson, 1973), classroom observation
o 7 + .

of teacher behavior (Semmelg'1975;'Shores, Cegelka, & Nelson, 1973; Stamm,
1974), characteristics of special education teachers (Jones, 1966 ; Larsen,

1975), and accountab111ty (Vergason, 1973) The special educator might

" expect to f1nd greater evidence of dlscu551on and debate in the Spec1a1

educatlon ‘literature on these,and other major issues concerning teacher.

training and performance. Among the salient teacher education issues. that -

[

' could benef1t from debate and critical review are the questions of (1)

appropriate methodology and design for the conduct of teacher educationJ
o < . -

‘research QZ) assessment of teacher performance by measurement of pup11

ach1evement) (3) teacher behav1ors amenable to mod1f1catlon (4) appropr1ate

teacher performance criteria and measurement of performance; and (5) the

re1atlonsh1p between teacher knowledge and utlllzatlon of a partlcular

EEY
curriculum and teach1ng skills.

- -
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o "Empi'Trical gtudies . - . ;{

‘This review assumes that behayioral research‘related to teach1ng is a.
neeessary precondltlon for the sound development of teacher education pro-
grams. Two ancillary assqmptlons are that: (1)_teacher preparation programs )
must bear a rationai relationship to a given educational philosophy and to a

set of goals derived from that philosophy and that (2) research into be-

.

havioral -phenomena of teaching is necessary in order to align program goals
(o At * -

' ‘ - ” t. .- - -

€ and to modify program dgvelopments on the basis of current empirical evidence.
, ' ‘ - : ' R
Attention to both research methodology and research results are requisite

areas of concern in teacher preparation programming.. Therefore, the.present

review is addressed to these two interrelated areas.
Sources of research studies. The studies reviewed in ,this chapter
were obtained fg&m'a variety of sources. An ERIC search was conducted which

included, among others, the following descriptors: exceptionallchild re-

search, teaching, teacher characteriétics and performance, student behavior

and classroom research. The journals of Learning DiSabilities, Special -

kEducation, American Journal of Mental Deficiency, Exceptional'Children,

Education and the Training of the Mentally/Retarded, School Psychology,

Volta.Review and the Ameriean Annals of the. Deaf were~searched for studies

[y R

* . on teachlng and teachers conducted during the last ten years. A few studies

completed prlor to that time, perlod were 1nc1uded because of the1r 51gn1f1cance.
to current research. Other sources ‘of -information were U.S. government
publications, reports H{fprofe551ona1 organlzatlons, and‘recent pro;ect
reports made availablé’ by the Bureau of Education for the Handlcappbd

5 1 . [ ) I'4
"U.S.0.E.. ' '

A%




An attemp£ was made to obtain puplished studies and syntheses of studies
gf_speciaigeducatidn teacher characteristics related to teacher performance
(e.g.,Athe effects of motivatian,‘attitudes, ébilities). "Of particular |
interest were studies related fo competeﬁcies of special‘educatiqn ;Qgchers,
teacher performance in' the classroom, and effects of teachers and té%thing-l
upon the growth of handicapped children. These face;s‘of_réSearch in teach-
ing were examined in terms of the instructional Qettiﬁg in which‘teaching
takes place, as wgli as iﬁ terms of the instructional content delivered by
the .teacher. Problems of methoddgogy and fésearch design in the study of

teaching were also examined.

Organization of the review. Assessment of the extdnt research on
v d ) I )

‘

1’ 'feacﬁing reqﬁires an organizational plan that logically relafes the availab}e
;“\ . research to competency-based teacher education prégram obje;tives. Tq:
accomplish this purpose,. the model for the study of clainoom teaching developed
by Dunk1n and Biddle (1974) was used to’ organlze the empirical studies ob-
tained, The model conceptuallzes the relevant parameters of study as a

series of relatlonshlps among (1) 1nput or presage variables, (2) context

_varlables, (3) Erocess varlables, and (4) product.variables or utE .
%

As indicated in Flgure-l the presage variables are comprlsed of teacher -

e .

formative experiences, training experlences, and teacher characterlstlcs

(properties). The context variables are subdivided into‘pupilwvarigbles,

including both pupiﬂ formative experiences .and pupil characteristics, and

" into contextual”variables concerning the school, community, and classroom

¢

setting. Process variables focus on observed pupil and teacher behaviors

“ in the classroom. Product variables are divided into short-term and long-

A

ftefm effects of antecedent variables upon pupil.growth,

’
i
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Figure 1, Model for the study of classroom teaching, “
(after Dwnkin § Biddle, 1974).

6%




v

The relationshiﬁs described by the model permit'the.élaSSification of
.research int6 studies of relationships between preéage-presége, presage-

process, and1§resage1produ;t variables. Descriptive studies of classroom

.
-

processes aré classified as "process occurrence' research. The balance of
the process linkages are the process -process and process-product studies.
Purely’debcrlptlve presage studles or studies that relate sets ‘of
presage oOT context variables were not included 1n-the review. Studles which
deal with such yariables as the status of trainee attitudes, abilities, and
! ‘ persanality have- relevance for personnellselection c;iteria, but they offer

no information about trainee performance--the focal interest in the determina-

tion of competencies. Presage studies were included, however, in those in-

‘

stances where presage variables were employed to predict teacher behavior or
performance, or whére presage variables were used as baseline dependent
variables for an intervention study (e.g., the effect of training program

4 ' on trainee attitudes).

Tabular summaries of research. The studies of teacher behavior reviewed
<

in this secti - gare. summarized in two sets of tables: Tables 1 to 6, Descrip-

tion ¢ ‘ables 1A to 6A, Methoddlogy and Outc&mes. For both sets of tables,j

numeri cal de51gnat10ns correspond to the following c1a551f1cat10ns derived

from the presage-prqcess-product model: (1) presage presage, (2) presage-.

2

o o S e
process,k(S),presage—product, (4) process occurrence, (5) process—process,

and (6) process product. - - -

. The set of tables labeled Tables 1 to 6, Descrlptlon, lists the author(s)
and vear of each study, along with th independent and dependent variables of
X A
in. . ... In the case of process occurrence (descriptive) studies, the
#

variables reported are summarized in a double column labeled '"Observed Be-

haviors.' -Tabulated in the last two columns of this set of tables are the

I - ’
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type and number of subjects used in the study and the name or type of in-

struments used to collect data. Reliability coefficieﬁts (if reported) are
also indicated, with‘distinctions made bétween iﬁtercoder reliability or
qgréement (Ir) and coder agreement Qith criterion (Cr), and instrument, re-
) _yiability (r) (e.g., tes;-rétest, split balf, equivalent forms, etc). Re-
liability coefficients are not reported if the instruments used were stan-
dardizéd achievement or personality tests. “

The first column'iﬁ the set of tables. labeled Table 1A to 6A, Method-
ology and Outcomes ‘repeats the name of each study cited in Tables 1 to 6 !
The next column  summarizes the de51gn features of the study ‘by utilizing g}
Campbell and Stanley's (1963) dQSCTlpthﬂS of experimental and qua§1-exper1-
mental désigns for edugational regearch.‘ In the next column: the unit of
observation or analysis (e.g., classes, teachefs, pupils in claifes) is |

indicated. The last column notes results, unusual features of the study,

and supplementary information not covered.in the other columns.

-

a7

»‘1'
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Summary of Empirical Stullies

The studies on teachers and teaching behavior summarized in the tables
T « -

(pp. 59-79) reveal alwide diversity of interests. - For diécussion 9mrposes,

" the studies were classified according to .the presage-process-product schema
. o ‘ Cn, : 7 .
suggested by Dunkin and Biddle.(1974). For the most part, this classification

paradigm proved useful, butsinconsistencies did appear in the application of
. T #! =

the model due to differences inherent in simultaneously considering studies

of "tea%?ers" and studies of "teaching.'" The outcome or product variable of

. . .

r B

teaching studies is always pupil-related. In studies of ''teachers,' however,
S / i

the independent variable may- be a preparation'program or other intervention,

but the outcome or product variable is teacher-related.’ To this degree, the’

—~ -

model was not entirely applicable as a vehicle for the classificatien of

o

n studies about teacher behavior. To account for this incompatibility, teacher
behaviors were classified as presage or process variables, depending on the

nature of the measurement of the dependent variable. When the outﬁﬁ%s.of a
4 N .
teacher training program were teacher attributes or properties, these were

classified as presage variables. When such outcome data were obtained by
Vi - . . LA LI ] .
observation or rating of Jeacher performance in the classroom, the outcome

of teacher training was classified as .teaching behavior and thus considered

\\\ procesazvaridble.; R

L

Presage-Presage Studies

About half of all studies ifcluded in the revie involv . linkages with

reéage variables. Studies of presage-prqsage'relationships focused mainly”

, upon: (l)vthe effects of participation in a workshop or other course of
{//ﬂ study apnd (2) the relationship between teacher attributes or placemgnt and

. \\Eeacher competencies or attitudes. There were too' few studies on the effect
of training tg,permit conclusions, but significant knowledge gains were re-
Q ) ’ o : ’. ' f‘

)




. .
I' 1 . ,
~— )

ported in studies where the amount of teacher information about handicapped
childden was meastred’ (Brooks § Bransford, 1971; Minskoff, 1972; Vitello,
Sedlack, & Peck, 197Z; Yates, 1973). [Results of research on teacher attitude

-

change as an outcome of training were inconsistent. In one case (Yates,

-1973),‘teacher gain in inf&rmation about the hahdicapped was accompanied by,

. _ \
increased pessimism regarding the outcomes of integration.
While it is probable that a large proportion of special education train-
ing programs obtain pre-post evaluations of information gains, attitude

change, self-assessment of cempetencies; etc., few studigs/or training out-

comes are published in research journals. For example,‘several of the pro-
ject reports thch describe the special educatien CBTE prégrams énalyzed in
Chapter JII‘contain such ,data (e.g., Courtnage, Brady, Surbski, & Schmid,
n.dt; Deno, 1973;:Mc§eﬁzie,>1969; Sitko, 1975;'Shea, 1974; Strauch, 1974;
Sylves¢ﬁuwb1f, n.d.), But ﬁ;y of these projects have as yet pubiished evalua-

tion studies in a form suitable for research jburnals (i.e., in other than
descriptive form). ' -
A problem inherent 'in,most studles of the“effects of training is the

é\herallzablllty of results, and the studies reviewed here were no excep-
¢ ' -
tion. Each of these_studies was cor iucted on a particular trainee. popu-
. ? 2

lation, w¥th no evidence concerning the generalization of program effec-
tiveness to other settings’, geographig¢ locations, or trainers other than
tge orlglnal program developers Thus, data_ evaluatrng the effective-

ness of the tralnlng programs may not be publlshed in research Journals
7

-~

due to the situation--specific conditions under which these.studies were

!
o=

conducted. As a consequence, there is less dissemination of program informa-

tion than of experimental studres,\and thus program-innoyations are less

\subject to professibnal scrutiny than publisHed research.

\ ' 4\)_' : Con
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Descriptive studies. There have been a large_number of investigations

\

‘ e
into the characteristics of special education teachers, particularly thei;5

, attitudes and motivations for teaching the handicapped (Cawley, 1964;
| ~ [

Gottfried & Jones, 1964; Heller, 1964; Jones & Gottfried, 1966; Jones, 1971;
Rudloff, 1969; Semmel § Dickson, 199; Willman 1966). These studies of the
characteristics of teachers or prospective teachers of the handicapped are

descriptive in nature and therefore provide background information of
&
potential use in program planning arid trainee selection. The utility of
. v ™ .
these studies for CBTE is limited, however, due to the absence, in most .

1
- cases, of criterion measures of te: hing performance. Therefore, such

descriptive or presage status stucwes were omitted from the present review.
- 3 f : v P
- [::,9 . \

Presage-Process Studies ‘ <

I

The presage-process studies examined, concerned mainly the +-?:tionship

between: (a) teacher or pupil variables, cl.dsrooﬁ'settings, and/t; training
methods and (b) process and transactions in the classroom. F t for a study

by Dobson (1972) which used a vating scale, all i, - -tigacion: .ployed low-

inference obsek¥vation systems to obtain data on tlassroom processes.” The class-
room interactions examined were of three types: (1) classroom qlimite variables
jmploying the Flander Interaction Analysi§ System (IAS) or systems derived

from Flanders (Craig & Holman, 1973; Fine, Alien, and .Medvene, 1968; Schmitt

1969; Stuck & Wyne, 1971; Weaver, 1969); (2) cognitive interaction systems

4 o :
(e.g., Aschner, Gallagher, Perry, Ofgar, Jenneyg & Farr, 1965; Indiana Cogni- .
tive Demand Schedule (Lynch § Ames, 1972), or deviations from these scales -

°

(Lynch & Ames, 1972; Minskoff, 1967; Semmel, 1975), and (3) pupil task

behavior and teacher management systems; Mo§t'bf third type were developed

’

fQr classroom observation of behavior modification techniques (Buckiey &

s

) L ) > )
Walker, 1970}“Qooper, Thomson, & Baer, 1970; Kounin, Friesen, § Norton, 1966;

- 50
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Werry & Quay, 1969). )

:\9 . Unique in the presage-process group'waskz-study of Ball (1972), which by
ass%s%ed pupil pg}teptions of nonverbal tea&h T behaviors by means of video-

¢

d tape'simulations. This unusually well-documentgd study showed that pupil
‘ . J g \
; race and race of teacher both played significant roles in EMR ' pupil's per-
ceptions of nonverbal behavior, » ' that EMRs :re not particulérly astute

’ in differentiating between types of teacher nonverbal behaviors.

-

Ciassroom settings. Craig and Holman (1973) compared open classrooms i§
with,traditionél ciassroom§ for deaf childfen and found that the percentage )

“of pupil-initiated talk was higher in the open clégg?BUm,fbut the‘peréentage

of Féacher-initiatéd télk was lower. Lynch aA& Ames (1972) compared regular

| . andiméiéh¥ .icrmediate’ [I'? classes and obtained large within-group differ-

v

N nge. Differences were also obtained

r

ences or the levels -~
‘etween 1. 1 ‘and Spu.i. i classes--.sgular teachers spent more time inter-
act ng with pupils they rated as having high ability; special class te;chers 2
- did not show a similar bias with EMR pupils. Employing Flanders' IAC, Stuck
and Wyne (1971) found no significant differences when comparing verbal inter-
actions in.regular‘and special ;iasses.i'Simildrly, Fine, Alleﬁ,~§hd Medvene
(1968).found no overall differences between épgcia; classes and régular
- classes. However, EMR teachers did spend less time in extended talkiné,
and there W%Ze:ore pupil-initiated‘pupi1~torpupi1, puﬁil-to—teécher talk in
special classes. .’ o \;

Behavior management. The stifdies of classroom management were primarily

conducted by researchers interested in applied behavioral analysis. Buckley
and Walker (1970) showed that, prior to intervention,"40%'of the interaction

between teacher and deviant pupil concemmned inappropriate behavior. Werry
) N . 1 : ’ !
and;Quay (1969) found that-'"behavior problem children'" awaiting placement in

Y

7
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.

.

. : )i .
.

special g¢lasses Qére)sﬁghificantly different/from normal children in the

(

frequency of attention to work and the relative amount of positive teacher

/

attention recelved Kouﬁln, FrlesonJ‘aLd Norton (1966), who obtained similar

. .
findings on the frequency of work 1nvolvement, also found that teachers'

management played a: 51gn1f1cant role in the behavior of ED children. Teachers

successfuliin managing non-ED children were also successful in reducing off-

task behaviors in ED chlldren i

¥

Teacher tralnlng: MlﬂSkOff (1972) found no dlffetences between a control
group and teachers who received, in an experimenta} curricuium, training on
the grequency of'préductive thinking and conclusion questions. Weaver (1969)
increésed frequency df E%ﬁcher acceptance of student’ideas by employing the
Computer-Assisted Teacher Training System (CATTS), whichiprovided instant
feedback to teachers during teaching. Schmitt (1969) also emplgyed é;TTS

to train teachers to increase their use of broad questions. In both cases,

CATTS was instrumental in modifying teacher-trainee behavior. However, in
. s N

1

‘the Schmitt (1969) study, the change in teaéher-behaviorﬁdid not affect pupil

résponses. ’ ¢

Prediction of teacher behaviors. A number of studies attempted to

predict successful teachers and/or teacher behavior from data on teachers or

- teacher trainee characteristics (Blackwell, 1972; Dobson, 1972; Meisgeier,

>

1965; Semmel, 1975).  Prediction studies require the applicabign of multi-

Variate analysis procedures which ~are complex and require skillful statis-

#
£

tical interpretatiori. Treatment of data would thus seem to be the major pro-

i

blem in such research, but an examination of these predictive studies suggests

that their major weakness is an abserice of adequate triterion measures for

-
> Ky

assessing successful teaching. ) B} .

3 .
- ) ~t
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' Presage-Product Studies
N

The focus of this group of studies was the relatithhip between teacher

training or teacher characteristics (e.g., attitudes, expectﬁnciesd and pupil
N | _ ,
‘ outcomes, (e.g., growth, improved self-concepts). Jones' (1974) study wac

the only one in this group which investigated the effects of pupil‘presage
0 .
_ variables on pupil outcomes. Studies of the effects of teacher expectancies

k'allso fall under this classification and are subsequently discussed.

P

Of particular interest is Stowitschek and Hoffmeister's (19743 study on

—

the effects of a math mini-course on pupil achievement. This investigation

attempted the '"acid test'" for assessing the effects of teacher training--i.e.,
)

measurement of pupil outcome--and also gathered .process data on experimental

subjects."Effects of training wetz demonstrated by increase§iin the use of .
P prompting and general praise by experimental teechers, as well as sighificaht

increases in achievement obtained by Puplls taught by the exprlmental

teachers Stzw;tschek .and Hoffmelster also reported°the results of a

’

questionnaire in which experimental and control teachers both estimated the
. average daily tutoriné time during two periods: (1) the month preceding

i the study and (2) the last month of the study. The estimated mean time in-

N

” B 1 B . . - .
crease between these two periods was +12.93 minutes for the experimental and

-

R

#4.50~for the contfol groUp. Although the results of mini- course part1C1pa-

5 \\‘ -

tion were 1mpressrve, the dlfference between control and experlmental f@achers

K

. in the amount of time spent tutoring must be counted as an’ alternatlve ex-
planation for the increases obtained.
. The importance of amouht of'instructional?time-haé been thersubject of
discussions byIWinﬁe (1973) and Harnischfeger aﬁq Wiley (197§); Fhere is no
question that the ut&lity of teacher eeucetion research'isiseterely limited

by the absence of sufficient controls bver anp/or data abott time as.a facet

¢
°

\)‘ ‘ 'V\‘) . ) . .. o . D:.;\ ) v
EMC . Va “L*\ ' ‘ I . o ) .
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:\\\\\ of treatment. Stowitschek and Hoffmeister accounted for treatment time on a
post Hoc basis; but very few studies account for duration of treatment at
s '

all.

Labeling and expectancy studies. Studies on the effects o% labeling
and expectancies--presage studies which encompass both.process and product

relationships——haveibeen the subject of much interest in special education

-

‘research.

The eoclal -psychological background variables associated with speC1a1
classes for the handicapped or with mainstream placement of the special ch11d
as well as the social-psychological phenomena of labeling and‘ﬁiacher ex-

pectancy, can be conceptualized as presage and/or contextual variables which
14

influence the processes and outcomes of teacher-pupil interaction. Studies
on the effects of labeling (Guskin, 1962; Joneg, 1972; Meyerowitz, 1962 ;

Mercer, 1970) have been used in argumenté both for and against mainstreaming

f} 3

and other approaches to the m1t1gatlon of social consequences of labe11ng
-.and segregatlon (Guskin, 1974 MacMillan, Jones Alola 1974; Rowitz, 1974).

Teacher expectancy studies have also reCeived considerable attention -in
| 8
both regular and special education. There appear to be two approaches to the

study of. expectancy effects on classroom 1nteractlon and pupil growth: (1)

1nduced expectanc1es, in which false information about pupil potential is ~

1
.

supplied to the teacher (Babadf11971' Beez 1968; Gozali § Meyen, 1970;

-Haskett, 1968; Rosenthal & Jacobson 1968» Weaver f§69), and (2) natura115t1c

i 1

studies’, in whlch teachers are asked 'to rate pupil ach1evement or in wh1ch

pupiis are classified according tohavaiIable achievement_data (Good; 1970;

_ Haskett 1968; Lynch § Ames; 1972; Willis, 1972) ’

- ’ -

A number of stud1es have supported the hypothe51s that teachers in |

regular c1asses shgw a marked preference for interacting w1th h1gh ach1evers

Q - o { L 54 ] o L
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~,»+_ related to expectancies

t
or pupils‘who are perceived as high achievers (hrophy & Good, 1970; Good,
1970; Lynch § Ames, 1972; Rist, 1970). It is not clear whether the same
" preferential interaction pattern appears-ln,the'special class. Lynch § Ames
(1972) found that regular class third grade teachers 1nteracted more fre-
quently with pup1ls they rated as h1gh ach1evers but. a comparahle group of‘
1ntermed1ate EMR teachers did not show such b1ases in classroom 1nteract1on.
Haskett (1968) studied the expectancy hypothe51s by supplylng teachers
of EMR children w1th accufﬂte 1nformatlon about pupll ach1evement but falsel
information about pupll social development scores. The study 1nd1cated that ;
teachers' pred1ctlons about . sozral and academ1c progresSawere 51gn1f1cantly

correlated W1th pupll achlevement and social development Haskett!s results

"d1ffered from those obta1ned in similar stud1es by Gozali and Meyen (1970)

T,

and Babad (1970) . Neither of these 1nvest1gatlons was aHle.to show-slgnlflcant

-

effects, related'to induced'expectancies or pupilrachievEment e

-

Although the outcome of expectant1es yarles somewhat both natural and

exper1mentally 1nduced expectanc1es have been'shown to 1nfluenceeteacher

Th

ehav1or in enough instances . to aSsert “the va11d1ty of the” phondmenon (Brophy

'

'&.ﬁ*z""lgﬂ; Guskin,, 1971). Ihere are so,me aspe-cts of te‘acher behavior
warrant further investigation, however. ®

Among these are {uestions about the nature of pupil data available to'a
teacher and the role of sources and amount of information available to- .

P

determine teacher preferences. In addition, there are some indications from
- previous “research (Jordan § Proctor, 1969; Semmel , Garrett, Semmel, §.

Wilcove, 1973' Yates, 1973) which suggest the need for a controlled sfudy

' ind -

- of the effects of teacher preparatlon on teacher expectancles Studies that-. -

- exafine the operatlpn of expectanc1es under natura1 classroom oT tra1n1ng

program cOnditions,have the greatest-potent&gl utility. Continued studyﬂof

K

a4,

@



, -
a

experimentally.manipulated teacher oehavior cannot be expected»to produce,
1nformatlon on the operatlon of these same condltlons in the normal school
n ~envronment. "In.the case of expectancles the mode ofvtrapsm1551on of in-
hfbrﬁatioh to the teacher may be'as_poteﬁt a_factor ln consequent teacher -

O . .
" . . o, . ]

.behavior as the;information itself.

Process Variables

-

’ The need to obtain ochctlve 1nformatlon on what transp1re§ in the

classroom has been a major impetus for observatlonal studles There are
LJ

" several alternatlve nethodological approaches to the study of behavior in

(s

the natural env1ronment ‘but all are var1ants oéktwo main llpes of procedure
natura115t1c, ecological approaches (Barker G Gump, 1964 Gump, 1969

Williams & Rausch, 1969) and observatlonal category systems (Medley & M1tze1

.o

© 1963; Simon § Boyer, 1974). Two recent publications deal extens1ve1y with
. [ . N E . .. E E
the methodology and application of observation systems for special education:

Observation ofcpupils and teachers in mainstream and special education

sett1ngs (Welnberg & Wood 1975),\and Observatlon systems and the special

educatlon teacher (Semmel & Thiagarajan, 1973).

,

Process Occurrence'Studies S

N . N v S

Process occurrence studies whxch are ent1re1y descr1pt1ve, are distin- 7

gulshed from procéss -process studies in that no-hypotheses are p051ted con-

cerning causal re1atlonsh1ps between processes Nevertheless, these studies
‘are rich sources of hypotheses about the nature of classroom 1nteract10n

AN
y Indeed, many of the process-process 'studies were the result of initial in-

I

¢ . ST P i . . . A
vestigations which described the status ,of classroom interactions.

The various types'of classroom behavior that have been reported in
process occurrence studies are shown in Table 4 and Table 4A of the next

_ seckion. ‘Paris agd.Cairng' (1971) study is lnteresting«in that the EMR pupils
Q ' . : . : . ! [ )
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who were tne sucjects of classroom obseriatton had initiallyvparticipated in
an experimen;al, laboratorf study 'to determine the effectiveness of'three\
different types of social reinforcers. fn che erperiment, wﬁich inVolved a
c;;,..g;dlscrlmlnat:lon task, pup11 learning was found to be superior when negatlve
-evaluative comments were given. The study was followed by an examlnatlon
of the.naturai learning environment in which thesevsame children func;ioned,=
Observatien data showed that poéitire teacher statements occurred frequencl&,
Ce vindiscrininantly, anc in a variety of functions, whereas negatiﬁe teacherj;

comments were infrequent and gengrally conveyed information. : .

Process-Process Studies .
* AN .
/
I Almost all the studles dea11ng‘W1th process’ relatlonshlps investigated

(,./ _‘some'agpqgtvof.pupll management (e.g., attention tp tadk, work involvementg

N

deviant behaviors). A number of these studies were conducted by_researchers

- interested in behivior modi fication. .In general, the research bears out the
. . »

: “*positiVe'effectsf f reiﬁforceme procedures in 1mprOV1ng puplls' task be-
haviors (Brent, 1972;-Ha11 et a1.,-1971;.Hu1ten & Kunzelmann, 1969; Kazdin,

. . J . . .
1973; Kazdin & Klock, 1973; Parsonson, Baer, & Baer, 1974; Walker & Buckley,

.1970). The balance of the process-process studies concerned the effects of

)

' other spec1£§c teacher behav1d&s on. pup11 behav1ors Kounin &»Obradovic

(1968), in a study replgcatlng Kounln, Friesen, and Norton (1966) were - able

v
“to reproduce the earlier f1nd1ng that teacher management effectiveness

.generaiizes to all pupils, 1nc1ud1ng ED pupllS in the regular class. They
‘ also obtalned significant, p051t1ve correlatlons between, teachers' ”group

v alerting” and "accountability" behaviors, and»ED childrens' work involvement
. o . ) ® . '
in recitation settings, although these findings did not hold fcr seatwork

‘ f . settings. .




Process-Product Studies

v

Only a few studies investigating observed classroom ?rocesses and-their
relationship to. pupil outcomes were locat;d. in Semmel , Sifko, and Kreider
(1973), TMR.pupiis.who Showed greateét gains on the communic;tion subscales
of the Caine-Levine Social Scale were in classesitéught by téac&gts who were -
observed télbe less verbélly restrict?vetand direct than éeache:s of low «

gain pupils.- Hunter and Meyers (1972) found that teacher; who manifested

verbal acceptance and low rejection, but maintained classroom contr61, were
. ¢ 2 . . .

s : . : . - A I ,
more apt to have better pupil attendance,ﬂprogress} and attijtudes among
: Y v

. . X N \ . ¢ R '
children withylearning problems. " Dalton and Lynch (1974) compared the -
N , : ‘ ,

effects of teachers who asked pupils to draw from their own experience in’
. : N : _ ;

P \

responding to questions (episodic-condition) and, teachers who restricted
pupil answers to specific lesson content (semantic condition). They foimd,

not wunexpectedly, that pupil verbal outpu;?ﬁaghgreater in the episodic con-

"dition than in the.semantic condition. They also found that teachérs gave
g more positive feefback to appropriate pupil responses during semaptic |

questioning and that recall was significantly better under the semantic con-

&

dition.
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Methodological Considerations N » .

v

Understanding classroom processes, classroom climate, and cognitive
¥

.

and management aspects'iﬁ teacher-pupil interactions 7§ critical in setting
teacher competencies and performance criteria! There/are, howevéi&.a )
. . . ! - \ .

/ ¢

number of difficulties associated with accurate colleckion of such data.

These difficulties limit the conclusions that may be drawn from observational

4
- v-:,.

studies and, indeed, may play a role -in the failure to obtain relationships’
. . } . M
between observed classroom interaction and pupil outcomes (McGaw, Ward%g;i

& Bunda, 1972). Extended discussions of the methodological problem§

v

associated with the .collection of obse{zétional data can be found in Frick

s

and Semmel (1974), Herbert and.Attridg% (1975); Johnson and Bﬁl;tad (1%73), ’
, . . . ! .

: - 7 .. . _
McGaw, Waldrop, and Bunda (1972), Medley and Mitzel (1963), and Rosenshine

and- Furst (1973). ] o _ -—
Frick and Semmel (1974) suggested that one major .source of error in

observation studies is. the failure.to separate the statistically related but

~

conéeptua}ly different measures of observer agreement and reliability of

,

‘observational records. Adequate observer agreement required pretraining

observers and conducting maintenance checks to assure that observers continue

to code at levels achieved during initial training. Only a few of the process

studies reviewed cited provision for maintenance testing of observers (Semmel,

1975). )

v

TV Frick and Semmel also suggested that a comparison of coders' scores with
a criteiion\measure would be a superior indication of reliability in terms
_ ) A

of the objectives and definitions of the categories of ‘observation. This

¢

assumes that the criterion measure if a precise reflection of the definitions

Pt ®
.

of eachycategory in the system. Such a criterion measure is best effected

] i
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through the use of videotaped examples of the obgerﬁational categories (Frick,

. 2 3
& Semmél; 1974; Medley- & Norton, 1971). 1In tﬁ% present review, only Ball

f ) )
(1971), Stowigtchek and Hoffmeister (1974), and Semmel (1975) employed
. B . ~5’ t :
- observer ag dement with criterion measures as an indication of reliability.

The second area of concem is thé collection of classroom process fata

rqlated to the rellablllty or stability of. the observed behavioral phenomfna.

There are major sources of error which result from setting or contextual

differences between observations. These sources of error compound the un-

x

rellablllty of attempts to measure unstable behaviors and costrlbute to eLror '

in measuring stable behaviors (McGaw et al., 1972). Among’the context

;

( ®  variables that may influence the reliability of observation are differences

in subject matter, class size, seating arrangements, group structure, nature
* J R

of teacher pupil tésk, time of day, week, etc.
In the present review, only a few classroom interaction studies were

found which repbfted any attempt to control for one or mérp of these sources

of variation by specifying or limiting the conditions q’ﬂer which observatioﬁal
v ~ data were obtalned Among these studies were Werry’and Quay (1969), which
i ¢ [\
samplggionly in 1nd1v1duallzed academic seatwork situations, and Craig 'and

-

¢

T Codllns (1970), whlch qpalx&ed observatLonal data in terms of three d1fferent
o . , A
L qsetting varlables (language dependent instruction, spec1allzed instruction,

and informal activitieﬁi;//ﬂhe data in Semmel (1975) were all obtained during
30 minute tutorials set”in the samé laboratory setting. Similarly, the

Stowistchek and Hoffmeister (1974) data were obtained from videotaped micro-

-

‘} teaching tutorials.

————— e e

Tagies 1A/to 6A to’ descrlbe teaching/teacher behavior studles was a mod1f1ed

version of the categorlzatlon scheme recommended by Qampbell and Stanley (1963)

~ N ’

B
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¢
T 1 .
for experimental and quasi-experimental designs and theg categories. recommended

«

<
by Borg and Gall (1971, pp. 329-341) for correlational and nonexperimental

designs. ‘ ‘- ‘ [ . ’

Of all the studies reviewed, only six could be characterized as true
. . . . ’ Q
experimental designs with control groups. The largest number of studies

employed a time series paradigm (quasi-experimental) and reflected a behavior ’

. modification orientation in the way variables were .manipulated. There were

an equal number of causal-comparative and correlational prediction studies.

Surveys, pre-experimental designs, and descriptions were the least frequent
' ¥

-

methodologies encoyntered.

wd

In those studies which required randomization of selection and/or assign-

ment of subjects to groups, only four studies reported the use of randomiza-

tion procedures. )
}
The unit of statistical analysis in approximately 30% of the studies

reviewed was inappropriately designated as individual children and/or teachers
* - <,

i

in cases where subjects weTe expossd to treatment conditions as a group.
Data analyses varied considerably across studies; descriptive, non-

parametric, and parametric options were cqually represented. The several

research designs encountered-—surve;s, descriptiﬁns,‘causal—compafative

studies, correlational prediction studies,“time series, and experimental

designs--are considered in more detail below. Particular attention isA%iven
to randomization, documentaticn iﬁJ{;patment(s), assumptions of specific

. » | Js ' —
statistical analysis techniques, and generalizability. The trends identified
t . .
both -within and across design categories suggest a need to change nmany present
: : : a
practices and priorities in special educational research. . : T

. v .
Randomization both in selection for and assignment td groups is always

a problem for those engaged in field-based behavioral research. It is Bore

oL b ' f/

4

~

/ .
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r
\

expeditious to survey, describe,hor "treat' intact groy%s. Control groups,
if included, are qften "assumed'" to come from-the same, representative,
homogif?zed population as the experimehtakqfroups. Only a few of the studies
s " . reviewed used adequatgA ization proéeﬁUres (Gozali § Meyen, 1970;
Greenwood, Hops, §& Walker 1975; Paris § Cairns, 1971; Stow1tschek & -
Hoffmeister, 19?53 F 11ure to consider . random1zat1on is reflected in all
other studies, regardlesslﬁf/gesign. In surveys and descriptive analyses,
///- - this deficiency is of minimal concern siace there is usuall? no intent to
generalize characteristics to a larger population. This(is particularly
true ef all but one of the process occurrence studies summari;ed~in Table
4A, in which the emphasis is on dbcumeating teaching events or o serVing
behavioral correlates of teacher characteristics. Similar comments are X
. applicable to the Hunter and Meyers (1952) and Vitelloet al., (1972) surveys.
Although randomization is not a precursor to time series paradigms, . it is a
requirement for all other options (i.e., experimentaI, causal-comparative,
and‘correlational prediction designs) if variables are to be controlled
adequately and if generalization is to be permitted. ﬁven when presented ,
with intact groups, investigations should attempt to incerporate'some modi fied
form of‘randemization, particularly in the experimental designs where group
differences are intended to be the result of treatment differences. Several
studies would have benefited from the use of randomization procedures (Dalton
& Lynch, 1974; Schmitt, 1969;‘Shote1, Iano, & McGettigan, 197?; Weaver, 1969;
Yates, 1973). In several causal comparative and cerrelational prediction
designs dimensions of group d{fferenees'are subject to charges of methodélogicaf
error on severalgr9und$(i.e{;\failure to document selection procedures,
failure to select eomparison groups'from the”sameilarger populatioa, faildre
' to obtain representative random samples from the'appropriate populationusub-
) ' - . R B 4

° \“‘i’
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groups, and use of small sample groups) (Dobson, 1972; Fine, Allen, §
Medvene, 1968;' Lynch § Ames, 1972; Meisgeier, 1965; Scheuer, 1971;

Semmel, 1975).

Documentation of treatments %f also an obvious defect in most studie§,
pa;ticplarly in long-range pretest/posttest designs. Only minimal attention
is given to tﬁé documentation of coﬁtrol group activities concurrent .with
:nv treatmenf activities. This paucity of information not only restric;s
the ability'tp initiate legitimate replications, bu£ also does not permit
sound interpretations of fhe.interval ;alidity of a study. /Iﬁe“do;umentation
of treatments izﬁBall (1972), Buckley and Walker (1970),, Faréo (1967),
Minskoff (1967), Schmitt (1969), Stowitscheg and Hoffheister (1974), Walker
and Buckl}ey (1974), and Weaver (1969) was comprehensive and useful, but these
studies -are definitély in the minority. Winne (1973) has suggested‘that, due

to the Iimited space available fordmethodoiogy in research journals, authors

™.

" should be required to prepare comprehensive me;jﬁﬁology sections for their Q
s.

prepared texts to accompany requests for reprin Judging from this,review)

this suggesting has considerable merit. -

It was not possible to evaluate in detail the extent to which causal-

W/ e .

comparative, correlational-prediction, and expeqimentaltstudies took into
a - .

acqoun£ the assumptions of spécific parametric analyses. However, numerous
errors in the unit of statistical analysis selected were noted. This basic
infraction, when adjusted, would likely nullify the results of some §tudie$
because of the copsiderab}e reduction in group N'é (i.e., Gozali & Méyeﬁ,
1970; Jones, 1974; Richmond § Dalton, 1973; Scheuer, 1971).

~ Time series designs reviewed employed the only descriptive data reduc-

tion procedures which did not involve the violation -of assumptions about score

[

distributions or variances, but, as a-result, inferences about generalizability

are not possible. ewever, most time series studies did coﬁ?&ol for most -m
o i _ . ,

6




g

~ ‘ ;-\

sources of 1nterna1 invalidity except instrumentation and hlstorv

e The foreg01ng discussion suggests that the Tesults of many of the studles

v

s

reviewed can be questioned or d¥scounted becguse of one or several methodological
. ‘ 1 .
errors. Although some errors are common to all designs, others are more
A :

!

idiosyncratic:,ACénversely, some designs are stronger than others in terms
of i;g;r control of gxtraneous variables. .

/ Sampling, documentation of errors, and application of‘appropriefe,'
. . [ .
) - .
statistigal analyses will be relatively easy to improve in future research

“ v

. efforts that focus on teaching and teacher behavior if researchers assume a

\ a *'ﬁigher level of experimental rigor. Not s0 éésy to remedy, will be the qualit}
' ‘;nd vaiqg_pf future re§earch efforts. 'Currentl}, thef;\i a lack of con-
finuity of research in teaching. Studies ,are idiosyncratic isolates in\khich'”
the degree of commonality across 5&ud1es is 1ncfﬁenta1qor the result of a

c

revlewer s ex post facto synthe51s .

+
. Pl

‘Empifical Basis for CBTE .

{ Pl

s

The studies reviewed here present a fragmented picture of the effects’

i of training and behavfbral var;ables and ths proRibit a coherent étatement
about désirablg teaching cbmpetencies or ®ptimal §£Virpnments. They give
only maré;hal suppofé to the teacher trainer's search for an ehpirical base
for competencies and training procedures. As a result,Ateacher trainers
have resorted to collectlng "expert' judgment in the estab11shment of com-
petencies and in the des1gn of systems for program plann1ng and revision.

)

Selected training programs ‘which have coped with these problems within the

context of CBTE are documented in the next chapter. .

_,/// - ) - _ ‘ s
' 7 ' ¢
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.- Table 1.

7
—

. :

-
Studies of Teacher Behavior:

Description

Presage-Presage Studies

“7""//‘

' Independent

Dependent L - Instruzent/
Study Variables /*3” Variables 'SubjectS'LN ~ Reliability
N ‘ ki %
1, Bx%oks i . | Participatian in-Affec- | Change jn attitude towdrd |10 administrators, Semantic differential
bransford, | tive workshop. § special ed. concepts. |20 regular class teachers: | on 8 conJcepts; no
1971 0 . | reliability  infor-
| ' ‘mation, o
2. Minskoff, | Workshops G-imterper- | Self-rating on inte.rpe\}f Preservice trainees, 3 ex- | Interpers, skill q’ues-
1972 sonal skills, attitude | somal skills, self accep- | perinental groups: Mterp. | tiomdire, r.6; -
v toward minorities,*§ | tance, attitudes toward [N =1 control group, 16. -self-acceftance scale
language instruction. | | minorities, language: I 74; attitude §. value
: teaching skills. scale r.76; linquistic .-
. - .| rating scale, 1.65 (all
k | .| -self-rating),
3, Shotel, Teachers in integrated Téacher attitude toward 59 experimental ™ Attitude questionnaire;
- lang § resource room Schools. | integration of handi- |55 control, no rélisbility inforha-
McGettigan, | Teachers in schools. | capped, - | tion..
nvn W/self-cont. special ' :
1 classes. ' i |
4., Vittelo, CAF course in early Teacher attitude toward |31 regular elementary 16 item questionnaire;
Sedlak, & | identification of | course. Teacher self- | teachers. no reliability in- /
Peck, 1972 | handicapped children. | report on ability to formatjon.
‘identify handi capped.
. Yates, 1973 Continuing education 40 regular grade,

Teacher knowledge of

Dogmatism scale criti-

Q

progran. . special education. . |K-5 teachegs.” cal thinking apprals
[ | Teacher attitude tohird | special educﬁtmn in-
integration, J ) formatlon ‘
v } ' x, ‘
05 = Observation Systen S 6%
[R5 = Rating Scale .
r = Instrument Rehab111ty . .
- Ir = Coder Agreement / o
Cr = Agreement with Criterion | N 3 °
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| “Table 1A, Studies of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes ;o R
i ot Y ‘ ‘ _ : : .
: Presage-Presage Studids
g 1) \ . - t;' - |
N . / Results §. Supple-
Study )& Design | Statistics Bnit of Analysis Sig?. P\ mentary Information
8 : : i “ ) \ D, ,‘ - .
1. Brooks § 0.x0 . (T-test 0 .workshop participants | 3 of Sig. positive change in att. toward
» Braisford, | . U |8 special ed., prevention, & integration,
/1971 | . hypothf . | -
b L ‘ a \\j i ' \ R ) . . : : R
, 2. Minskoff, |0 x, 0 *“thi square |\ Trainee grqups . | Group in lang. workshops showed positive
1972 0 xb 0 S R |- 1ang. feelmgs about ability. to teach. No
'.¢_0 X0 skills| difference between control Erowp § othe;r
, Ox0 7, ! only | workshop groups. L -
\

3. Shotel, 0x0 Yes | Teachers in resource roon Schools were
lanoy§ 0% 0 less in favor. of integration- of MR by end
MeGettigan,”. “ 1 of school year.

1972 ,‘
4, Vittelo, “.,S‘urvey' ,%'s: Teachers in course Yes Favorable to CAI course § ut111ty in
197 [ T ThcMssroom: L
N o -y PRI ) i
5. VYates, 1973 00" ANCOVA Group ‘ | Yes | Sig ‘diff&mgwe. .igg‘; i ocial e
x0T | _information § belie eRttogMtiorof
i , ; 11m1ted- § seizure-prp ; ‘115 obtamed
B ' by experlmental group
- V ‘ i “ o
*6 '- 0bservatioh | j AR S
atment L o
xa, by ¢».= Experinental 9 b oy
- Xq = Control . | £ '
» by

T9
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Table 2.

.

, Studies of Teacter Behavior: [escription , ‘
\* I ‘k - #resage-Process Studies ey
\ | | o/ : | ol
| 5 /K\/ Indépendent ._Depend!nt S . : \Instrument/
Study, Variables. Variables Subjects / N Reliabilitys
— >

A

Ball, 197

‘| Pupil SES, race.

’

| Pupil perception of no;u

verbal behaviors. -

84‘jr- high EMR pupils.

v .
h 2K ¥,

\

Visual-Person Percep-

¢

-| 05 categories; r=no_

tion Test. Videotape
examples of 7 Galloway .

diff, on-test-retest
validation by expert
judges.

2. ,Blackwell,

Teacher attitudes G -

Supervisor ratings of

70 teachers of EMR.

Ediards Pers. Prof. ;

1972 personality. teacher effectiveness. . JTAL; personal data

‘ SO | | sheet ; teacher compet
- ~_ o ratlng scale. )
5. Buchley § f?upil placement in Maintenance of attending | 44 children exibiting Classtoom obseryation

Walker, 1970

token economy class-

behavior in regular -

|, deviant behavior,

system; Ir. 80, |

roon for tWo months. | class. ' (nommal IQ) 44 reg.
S o | class teachers -of ,
N [ deviant children, : Fo
S i C | ~‘)v’z?"special class L
o " i ‘ : teachers. 4 2 ’
4. Cooper, Training to nodify “o| Teacher imto %\headstart, teachers, | ,Observatlon system
- - Thomsen; | teacher attention by | appropFfate child ber AN ‘;Ir 5to%. |
. Baer, 1970 | providing feedback - haviors « 7 R SRR SRR |
5. Craig § Open classjrooy trad}« (hserved teacher- pup11 3 teachers, 24 deaf chil- | Craig Collins adapta-
~ “Holnans, tional cla&sr on for . classroof 1nteract10n | dren‘in school for-deaf. | tion of Flanders.
TS deaf c‘hlldn\ey | o .| Pittsburg Rev.I.A,,
L ' S , - : open classroom ver-
- o '- ° | sion; no rel, info,
- ”‘ v ‘ T
" A . by 4
- WJU‘ S % 7.[
A \
, L o '
! N



Table 2. Studies of Teacher Behavior:

y Lo

Presage-Process Studies (Cont.)

. B
L

Description
Pren

Study,.

' Independent
Varlables

Dependent
Variables -

/|

Subjects / N

Instrunent/
Reliability, -

A\

‘gb_ .
| SRRY
6. Dobson 1%72

¢

7

’Tralnee psychologlcall

variables,

Ratings of observed tralnee
'“behav1or

B

28 student teachérs in
residential schools §
classes for ED children,

I

Standardized perd
ality tests. Bio-
graphical questionnai

Observer Rating Scale.*

7. 4ﬁne Allen
/// § Medvene
1968

Regular classes.

“| Special classes.

Verbal interaction
pattems.

i

.| 4 upper elementary EMR,

4 1eg, Sth § 6th grade
classes; .4 reg. grade
Ind § Jrd grade classes.

THe Verbal Interaction "
Category System (Aimdon

§ Hunter); 94% agree-
ment. L

8. Kownin,
Friesen, § .
- Norton, 1966

ED pupils, non ED
pupils.

Nork involvement deviancy.

% classrooms containing
at least one ED pupil,

" 100m observation

__ VidEotapes of class-- V
| system; Ir.92,

9, Lynch &
ines, 1972

e

a. Intermediate EMR
classes, 3rd grade
classes.,

b. Teacher rating of
pupil ability,

a. %ognitive interaction,

b. Frequency of inter-
action with high
ability ratees. -

10 EMR classes,
10 3rd grade classes.

Ind1v1dual Cognltlve
Denand System (ICDS):

Ir="adequate."

10. Medsgeier,
© 1969

Trainee psychological

characteristics.

Cooperating teacher ¢ -

 supervisor ratings of

successful student
teaching,

|capped.

41 student teachers of
MR § physically handi-

7 standardized per- -
sonality & ability

‘tests. Personal in-

formation blank,
Evaluation record
for teachers of handi-
capped; 1,82,

11, Minskoff,
" 19%7,

32 training sessions

in experinental

curriculum § 1nduc-
tive teaching.

Pupil productive thinking
§ conclusion questions.

9 experimental EMR
classes, 8 control EMR

. lclasses, 17 teachets of

LEWR.

| ‘Gallagher Aschner

C1a351f1cat10n System

‘(0 S.); Ir.80,

*Reliability medsured by eongru; dn o
ence of 3 independent ratings.

'



Table 2.

|

Studies of Teacher Behavior:

“Description

Presage-Proégss Studies (Cont.)

: L
Independent Dependent : Inst tunent /
- study Variables Variables Subjects / N Reliability
12, Schmitt, CATTS feed\ﬁ\ac]( (in- |Use of broad questions by | 12 teacher trairees, - Modified Flancers CATTS
o, 1969 stant-visual). Subject | teacher § broad responses | 21 EMR boys. autonated data collec-
5 matter areas: social |by pupil (% of classroom tion; Ir.84 to .92,
| studies § math. . interaction in these e :
| categories).
13. Semmel, D.' | Trainee personality, | Tutorial teaching, 23 special ed, pre- Cog-Man (bs. System
- 1975 .experi-énce, § | | | service, trainees » 15| Cr.79; staldard person-
~ability, EMR pupils in lab ality & ability tests,
| class, Biographical questlon-‘
] ndire.
14, Stuck § Intemediate EMR Teacher pupll verbal 9 interned. EMR Flanders IACS; Ir.84,
Wyne, 1971 | classes, primary & = |behavior. , classes, 9 intemed. | ¢ o
intemediate reg. 4 reg. classes, 9 pri- S o
classes: - /. .| mary reg. classes, | C
3 - [ 4 | Mteaders, v |-
- 17 T ‘ }l\ X . v . ) v ‘
15, Weaver, 1969 | Computer ‘assisted » Teacf\\Br acceptance G use | 18 preservice trainees, ,""Mod\it\ied Flanders \P)A
: training feedback of studept ideas, Student | 30 EMRepupils: CATIS Mata collection;.
(CATTS) induced ex- | initiated ‘résyonses. 1.83

-

pectancy,

08§

[

. MNerry §
" Quay, 1969

Normal children, Cgi}
uct problen Lchild .

(bserved deviant? § attend
ing behav1ors

3 groups of Uconduct
problen” childrgh:

Ir.63 to .96.

Obsexvation sys}gm;.

» 5 - Nel1, Ne12, Ne11y n 4
- | R 1 contzol group o &
- A ‘nomal children: N-ﬁp o
- \ “ "9 T
. \‘147\\ y F'::
Q i | ;
v ’r' .
q
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Table 2A, Studies of Teacher Behavior: Me)hodology and Odtcomes

Presage-Process Studies

> |

“.u Y 0

Unit of Analysis

Results & Supple- %

Study Design |Statistics Sig mentary Information
Ball, 1972 |x 0  |ANOWA 17 groups of 555 in each | Yes  |Race of Ss influénced perception of non-
‘ [« Regression | assignment stratified by verbal behavior. EMRs did not differ-
Analysis race § SES. entiate teachers nonverbal behaviors.
' . = t_|Race of teacher affected Ss responses.
2. Blackwell, | Correla- [Multiple | Teachers Mixed |Teachers rated high likely to be women
1972 tional  [Regression working at preschool level, No relation
Predic- |Analysis | : - between competency § no. yrs. schooling
tion or teacher experience.
Study «
3. Buckley & | Tine Rate and Deviant pupil § teacher | Yes  |40% teacher-dev. pupil interaction was on

- Walker, 1970 | series-- |mean gain B inappr. behav. Sig. increase in teacher-

baseline,| . |attention to appropriate pupil behavior
treatment| after treatment. Correlation of teacher-
§ mainte- pupil behav, 1ncreased from treatment.
y nance
4, Cooper, | Time Bate Teacher //Xes * | Teachers showed increase in attendln tog

Thomson, series- | app?Qprlate child behavior after feedback

Baer, 1970 | baseline, training. Rates of attending to dis-
treatment, ! ruptive behavior unchanged. S

.| & mainte- L :

nance )

§o. Craig & 0x0 |%'s Pupil & teacher — —- No gﬁoi_xéacher initiation low; % of pupil
Holmans, 0% 0 ’f/jqn1t1atgd‘product1ve categor1es higher in
1973 \ open ‘classroon.

. Dobson, 1972 Corvela- |High-low | Student teachers * < | 50 of Biograph. data best predictor of warnth,
a tional | score ;1| 70 pre-|enthysian, § organization. Creat1V1ty :

o * | Predic-feomp., re ST e scalérpredicted classroom creativity, Per-

N | tion gression ) tions |sonal. adjusting coping abil. neg. corr,
| Study | analysis, with observed behav,
| [ehi square ,/ - \\\\
7

55 may have been entlre jr. high Pop. in school dlstrlz\%’m

Q

S9



Table 2A. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Out comes

Presage-Process Studies (Cons.) N
' ﬁ‘\ ‘
O * Results & Supple-
Study Design | Statistics Unit of Analysis Sig? \ mentary Information /r~g’;
7. Fine, Allen,| Causal | R.0. correla- | Classes® Mixed | Overall pattems same for both grohps
G Medvene, | compara-| tion ' but EVR teachiers spent-less time if ex-
1968 {tive tended talking, Mope pupil 1n1t1dt10n
\ _ | 'in BNR classes, \ +
8. Kounin, Causal | Spearman r | 14ED §'2 to 8§ non-ED Yés?y- ED- chidren showed }éss schoof\appro
Friesen, & | compara- t-tefd bhildren in each class. “behavior than non-ED, Teachers successful
Norton, tive | in managing non-ED also succedsful with
1966 ; ED children, ”Wlthltness” § progran
\ a varlety corr, With pup11 behavior.
9. Lynch § Causal | Mean fre- Clgsses aNo | a Large W1th1n group qiff..on % 1nstruct
Anes, 1972 | compara- | quencies, < b.Yes tine in read., rate ‘of cog. 1nterchange
[tive | ANOVA dertnd Tevel, -infomation feedback.
Ss L b Reg. -3rd gré]% teachers had more cog.
randon- . iWMmmywmwnsu@whmh ,
1zed / achievers, Spegial plass teachers did.
, o not favor high ratedfupiie.
10. Meisgeier, | Correla- | Factor Special®ed: student- Yé; Sig. M. wotr, betweeg successful student
v& 1965 . |tional aralysis | |teachers | teaching § scholastlc dptitude & achiev.
“ Predic- |~ 7 | J , 8 personality measuress, & 3 measurers of
( ! tion ;o / (™| educ. interest § at tudes
' | Study, |, | , : 1 Vs » T
1. MlnSkOff Causal | Mean %'s 17 teachers b j o Yo | No exper.-control group diff. on prpduc-
197 compara- | U test’ { . ‘tive thinking § conclusion quest. [Exper.
o tive Speaman. T ' 3 y o 'teacher ques. 88% cog-nem., 5% ev uative,,
S ! % convergent, 3% JlVPTgCnt L l,‘,“
" | randon- f ' A

ized

w'

LW

X ! [
- — R,
P G . , ,"';.‘ '
o . A
‘

*
~
-

’\\¢
o

o .



Table 24. -Studies of Tdacher Behavior: Nethodology and:Outcomes

-

1
¢
"

{

—

T ¥ P'resage-Proc'esé Studies (Cont.)
r ' [ ‘ ‘
. ; K { - LA
v ‘ & Results § Supple-
Ay Study Design | Statistics Uit of Analysisy * | Sig! mentary Informatlon
¥ . § C i . .
T, % - . \ T : 'J ; y, rn o :
12. Schmitt, 0*x 0 o \ANOVA K 3 groups of teacher’ Mixed Use_‘of \CATTS feedb'ack increased trainees'
' 1969 x 0 ‘trainees, 21 EMR boys " |useyof broad quest.; did not affect pupil
, 177 i, \ % .
(- ; 4 / " | responsgs.  Greater use of broadyquest. |
N\ ‘ A ! i
% e N R in sc. ‘studies than in nath;
X K . 'r" § T
13, Semmel, ., / Cobrela- [Niulti- varigte | Trainees | Moo [No 51g mdltlple corT. Slg corr, between
1975 |tional | § factor \k foi| Lexpenence W/children § lower rate of off-
\ \ ‘ Predic- analyses ' ¥ task behav.; experience negatively corr.
2 tion | \ o W/tate of pup11 initiated talk. L
| Study | I | L v \
140 Stuck &' | Causal | MANOVA Classrooms <(27) * | No,  |Verbal behavior of teachers in special
., -+Hyme, 1971 | compara- 1 \ - V| classes not sig.-diff. from reg. class . -
L j : ! )
,‘ tive . , : teachers. |
15, Weaver, 0x0 | ANOVA 18 teachers ass'}gned to | 3of |CATTS feedback trainees showed greater
’ 1969 O O 6 exp. grows, 30 EMR .| 18 | gains iff tine inkdiv, categories. High.
ol a0 [childeh | hypoth.) expectaricies were better during baseline;
: G 4 Wi e N & | Jow expectancy group was better durmg
0 | ) |+ v |training, o N
16, Herry Causal | Mean fre- | Groups = Mixed Laﬁe prOpomon of classroom dev1ant be-
. Quay 1969 | compara- guency Vs ¢ . haVior was non<specific, Treated problem
S tive mean com- S children ndt sig. diff. from no‘rmal Pre- |
-parisens entry proble chi Mren Wgre sig.: less ey
| . | attefive & teceived greatérsanomt . of,
. | positive teacher attention tlﬁan_nomals :
_S_“ 'Q‘v\,. : . ‘ ?7‘ . ,‘
o - X \ - L
é. D A .;; p. ¥ /
S k] PN 3 ) o
N . ' C ' ,”"f"' PR - . ‘ o g‘] ‘
. \ /‘ - . ! - \‘ p . . ' /‘,‘\ ) / (‘I:Ii
. . ,’ : OU \‘ ) ‘ o “\ ,)‘\‘( ? " p
e . AN : . e A ‘
N : Vg
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‘ 'ﬁ Table 3. f%tudies of Teacher Behavior: DeSgriptibn
; ‘Pﬁe‘sage-Produc,t Bugies ¥ PR | ot
. . ' o £
Vo ~ Independent Deggndent . N Instrument/ .
* 7 Study - Variables ~ Variables Subjects / N, ")j " Reliability

L Greenwood, - | Teacher peeparation- in Pupil‘"behs;vior. Standard- ,"Lo_w afehieving;.low \ Academic sﬁr;yivz;l‘lék'ill
~ Hops, & 4 program on- group-be- /| ized Achievement in read- survival skill, noma} - |system; Ir.92 WRAT,

Walker, 1970 | havior management. | ing and math, IQ. Ist, 2nd, & 3rd
E | "Program for-academic | . | grade pupils. 54 ex- \ (
survival skills:" L "] perinental § 42 control, '
: 0 | | in 17 classes in 2
- R , - | schools. 6target pupils, - -
B o e e perdass, LY -
‘2. Godali & | Teacher expectancies. Pqpil achievement. "= . | 16 EMR classes, 16 BR | Stanford Achievement.
o Meyen, 1970 | o R « |, teachers, 162 pupllS ' " '
. — : ‘ ‘ —
3. Haskett, 1969 Teacher expectancy of | Academic ¢ soc1a1 ; ;,..k|267 BMR pup1ls T Metropolitan Achievement
VA pup11 social deve10p achlevement of EMR ‘ EMR classes. (,_J Test. Syracuge Scale of
: ' ment s Do R 7 A Social Relations.
) 4. Jones, 1974" Degme of phySbcal de- chievenent § interper- | 102 children, CA.6 to |Bialer Locuf of Control
A pendency © | smal relationships, 16 in special school = |Scale. No re11ab111ty
o R D locus of control. .| for orthopedically . | infomation on teacher
T R disabled, “questionnaire on pupil .-
S P TR ST e oo ambulation, achievement.
5. Richmnd § | Teacher rating of' Pwpil self rating on 100 EMR pupils. Perforn. Pfofile for
Dalton,‘1973 pupil (hi-1gw) -~ | sbcial, academic, § 8 teachers. .| Youmg Mod. § Mild Re-
. -1 social, acadmic,| § engtitmal statws. - | o E tar'dedﬂ R.S. Coopersmith |,
@. emotzonal stﬁ'tujj o | Self- Esteem Inventory.. |
6. Scheuer, Pup1‘1,'per'cepti‘:on ‘pf Pupil gain, - .| 169ED boys in resi- Teacher competency check '}
© 91 .| teacher. Swpermvisor | - . | denwgl center; 20 (| list, teacher-pupil re- |
“f .| ratings of effective- | , 'l 7| secondary teachers, | lationship inventogy
o | ness. Ca L 4 supervisors., . | (pupil form, teaqlzgz
gy R A ~a | form), St‘anford} ieve-
L SR oo A j o ment, - f J
L l % \{@\?" | L . .ﬁvj.-o? : ‘E
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k Table 3. Studies of Teacher Behav%or: Description .~ -
- » T - ‘e
O Pres%ggaProduct Studdes (Cont.), - . e
} SRV %
e . Independent - Depepdent I . Instrunent/
Study ~ Variables Variables Subjects / N Reliability

7. Stowitschek
& Hoffmeister,
* 1974

4

Math Mini cdurse**

A {

Observed tutoria1>be-

haviors, 'PQpiL math

achieyement..’

\l \

15 EMR teachers & classes

(experimental).” 10 EMR
_ teachers :§ classes
(control).

Observation sygtem.for
15-Math Mini cqurse
skills; Cr.62 to 1.0.

"

}
P
B ‘
A y ot
'. ¢ e ".‘
i
k] ? )
-4

%

AN

[
A
?
/ % " N
] 4 v ‘—,% .
ot I
13
v
'
e
‘ L
| v
."o . 0\‘
N o ©
e |
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Table 3A. Studies.of Teacher Behavior: Metlodology and Out cones
Presage-Product Studies -
t ~
| ‘ }y A Results & Supple- B
Study Design |Statistics, | tnit of Analysis Sig? mentary Information
1. Greenwood, ‘RO X 00 [ANOVA Pupils - Yes | Control group sig. improved in(survival
Hops , & RO X 00 . skill behaviers during both math § read-
Walker, . o | ing. Behavior maintained one week after
1975 : 4&' progran terminated, Behavior changes sig.
e related to achievement for flrst grade N
. . only, L '
e A ¥ N, .
2. Gozali' § |RO x 0. [mcov . Pupils-458 degrees of No Only vocab. subtest approached 51gnlf1- ‘
~ Meyen, 1970 R X 0, .+ | freedom, s | cance, - i b ]
3. ‘H‘askett,, 0x0 Canonical Puplls Yes | Sig. pos correlation béween teacher ex-
~ 1968 . analysis pectancy and student soeaal development ~
o s and achievenent., )
4. Jgfes, 1974 ['Causal | ANCOVA ’:'Pupils‘ — “ﬂ No Physical dependency & impaired mobniity
\{' -, compara- |chi square | - ’ ~ | not related to achiev. § relations'w/
ot ] teachers.§ peers, Some relation between
o higher achiev. § intemnal, locus of cop-
o i " | . trol, irrespective pf degree of mobility,
5. Richmond § | Causal * [0V ' ;.Indivi}dna\l EMR pupil Mised | Teacher rating of academic statys related
lglton, | compara- e / to several, neasures ,of pupil sélf-esteen. |
1973, . |tive - 2 | Teacher rating of social status not related
: L e to self esteem,
| 6.  Scheuer, | fausal P%arson : ';i))dpiwla Mixed.‘ No sig, relation betweon teacher & pupil
1971 compara- [p.m.r | © | foms of T.2.I., or ‘between pupil percept,
tive . R of teacher § effectlveness ratlng Sig.
. ) K fel. between pupil percept. of teacher&
s = pupil gaing . * &
-1 ' Voo
¢ T4 Stowitschek | *Teachers |ANCOVA Teachers =~ . e Yes | Exper. pupils 51g better on content ref.
& RO x00;Means §SD's|. = = | test & o WRAT. Largt increases in o=~
- Hoffmiester, | Pupils ° RO - | use of speci¥ig verbal praise. Spatl or no
8\') 1974 ROx0 . . .| incr, inuse o rompt ing & . praise, 8 :
L RO x, 0 - 'g'} I

R =

Randomized.

R/

- Q
~ *s voluntesred tut a551gned randomly to experlméntal%r conto]’ group
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' Table 4. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Description “

5~ ) -

X _ ] ¥
f .
l Process Occurrence Studies .
. ‘ Observed Behaviors | \\/ . Instument/
Study Variables - - Variables I Subjects / N Religbility
1. .traig Eo Pupil-teacher verbal interaction in 3 school | 94 deaf pupils in 12 sgecial | Expanded version of
Collins, levels: Eleven modes of communication. .| classes in 3 schools (2 res- | Flanders; Ir,
4 1%70 , : ' idential, one public day).  (*.98. Classiffifition
‘ ' « B of node of communica-
, tion; Ir.90 to .99,
2. Erber § | Teacher's résponse to failure to communicate | 10 teachers 4t school for | No information.
Greer, 1973 | orally with hearing impaired child. .~ deaf and their pupils. v
k : A ‘
Fink, 1972- | 18 categorles of pup11 off-task behaV¢ors and |15 classes for ED. | Fink Interactien
+| teacher management techniques. .. . Analysis 0.S.; Ir.85.
4. Hﬁfley& 1968 | Linquistic analysis of:transcripts of:téacher-' 19 children in 2 ER . b Linguistic coding
S pupil verbal interaction. classes. system; no reliability
. 7 <! g o information, )
5. lasher, - | Verbal and nonverbal behaviors of teacher | S teacher trainees, 1 ex- | Coded transcribts de- /
Holzman trainees and preschool ED children. * . 'l ‘perienced teacher, 3 groups ™ Pived from VIR'G
Rotnerg, § ’ - | of preschool ED children, | observer notes; no
Braun, 1970 : : 4 or 5 per group. . relishility 1nforma-
L . ot tion,
" §. Paris § (Ind. Var.) - (Dep. Var.) 6 EMR
~ Cairns, 1971 Lab. experiment: Relnforcement\gffec
, | Three types of rein-  tiveness, ‘
e forcement; positive, | u o
| % S negatlve § nonsense o f
b e S SO | A A e
{ | Claggroon observation teacher's evaluative 6 EMR classes. | Vidéotape,df classes.
' Ccommits frequency of positive G negative ' ‘ { Llassification of
social reinfo¥tement. . g , interaction; Ir.70 }
N ] to .90, . - b
. ¢ } ! “ ‘ I
o } \ [} ..\ ‘ o ~N
: . 7 M
8 ' /
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/v {able 4A. Studies of Tef\jr Behavjor: ‘Met&odo_logylﬁd Outce s 0\

p) .
r ! . ws
. Process Occurreace Studies

. . .
. .
‘ e ,
‘T .
-
b \
. .
. ‘ \
F

\ 3
} P ﬁ' l ‘
; -
Study Design | Statistics Unit of Analysgs Sig?’ mentary Information
. . ' &) ‘ R . :

1. Craig & Survey Frequencres *Schools (3) ) In lang. § subject inst. teachers in all
Collins, §4's : 1 schools §'at all levels dominated com- -
1970 R DT R C mmication: Primary 80%; intemed. 94%;

H.S. 75%. Oral nodeat primary 90%;
‘ - | intermed. 75%; combined mode mbst freq
VY ' 1 la ks s |
9. Emer§ ' | Survey %S Teacher | - | Teacher response to pupil failure to under-
Greer, 1973 , o stand (in order of most freq, use) was
' emphasis, repitition, structural change, §
. supplementary infomation,
3. Fink, 1972 | Survey | Frequencies | Pupil and teacher == | Most freq. off-task behav.: verb. interact
: T * | W/tedcher; refusal-restive; verb. interact
' ' W/peer; etc, Most freq. teacher control$
, | were planned; ignoring; subface behav.;
| authoritative refocus; etc. Pupils off-
| | task 60% of tine.
"4, Hurley, Surrey Linguistie | Single class (teacher, Yo % of all class talk d dyring 2 his. rﬁ
1968 , * | analysis- |9 pupils) ' opserv was by teacher Pupils averpged
¢ . rates §. ‘ o léss than one complete sentence per{utter-
Hs SR ' | ance; teacher averaged more than 2; 17%
" o ‘| of pupil sentences & '78% of teacher
o . sentences were structurally complete. .
. ,4\\ N . B
5. Lasher, Descrip- | %'s § ranks |Teachers (working in "~ \ Hrgh 1ntergroup, low intragroup varrablht)’ ,
' lzman ‘tion ‘ pairs) & pupils in on teacher ‘activity level. Teachers gave
- Ro beTg, b K . groups. o ‘ nore attention to disruptive children.
Braun 1970 ' . AT PR :
1 m:\ . —%
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| }/ o LA Lo b Results Q%upplew
». Study 'Diign/» Statistics | lnit of AnaJysis ; Sigh * mentaly Information
A _ '\v", "”*V i | oo ‘ , ;o
6, Paris § |[R X, 0. O JANOVA * . | Pupils in each cenditio_n{:g Yes | No difference in perfornance between posi-
Gams, |y o | - \ | tive & negative reinforcer. Sig. diff.
1971 o | - , betweer nieutral and negative, EMRs
¢ , learned better w/negative evaluative
-------------------- .-/,!‘-T----1----------------r---------h------:u-(-:gxlullggg§-----.‘-:.-._-..-.---.--J...._-_-_----
Observation ~Frequéﬁ“t§g$_ Class roons Positive statements occurred indiscrimi-
, N R IS nately, frequently, § in a varety of
. { A S P — functions. Negative comments were- used §
i | | 1nfmquent1y ind inforatively.. .
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Table 5 Studies of Teacher Behavmr Descrsbtlon

Process-Process Stud;es ¢y

2 ivar -

P ..

-
- -

T

'lndepen@n’t” De;\endent .- " Instrunent/
Study Variables = ¢ Varicbles Subjects / N Reliability
— ‘ % '
Brent, 4972 1 Use of Lokens. Appropriate & inapprop.

B T

- pupil behavior during/,
.rest period..

A

6 deaf children.

Behaviogal chart.
SN

E)
4

2. Fargo, 197 |
| cept to single childs

i

Teacher taught con-

Rate of remforggnt

language used, matenals{

_used, teacher-intent

questions.

. &

&

15 ‘teachers-+3 experi+
enced reg., 3 inexperi-

“enced reg., 4 explih.
special, 4 inexpe
- special, 1 mndergr®.

14 EMR pupils, 15 nomal,

1 deaf 1 bhnd

Videotapes o%served
{behaviors; Ir %2,

5. Hall, Fox | Extinction of inap- | level of pwpil appro- [ separate case studies: |Observatiom system;
et al., | propriate behv., re- prlate § inappropriate | specid®ed. § reg. class. | Ir.8+.
1971 inforcenent of appro-| behavior. '/ - S
priate behavior by :
teacher. \
4. Hulten & 4 Teacher attention to | Pupil attendmg 1 thirteen-year-old | Cumulative. observatlon |
" Kwzelmamn, | pupil. behavmrs | "wderachieving" boy.. - .| record, No reliabiflty | -
1,969 _ e _ - bfomatlon @
5. Kazdin, 1973 | Vicarious reinforce- | Pup“l attending”. - | 2 pairs of MR children, |Observation s¥f¥en;
| beMaviors. " 2 target of reinforce-

e

ment of pupils.

' q_ent 2 "adjacent peers."

Ir,.91-;1.00.

1

Observatlon sys !

6. Kazdin § Contingent; mon- . | Pupil attending \5@ puplls @710 10
* Klock, 1973 | verbal teacher behaviors. 1 teacher,
o .| approval. o
7. Kounin § Teacher management " Pupil work mvolvement 49 classtoons ) ED child | @ .
Cbradovic, | style in seatv.ork & pupil dev1ancy {in‘each class, 2 non-B)” pel work involvement,
1968~ © i recitation, - “ - | boys, 2 non-ED glrls g |deviancy, & teacher
: ' N each class. + | managenent s%le Ir.95 9
N | i code& from
! A )} -
PR [V % g /o !

deota J)BSJ_ |
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Table 5. Studies of Teacher Behavior: Description

Process-Process Studies (Cont.)

,‘ Independent
Study Variables

[}

Dependent-
Variables -

- Subjects /.N

Instrument/
Reliability

.8 Parsonson, | Observer feedback to

Use of appropriate social

2 kindergarden teachers

Observation system;

Baer, § teacher, contingencies. 4| of institutional MR, | I1.65-99,
Baer, 1974 ) !
| 4
9, Thomson, Feedback training ‘Increase in pupil-peer |14 preservice tfain'ees, Observation system;
Holmberg, & | procedures. Teacher | interaction. 2 grad. students, 7 .|IF 80+,

“v Baer, 1971 | use of priming § re-
| inforcement of peer

interactions.
| :

headstart teachers, 10

headstart pupils w/low

Tate of peer inter- -
‘action,

10, Watker ¢

Teacher consequenting
Buckley, “hehavior (ant. of
teéacher attention),

1970

J

Appropriate & inapprép.
| pupil behavior,

| Single, 5th grade class

of 31 pupils: 3 most §
3 least deviant pupils:
in class,

School observation for
(0.8.); Ir.87-.90.

[A]

‘r'()

Oy .’r[\‘.;\ !

=7

gl
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Table SA. Studies of Teacher Behavior: -Méthodology and Qut cones

Process-Process Studies

)

Results & Supple- -
Study Design | Statistics Unit of Analysis Sig? mentary Information ;

1. Brent,  |Time series |%'s Croup -- Incmase" in approp;'iﬁte behavior.

1972 000x0 ’ | -
x0x0

2. Fargo,  |x; 0y x, Oo*Rates %'s | Teachers, pupils Mixed | Repetition of pupil response mpre frequent
1967 - |, linguistic s in teachers of pupils who were high
) 0x0+ : : . .

analyses gainers. High ratio of teacher-to-pupil
talk.- No correlation of gain with
materials prepared by teacher.

3. Hall, Tine series |% frequencies | Varied; individuals, Yes Teacher a{cting as 'expefimenter § observer,“
Fox, reversal  |rates groups, etc, effected change in pupil behavior.
et al., ’

1971 :

§ Hulten § |Tine series |Veans 1 teacher, 1 pupil -- " | Teacher attention contingent upon pupil,
Kunzelnann,|, ’ attention increased pupil attention § was
1969 maintained when rate of teacher attention

N was reduced. ' ’
S. Kazcin®  [Tife series |4 frequencies | 2 "adjacent peers" - Yes | Reinforcement of attentive behavior in 2
- 1973 mpltiple- ‘|rates - ’ ‘ pupils increased the behavior in 2
baseline, 4 adjacent peers.
rgversal . '

6. Kazdin &/a/ime series |% frequencies | Pupils 11 of | Pupil attentive behavior-increased w/con- |
Klock, 7 |reversal ' |rates 12 tigent nonverbal teacher approval.

- 1973 ,

*Teachers

39

oL
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Table SA Studzes of Teacher Behavior: Methodology and Outr.émes

S

R
N Process- ProceSs Studies (Cant. ) =
] , . /
o . o . A Results § Supple-
Study Design Statistilcs Unit cf Analysis Sig? 5 "pentary Information . -+ "

7. Kounin § {Causal  [T-test 49 pupils in recitation, | Yes | No sig. diff. between scores of ED /& nm-

Obradovic, |comparative|Pearson p.n. | 48 pupils in seatwork 1 EDs.  Corr, between ED § non-ED for work

1968 ’ o, involvement”,76; deviancy .82 in reclta-

“| tiong; § .57 § .65 in sgaiwork ,

'8, Parsonson, |Tine series|% frequencies Teachers . Yes Gains in attenticn to appro. ‘behav. ?&_(‘
Baer,-§ |mltiple |rates ' ' | ignoring inappro. ‘behav. were mpintained
Baer, 1974 |baseline 3 . after feedback was terminatedr Nl

9, Thomsem, |Time seriesRates § %s*'| Individual teachers § - Yes\ 13 of 18 target pupils' interaétive be-
Holmberg,, |multiple pupils haviors increased w/Increase in teacher
. G Baer, |baselines, S : pnmmg § cuemg |
1971 {treatments, ' ,
§ reversal ‘
| ’ procedures : _ .

10. Walker § |Time series|Rates &'con’l.- 3most § 3 least deviant | No | High probability assoc. w/teacher atten-
Buckley, |baseline, |ditional | children in classroon & tion to inappro, behav. by deviant chil-
1970 treatment, probabil- 1 teacher 1 dren, Manipulation of teacher attention

reversal’  |ities ’ did not affect deviant pupil rates of
T . appropriate & inappropriate behavior.
. .
L
| N
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Process Product Studies

6. Studles of Teacher Behavior: Descnptmn

- Irideper{dent - _ Dependent | | Instrunent; -
Variables Variables Subjects / N Reliability
' J s
yd
‘j. /

Dalt & Wo types of teacher Teacher-pupil Verbal inter- | 8 experinental § 2 con- |Video & audio tapes of
, 19‘74\’ quesﬂons episodic | action. Pupil recall, trol teachers, 8 ER * |all lessons; I1.08.
;‘, ,) . &Esememnc - pupils per teacher.  |Comtrol recall test.

o Gl P . . . . '

e Mf" B . m
Hunter § + [ Classroom chmai K upé} behaviors! . task 117 pupils in 11 classes|Revised Withall Social-
Meyers : vanah}es caetp- lntation; attitude for E4: 10 or 11 pupilsfEmotional Climate Index;
1972  tace, Jrejection, ;\oward teacher school § per class (CA7-10 to |Ir,85. WRAT; attitude
~ IS 1%111 centered, class; achlevement 13-8). inventory; Chio Social

rgctiveness, con- ' | attendmce. i | . Acceptance Scale.
! trol. K 'EH = non retarded with
* | leaming problem,

. Semmel, Téach_ezr—pupil verbal Classes showmg high or 12 teachers of ™MR: 6 , '“landers 1A, scale
Sitko, § interaction, low gains en CLSCS. high gain CLSCS, 6 T5t0 .87, /i
Kreider, g gl | | 1ow gain €L 10 “'ne Socia 1
K R ‘ ! T opupl =oney Scal: (LSt

g v A micatitn subs -*]_
4 ‘ : - ! - #
' ' ¥
b [
',‘. ‘ ¢
A1 ' /7 r i \'
, {‘ j i "




N : < o
v : : -
] . \ "P !
’ ., . t_ . . v(l‘\
- . < o !
Table 6A. Studies of Tescher Behavior: Methodology and Outcomes - o
: Prockss-Product Studies
¥ { .
Yo . Results § Supple-
Study | Design ) Seatistics' |, Unit of Anal)'Js1s Sig" \ mentary Information

I. Dalton § |x, 0 5 0% T-test _Clasw: (que- .1ons) 1of 3 In episodic question lessons pupil verbal

~ Lynch, X 0 % WA Pupil: -eca.l) ' hypoth) output was greater than in semant11
we 1 ; X . .

2, Hunter § |Survey AR Clasess 6 classes for |3 of 7 1 Acceptance, low re.Jectlon &gen control &
Meyers, e o | dach .n urison hypo{h favorable to pipil attendarrce progress, §
1972 ' ’ attifudes. Directiveness Gprob centered

1 ' icou::'.:isonS' ;o not rel. to pos. pupil effects, Teacher |.
‘ o < control R.0. corr. .75 with pupil effects

3. Semmel, |Causal fear. I}JIR ~ wofus 3 of | Ratio of expansive to resthictive teacher |

Sitko, § |comparativ D' ‘ 8 comq.verbal behavior related to high conmmica-
. Kreider, fean = s ‘| pati- |‘tion gain. High gain teachers wére less
1973 tar sons | restrictive § direct than low galn, Low
| gain teachers were oldey § more experienced,
I - - ¥
I) . l v //‘I 0 )
*Episodic or semantic ;
s ’.‘ " .
E ' t
N
| ) Ca
+ : | l
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‘ COMPETENCY -BASED TEAC%;R'EDUCATION PROGRAMS IN'$PETIAL EDUC: TI N
w ¥ .
Accountabiliﬁy as an issue, as a demand,'ahd as : process .5 ¢ turrent

s
4 U L

reallty As reflected An prev1ous ‘chapters it-is\manifested > de :nds -~

oy ] . l . < N
for 1mprovea teach1ng practices whlch guarantee pupil Jcnleveme o in
. r “ . / . L] . ~
new teachér cértification p011c1es based on berformance ¢ it Reltak

. \
© it is alsb reflected in judicidl decisions that e
‘lacement of children from minority and handi cappe:
v . -

3

o )

7, 973; Mefcer, 1974). Finally, accountabilit:

aral fund;ﬁg which .tends to support training G T
| | & A =
wem 1able competency-based components. N
: /-
! At ~he teacher preparation level, aépountablllt\ iay ouon troaslavs.

F into le, -slative andates or adm1n15trat1ve dlrectlves st1pu1at1ng competen cy-

Vol

/ - based tezcher edudition (CBTE). If this trend continues. pressuTe: upon
j teacher education programs to adopt CBTE will, in time, 1lso e .co . s
K épecialteducation programs. ?hat are the-implications .f extewn... _mposec

CBTE"ugon ongoing programs? éuch external imposition i;'necessar_ly i
different gfger of consideration than internally initiated thange. Prep-
aration programs can comply (and have complied) with CBTE directives by

- .Y - - - . . . ‘ - . .
rewriting existing curricula in behavioral terms, thus‘satisfylng nominal

.

CBTE requirements But CBTE may also be viewed as an immovation de51gned

‘to fac111tate the accrual of a‘data base of knowledge about the gkfects of
) .

) /7eacher behavior upon ch11d growth. These data, in turn are 1ntegra1 to
h

the deteimiﬁation%of competencies and performance criteria and are thus
. ik - ’ S
instrumental in establishing a dynamic feedback loop. CBTE concepts are
’ - - \

=L L . L . :
broad endugh ta encompass a variety of training settings and local preferenéée,

{
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i

ffic 2nt duratibn‘

to make evaluation meaningful.

P

2.

N v e
During preparations for th: -

-t

~e.ent’ Vi ans :ve 3 mear oM

* s

s 2cial eéducation teacher preépaz: iy Lt
o a ” 8
ir ntify a sample of CBTE progrcm o se 5 ir
- the preparation of persom

; ‘.
‘tdles plaqe."WhiIéftheva . p : .

. fye o

1t

available" progral

DT AT TR LS ST

il1low us to meet the nizct ¢

3

d ..
: “.zﬁge ¢f current special educactiz €0 7 opo
o ! - .
. B .

Several sources were utilized during ne or sreczia. o fucatic

tr

cher preparation programs which e: licicly il o to be

>
TE progwams. Final reports obtair fr th- m. oL
Additional informat . <

werz examined. o T LL.rzao LT

cial education literature . .rna . and L IC e rres
The programs selected were ¢ zlua... tc .ct ~minc of ‘3TE c—:zeria were

met and‘the extent to which prozwams cc id b sax to de competer .y-baszd.

To facilitate comparisons acros. the v:Tlous | ~ograms, a set of tables was

A}

deJéloped far the fapid classificatior I the proérams” The tables provide:

(1) descriptive infjiyation (Tables 7. 'A). (2) information on CBTE c;iteria

(Tables 8, 8A), and ((3) programnevéluarion information (Tabfes 9, 9A, 9B).

"In addiion to the tabular classifications of program information, narrative

descriptions of each program were written. The f%nal descriptions were then

sent to project directors for)verification of the information contained in
An asterisk indicates ¢ -s

the summaries. programs from which rep}ies were

received from project directors or ¢ he: -2sponsible jersonrmel either by
letter or phone, To insure accuracy ar :ffort has ‘n made to, incorporate

the changes suggestéed by these respcader=s.

. e . 1 .
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in the tables o shovw =i. :
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Tt was -made to cross-validat
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'T 'summarizes s::ected programs
ton in terms o extant patterns
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ngrams in speci:.l education.

interpretat:on: were nec=z:.. -
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“is presented prior to each table.

content (columns 16-17).
. o \\&

' Tabular Summaries of Selected Training Programs - . L
‘o : i , - S . :

- l' ' ‘e N - “ . y
In' this section, program information is summarized inuthrée’ﬂableS'

“ ', S N l ¥ 4
) ! ’ R |
Table 7. Prggram Descrrpglon Table 8 CBTE Cr1ter1a, and Table 9. Evaluatlon :

.

The rows in each table de51gnat? the locatlon of a spec1f1c training program

n

<

\\ddltlonal information regardlng c1a551f1catlons used in the tabular'Summarles
- * , . * -

) ,l/ T A _ .77['
'.

ppe. -3 .
‘Table 7. Thls table summarlzes 1nformatxon related to: the traxnee

pOpulatlon (columns 1- 4}3 types of pupllS serVed (columns 5- 11), typ‘s of

)

classroom environment meloyed (colums 12-15), and focus of instructional

The trainee population data have been classified
o . ?

- IS

into four categories: inservice

preservice rjyular,‘preservice special,
R

regular, and inservice special. The inservice designations are al¥o coded

1 r
- 3 - \I' - ' 3 ’ 3 - 3 3 -
with a "G" Lo indicate programs where graduﬁ%é/credlt is given for training
activity. oo , i ‘ .

The-”types of pupils served" section of Table 7 refers to children
\ .
with whom trainees work or will work/
. '
following pupil descriptors:

Data are classified in terms og,the y
- §

mentalyyghandlcapped (MH- noncategorlcal),

A%ucable, trainable, or profoundly mentally retarded (EMR, TMR, and PMR,

respectlvely)&‘emotlonally dlsturbedp(ED), and 11’1n1ng disabled (LD) "The

implied age range for pupils coded within these categories is 6 to 13 years.

Since a few programs train teachers to work with pupils outside this age'
range, a preschool category and an adolescent category have been addéd for
N i o ) . R
clarification. ThePﬁinal pupil category indicates pupils§who are eigber

sensory impaired (SYy~6T physiZally handicapped (P).

s classroom setting options are ‘indigated
-4
. X 2

accomdlng to thife categorles self—contalned resource, and regular An.

In the next section of Table 7

"other' dolumn is also 1nc1uded for unusual admlnlstratlve arrangements and
4 Y
! ' . o '

\11 s
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G = Graduate : _ : .
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Table 7A. Training descriptors are defined in term$ of three broad .

catggories in Table 7A: focus of training (columns 1-3),§training enviroﬁ%enis
(colums 4-10), duration.of training (column 11), and.scopé of the training
program (column 12);ﬁ
| . In the "focus of training' section of Table 7A; e;ch training program
is clgssified according to whether its emphasis is on knowledge acqpisition;.
skill development, or é combination of the two. Fo£ example; if tféinees
are required to '"leam teaching methods and theh'dembns;rate the acquisition
of this content on a criterion-referenced test--but not to apply this
knowledge in a performance context--the program focus is cléssified as
:knowledge acquisition. If, however, a program includes skill develoﬁment
compbnents in which trainees practice specific tégching skills, ‘then thé
program is classified as &ne which emphasizes skill devélopyént. hThe final
catégory, knowledge-skill in;eération, refers'to a program in which knowledgg
rooso aga skill objectives are integrated.in s ome piépianned sequencé within-the-

’ 'total progrém; rather than a proéram which contains separate knleedge and
'

skill comﬁbnents only.
» )

Information related to tfaining environments is classified into one of
several broad'categoriqs: simulation, mieroteaching, lab, classrooms, nat:ural'7
classrooms, seminars_fschool—system or university-based), modules and/of
workshops. Most programs use several such training delivery systems. Additional

. /
information about these systems ¢an be found in the narrative summaries con-

tained in the second'section of this chapter.

2

4 ‘

“Information in the '"duration of training" colum reflects the amount of

. : B

time allotted for completion of training activities in the various pfograms.
The final column indicates the scope of the training program, that is, whether

the program described is a total training program, or whether the prdgram

described is a sﬁbset:or component of a total program.
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that are implied or related toiprograms considered to ha&e a CBTE format.

fﬁedagogical theory; empirical (E), 1 <., oased on research data; or‘&ny com-

)

e

CBTE Crltefﬁa : .

The checkllst which comprises Table 8 is based on those elements con-

sidered essential for a CBTE program. Tablé 8A is based on those characteristics

.8

Tahle 8. Essential elements. Table 8 is divided into- four sections,

each of which is associated with specific criteria. The first section
- . . . .. . .

(cdlumns 1-3) is concerned with teaching competencies. Three criteria are

relevant here: (1) basis for competency selection, (2) whether or not W
competencies are stated in behavioral terms, and (3) whether or not competeneiess
are made public’ (e.g., to students,. faculty) in advance of trairing.

-

The first of these three critexia, the Hasi5>for compeEenex‘selection,
CT : v . .- d

. - ’- ’ - -. - -
involves a descriptive rather than a b1narx~c13551f1catlon (column 1). The

baslis for competency selection can be either: /authorifative (A), i.e., based.
’ ¢ R ‘ ’ . F B i

on trainers' professional judgment'; theoretical (T), i.e., based on specific
< ' = >

v

o

‘bination of these. All three approaches "assume some degree of correspondence

V:TJ

between teaching competenc1es (knowledge, skills, behavior patterns) and the

AY ’ .
role of the teacher, The second criterion, stated/dn behavioral terms, refers

A

to the operational terms in which givenbgeaching/eompetencies are étigplated
. . . t
(coiunn 2). The third criterion, made public, refers to the accessibility

of performance criteria prior to training (columm Sﬂ In these two columns

(2-3), as well as in the remaining columns of Table 8, program information

is coded as; present (x), partially present (/), not present (-), or not

indicated (NI). | : | )

The next section of Table 8 (colums 4-6) contains information related .

to assessment§criteria. Colum 4, “competencyﬁbased," implies assessment

criteria are based upon and consonant with stated teaching competencies.
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' %~ Colum 5 contains information which indicates whether or not mastery leyels

are specified for stated teaching competencies. The "made public" column

+d
’ - . C.
(6) is self-explanatory:- Actfﬁa} assessment procedures are. coded in columns
- . A
. . . _ . SN
N 7 and 8; specifically, colum ‘7 .indicates whethe%rainee performfince was
the\biﬁs of assessment and qp umn 8 indicates whether the 4ralnee 's. entry '?
¢ s J/d/
- level was faken into account in program plannlng/*and decision makmg Tne/
final colum in Table 8 has coded 1nformat10n related to progrdm progression,
e specifically whether or not the basis.for progress was demonstrated_com-
petencies. (CBTE) rather than time or course completion.
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Table 8A. Implied and related elements. Table 8A describes the implied

and related CBTE program characteristics and considers relevant dimensions

within each. The first five colums of the table deal with implied

characteristics. If a trainee progresses through a program at a personalized
rate or has some control over the sequence of his/her program, then the proi.
gram is considered individualized and an "X'" is entered in colum 1. If
these criteria characterize'only segments of a program, with other segnbnts

assuming a more trad1t1onal format (i.e., group blocking), then the program

I

receives a '"/" in colum l q
In colum 2, an "'X" indicates'programs mherebfeedoack in anylform ls
present. Programs viewed as having eyetematic and modularized-%pproéches
niitraining are similarly coded in columns 3 and 4, respectively. ‘Althopgh
these columns (2-4) may not appear to dlfferent1ate suff1c1ently among. ;-
‘program approacheS"th1s 1nformat1on is essential 1f a comprehen ive portrayal
lof the status of CBTE in specia] education is to be generated Qual1tat1ye
- and quantitatlve di fferencgs -among programs related to these three character-

istics are dealt with more explicitly inathe narrative summaries.

Data indicating where etnoents ano,programs are accountable to LEA's
wniversities, states, the federal government, etc., are\coded in column. 5.
An "NI" is entered where the process and}or.product of accountabil{ty copld

. . , - L

not be determined. =

»

The second half of Table 8A (columns 6-10), "related characterist%cs "

conta1ns 1nformat1on rdlated to elements or processes that are usually present

‘

in. CBTE programs: field-centered, broadly based decision making, protocol
and tra1n1ng:materials ‘student part1c1pat1on in dec151on making, and re-
_search/rev1s1on grientation. For purposes of cod1ng columns 6 through 10,

the following criter1a were applied for present (x) or partially present (/)

v

L

conditions:

Q . . . | ’ o _ 1J3;3 _ o S v . .
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Col. 6. | Field-centered: A training program was viewed as'having field-

centered participation if training activities actually occurred in or .
- were coordinated with acRivities based in the school (e.g., a natural

' ' A ) .

setting). A time criterion was_also applied--field-centered activities

had to represent at least 20% of the total program.

Col. 7.. Broadly based decision making: A program was viewed as having a
broadly based decision-making policy if, in the development, implementa-

tion, and/or maintenance of the program, reference was made to inter-

~ ‘disciplinary or multi-group (e.g., faculty, community, teacher, student)

input into program components.

<

Col. 8. Protocol/training materials: A program was rated as having specially

designed or adapted training materials to support its Pro-
gfam sequences if descriptions of. mediated modﬂles and/or practiéum,
performance-bﬂsed course outlinéélaécempaﬁied the describtion_of the

B ' (g
program. Judgments about the extent of use of protopol materials or \
about the specific or wnique characteristics of training material com-

ponents were not always possible.

Col. 9. Student participation.in decision making: A program was characterized -

as haviﬁg student participation in decision making if any of the follow-
ing conditions were met: (a) student attitude questionnaires related

to program content, -sequence, format, and/or instruction performance

¢

. wereﬁcdmpieted during or following training, with this input resulting
in or céntributing to program revision;,(b) studgnt input was soughE/,
in an i1§prma1 manner (e.g., meetings), and these responses were |
documented and considered in program revisions; (c) student inpht:gnd

exchange with faculty were integral parts of program design, implementa-
’ ‘ : . "." " -
tion, aqg/or maintenance (e.g., joint planning meetings). :

(¢ ' , 2y : .
ERIC 133 ,
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10. Research orientation and revision: A program was considered to

have such an orientation if .a mechanism for multiple-category feedback

(e.g., trainee/pupil performance data, trainee Q$titude feedback,
4

. 2l ‘/ i N .
school system feedback, external evaluation data) was described? and
. :

this system was used in the revision of the development, impleméntation,

and/or maintenance procedures of the program,
1
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Program Evaluation

, : , . :
The evaluation data of programs reviewed were classiff;d into three

.
major categoriés: 9. 'Descriptions; 9A. Design; and 9B. Results.

I3

\ ) ‘ ‘
Table 9. Descriptions. The first category, scope of evaluation, pra-

vides information on whether the total program-:(TP) or a component (C) .

of the program is described. In the next section, the context of e¥aluation

of trainee performance is described in terms of four situations in which

. £

trainees may be evaluated:

. 1. Symbolic situation: Knowledge and attitudes of trainees are
ascertained, but the trainee does not ger vate any specific behaviors;

* 7 2. Simulated context: The trainee is .-ked to generate certain be-

LN a . *

2
. . . . [ . .
. haviors in a simulation mode (e.g., roleplayf%g,,computer simulation,

o
game format); ) A 5

3. Controlled environment: The trainee generates behaviors or patteu:

v

of behaviors with actual pupils, but the number of factors’ that have
to be dealt with at one time 1is reduced (e.g., labdratory classue
microteaching, CATTS);

4. Natural situation: All the variables normally operating in the

v

natural classroom remain intact.
14
In e{gﬁ situation, the length of time for assessing}the trainee's be-
havior, pattems of behavior, and/or effects on the handicappéd child may

.

vary from 1 day to 3 years. }
Program effectiveness criteria are also classified agcording to the
‘level of performance upon which the trainee may.be evaluated. These levels

include: ' 4 (f
f }
1. the change in knowledge as a result of training; o

2. the change in attitude as a result of training;

14,

AN

1
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3. the chane in pattern of behavior as a'result of training; and*

4. the change in the environment, or the complex interacting set of
N : :

pattefné}of behaviqr, as a result of training. ¥

(gl . : .
In the final section of Table 9, assessment measures are classified
kU

acqogding to whether they are nofm-referenced or criterion-referenced.

O
52
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Table 9A. Design. jPrograms that have provided evaluation data are

1 .
described in.Tablg‘QA according to the nature of the evaluation design

employégf The first two sectighs indicate trainee group'spécifications and
validation group (e.g., pupils) specifications. Included un&er the evalua-
tion of trainee groups are: (1) the number of trainees in each group;‘(Z)
whether assignmeﬂ?.to the groupnwas random (R) or non-réQSOm (NR); and (3)
the festing procedures employed, i.e., pretest (Pre),‘posttest (Post), both
pre and ﬁgsg (PP) measures, time series (TS), and rating scales (RS).
‘Validation group data are also classified according to the number in each
‘group, selectioun procedures, and testing ﬁrocedures. ‘The next section of
Table. 9A provides a description of measurement instruments employed f
evaluation; Under this classification are raéing scales (RS),‘observat'én
systems (OSj, and interview and survey~téchnnges.i The presence or'absence
of feliability measures is also noted. Descriptidqs of dgta analysis’ are
prbvided in the final sectioﬁ of Table 9A. Data analysis is classified as
either descriptive or‘infereﬁtial, with notation as to ‘the statistical test

employed. o . .

| S
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Table 9A.
- . | a
/ ' .§rogms: Data Analysis:.

" R= Random ’I'I‘ = T Test

SR ¥

NR = Non-Random : . - ANOVA = Analysis of Variange

P

PRy

Single Subject" L

SS

RO = Rank Order -

% = ,Pércentage }

Testing Procedures : ' _ . Instrumentation: .'
Pre = Pretest T 0 = Opinion Suryey

k,

Post = Posttest " I e ; SD = Semantic Differéhtia_l, _

C/ PP = Both Rre'é‘nd, pdst . R ‘RS Rating Scale - '
. ‘ T ' : TN E
_ TS = Time Series . ~ ‘ ' '0S = Observation:System

RS -

n

n

Rating Scale o 'PPT = Written Sxan e

a ) ; : B SR __— R o - '
Other Variables: ~° ° T . B T _ L
2 " N " . - N ) . . "

n : . . S : . . . . . o :‘ R n
PRGN AN ; - . . . T, ‘

,®= Int;ié-rat_q;'" - ‘ “ ’ - f‘\j S .‘
o . ** = Adult ‘V.ii;ldétion Gro o o l,\,_- - _
3 "ZE'qﬁél N Control .Group k ' l‘
_++ = Control Group - 1 Year Only ' /
- ‘ l’ .NO .| = No. Trainees per cycle . S
) "= No.’ of cycies
& ol B
.‘ . . . B ) . 'R
G- No. of pupils per trainee ‘ 4-\ = - o ‘.f
. " E
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. Table 94," Progrﬁm Evaluation: Design

'
i

" Validation Groups ..

| x Tfainee;Gmups (Pupils) 'Instnnnent‘gti,m Data Analysis. |
| | | [Selec- MTesting Selec- | Testing i Instru- |Reliability|/Descrip- | Infer-
> Progran L?patiqn No. [tion  Procedurg| No. | tion *| Procedure ||ments Reported |[tive - |ential
) ¢ —— — _ :
i Florida State | | | | ’
- -- g
Iniversity 12-/5-, NR PP M NR ,TS PPT ) b
2. Tndiaha tniversity [30/3 [MR)| 75 10 R | s s | e s ANOUA
3. University of | | ' o |
Northem Iowa -~ 1296 [NR Post - (1278 | NR PP PP'I:/OS - .04-,95% 1SS
4, -University of Texas,|  |No Data
Austin -
. University'of & , ‘ 1. |
~ Vemont 846 | MR PP (1440 | MR 8 05 - 55
6. University of 3 S ¢ Perf, o C ] -
Ceorgia; Ahens | ISNINR | RS/ |l 8§ [N [ B B | . S8 )
7. Iniversity of | | NI \ co . |
Minnesot a-Seward 474 | NI PP NI | MR S, ]|0/08 -- 8S R
8, Montgomel)" County | . Lo - \
Schools, Hd. S N -- 7 S
9, Houston Indep. ,
Schools, Texas No:Data .
- . , . (
10, University of Idaho| 7 |MR PP - - - 10 -- %
11, Chio-BMR Progran - ) |
Deve lopment -"HELPS" |- 50 . AR PP - | MR PP PPT -- X
e ) : jd
v . : ;o
L dob
. [ J B T
-/
{0



Table 9A. Progran Evaluation: Design (Cont.)

‘Val-idagim Groups ‘ o
 Trainee Groups - (Pupils) - - Instrumentation | Data Analysie
| Selec-| Testing Selec- | Testing || Instru- lReliability- Descrip- | Infer-
Progran Location No. | tion | Procedureil No. | tion |Procedure||ments  [Reported |[tive ential
' : A . ‘o ";‘ — ‘ ! ' [
12. (niversity of . Perf, . ; ‘
- Connecticut 15,10,25/3| NR(++)| RS * R SD/RS/06 ) S5
| L [ |
13, Southem : Perf. . |- .
I1linois - OTST/OlNR MRS |3 R | - B - by
14, niversity of ,| 600- | " o ah
* Kansas, Lawrence | 700 | MR. | PP ¥ | NR ?p ~|{os/eep | - g
: . o . , —*‘ oy : - u
15, University of (I - Lo
g Missouri - NI [\WR- { PP - -
16: SN, Buffalo | %0+ | R B (30| Re | PP |l RS/OS/RRT| L8 TT/ANOWA| -
f-:v ;  ‘ ‘ ' ‘ / "
17, Northwestem o AR | |
University - | 1772 [N | 6 R 0 . S o
. I , 1 L ﬁ , \
18. - Olathe Inited \. ' f -
School Dist.,. J '. : '
Kansas NI NR _(‘ PP NI | MR PP PPT S
. SRk /
\ ‘ ‘

o b
j154 1JQ
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‘  Table 9B. Results. The information in this table specifies the in-
dependent and dependent variables involved in program‘evzluation. The final

<

column indicates the gen%ral sf;tus of reported results, i.g., positiveg ™
negative, mixed. Thi tgble is related to thetinformation om*evaluation
- .

design found in TableiXA Some eyaluators provide results. of total program
assessmenf; qfheré specify the oufcome of exaﬁination of program comﬁonents
or modules. Naturally, when the’ unit of -evaluation is mo}eiglobal, there is
less -information provided regarding specific contributions to given outcomes.
Conversely, when the unit of study is smaller, there is more informatidn on J

.those factors which generated the results obtained.

A

st
-A‘ e
.fu
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- . Table 9B. Progmam Evaluation: Results
; o a
Independent DependegF .- i )
Program Logation Variables Measure Results
A _ Perf. based Trainee attitude/ i
' 1. Florida Statg, University training knowledge/perf. Positive
' - Perf. based Trainee perf.
"+2. Indiana University training “ pupil change - JPositive
\J : s i - Perf. based Trainee perf. )
3. University of Northern Iowa | training pupil change Positive
) \Y
4. University of Texas, Austin | No Data -
N - s Consulting
"S5, UnlgET51tY of Vermont tch. program Pupil change Positive
. Dev. therapy '
6. 1vers1ty of Georgia, modules § team
Athens tchng. practicum||{Pupil change Positivel|.
. : \
7. University of Minnesota- S . _
Seward Internship Pupil‘change Positive
8. Montgomery County Schools, Trainee "attitude ‘
. Md. Internship trainee performance Positive
9. Houston Indep. Schools,
Texas No Data
‘ . - Training Trainee attifude <&
10. University of Idaho Institute trainee knowledge Positive
11. Ohio-EMR Program Develop- Training - (| Trainee perf.
ment-"HELPS" modules pupil change
' ' . Supervisor: Supervisor change
12. University of Connecticut training student teacher att. Mixed
‘ ‘ Minicourse Trainee No dif-.
13. Southern Illinois - module tapes performance ferences
14. 32£;:rsity of Kansas, Knowledge/perf. ||Trainee ‘
Lawrence based training performance Positive
’ ‘ ‘ Curriculum con- [[Trainee knowledge
15. University of Missouri sultant modliles of curriculum Positive
) . Curriculdnt dev. ||Trainee attitugé,
16. SUNY, Buffalo workshop knowledge, perf. Positive
’ ' Comput. simula- :
‘tion/clinical Trainee attitude .
17. Northwestern University diagnosis trainee knowledge Positive
JHMethods § mate- P '
18. Olathe United School Dist., | rial consul- Trainee knowledge
Kansas, tant program pupil change Positjve

E;BJ‘;‘ , f | llj;; ' | - //(
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Narrative Summaries.of Selected Training Programs

T 119

This section contains narrative summaries describing 18 special educa-

tion -teacher training progiams.7,As~indicated beloijEhese summaries have

" been groﬁped according to four types of programs:

! 4

Y

I.

II.

III,

Iv.

Deg;ee Granting Programs :

Florida State University, Tallahassee -

1
. ‘ . ,
2, Indiana University, Bloomington
3. University of Northern Iowa, Cedar Falls
4, University of Texas, Austin
S. University of Vermont, Burlington
Combined Training and Child-Service Programs N,
- h\““\\
6.+ University of Georgia, Athens- ' :
7. University of Minnesota, Seward Project, Minneapolis
Inservice Training Programs «
8. Montgomery Coﬁnty School District, Rockville, Maryland
9. Houston Independent School District, Texas
10. University of Idaho, Pocatello
11. Ohio: EMR Program Development, 'HELPS'
Modular and Workshdp Programs
12, University of Connecticut, Storrs
13, Southern Illinois University, Carbondale-
14, University of Kansas, Lawrence
15. University of Missouri, Columbia
16. State University College, Buffalo, New York
17.  Northwestern University, Evanston, Illinois
18. Olathe United School District, Olathe, Kansas
' ~J
l'—..‘ - ' 4 N
157 " ‘ k

Lo

4



: 120 -

. Project: The Clinical Teacher Model Project
Director: Louis Schwartz* fi . Z

Location: Florida State University, Tallahassee, Florida

A

\

Program Description

&« J . . . .
The cIinical teacher program is geared toward preservice training
Lt

(juniorsa seniofs, master's students) of teachers of mildly handicapped chil-
dren (EMR, LD, ED),‘although some inservice projects are being incorporated.

Students who graduate from the program are awarded bachelor's and master's
- . R _/
degrees; as well aé\four teaching certificates in special education from

/

the state of Florida (M¥, LD, ED, and Varying Exceptionalities):
}

7’

The focus gf the projectziﬁ on those skills, knowledge, and attitudes
2 teacher in preparing the mildly handicapped in a resource

essential to th

® room to function in a regular classroom. The trainee program operates at .

the university on an individualized basis, utilizing instructional modules,

and at various field locations (preschools and publichﬂégﬁbls). Since this

!

is a performance-based program, there is no standard time set for program

.

completion. However, staff members feel it is possible to.complete the

~

curriculum in two to three years.

The Clinical Teacher Model Pﬁoject pérceives the role of the clinical

B

teacher as one who can deal successfully with children with a range of

handicapping conditions and assist them in attaining those specific pupil
. -skills that will enable them to succeed in the regular classroom. Four
' ‘
4 .
major competencies are stipulated for the clinical teacher: observation,

diagnosis, intervention, and evaluation.

Individual modules are the basic framework for the instructional pro-

gram. Eﬂch{module.provide§ xhé trainee with objéctives, instructional .

a -
v

activities, and criteria for demonstrating competencies (Lake, 1973&\?. 4).
\)‘( . . c - i -9 ) ¥

150 ‘
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\ The curriculum lists 24 modules -broken down into five major sequences:

knowledget/giagnosis, intervention, evaluation, and clinical teacking. The
A «

% trainees progress through the modules at their own rate. Data on individual
* N .

progress through the modules are stored in a computer in terms. of task
characteristics, ledrner characteristics, and performance and are reported on
a weekly basis to stgfg and student personnel. Following a demonstration of
knowledge thrgfﬁg thevsystém Qf modules apd observa%ions of special ;lésses
(junior year): the trainee progfesses\through a practicum, laboratory or
simulated traininngondition (senioré), an intemship (one quarter--master’s

«

) ~
oyment full-time in a classroom. Assessment
o A

level), and finally actual empl
of teacher cbmpetencies and skills is in texms of 6vert.teaching_ski 1s,
.trainee bepaviors, time sampling, and product measufementlof teacher and
pupil achievement. A trainee's j;rogress through ;hg prognam }s based on

2

demonstrated competencies rather than on a standard time or course length.

CBTE Criteria ' )

3

The Florida Clinical Teacher Model Project meets those criteria essential
te competency-based teacher education programsi" It is characterized by a
number of supporting elements of CBTE programé. The instructional program
<f/15'hfgh1y individﬁa&}iedi Each trainee takes maétery tests related to in-

) dividual modules to determine coﬁpetency level and needs. The trainee then
selects modules in his/her own preferred sequence, meets with the. clinical
professor to select the performaﬁce criteria and resources to be used for
each module, and then procceds to wo?k at'his/her own bace.

Feedback is provided weékly by computer printouts, including the in-
diviqgg{'s performénce records and the- clinical professor'§ report.f Each

trainee is held accountable for performance indicated by his/her mastery

of the specified competencies.

ERIC - Y e

s v
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1y

The project s field-centered with an observation, practicum, .and intem-
ship at preséhoolsi r public eleheﬁtary schogpls in neighbbring;eountiés.'
The first edition of the model was produced by a team of experts in the'
fields of tegcher edugatiop, curriculum design, evaluation, beha;ioral
psychology, media, computer programming, and research design and anélysis.

The trainees have a significant input into program developmen? and revision.

f?e last stage of the prgject involves the graduates' teaching full- b;:?

time for one to two years, during which performance and product measurement

v\ of teacher behaviors and pupil's achievement are obtained.

Prggf%m Evaluation

The Clinical Teacher Model Project had 15 juhiors,.lo seniors, and 10. 8
master's degfée candidates during the 1972-73 year. These master's intern; ‘
were to be the first program graduates (1973). Project participants were
not recruited actively but were sele;ted from those who applied. Selection
was based on th;ee criteria: (1) Does the student want to teach? (2) Is
he/she interesfed in teaching handicapped children? (3) Does he/she seem
well suited to the independent leamning atmospheré of the program?

Both the %rainee grbup and its respective pupil groups (internship

and teaching) were assessed by means of criterion-referenced measures in-

cluding papers, tests, essays, and demonstrated performance (or whatgyef;
’ . - 1
performance criteria were specified for individual modules). In AAditiqn,

the trainees were assessed in terms of overt teaching skills and behaviors.

Sk
D IR
® \ . .

in restricted teaching situations. Performance and product measures QfJV

teacher behaviors and pupil achievement were also recorded for evaluative

' | "purposes. The single trainec was considered the individual unit of stat¥§ﬁichl

nalysis. Relevant data on each trainee were stored in the éomputer’ahd'””4' ’

| Sy

reported periodically. ' &
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A b
The project's design for the summative or final evaluation of the pro-

-
gram (including documentation of acquired competencies of trainees and pupil

I

_outcomes) was pro;ected for the summer of 1974. However, some evaluation

-B}ocedures were 1mp1emented by 1973 and included the following: 1logical

anali?is, opinion survey, interviews, observation, and student partitipafion

. £ ' .
~ in evaluation. According to Lake (1974):
- The‘%roject s Summary of Evaluation Findings for Fall-Winter, 1972-
73, showed that juniors-had_been successful in every module attempted,
with an average mastery level on the Clinical Teacher Model (knowledge)
- ‘ ~pomponent of 87 percent. Senior trainees had successfully completed
every module they attempted, and thelr average mastery level on the
diagnosis competency was above 90 pércent. A Problems and Benefits
. : Analysis administered to first-and second year trainees indicated the
‘ need for further revision of the presentation of goals and objecti
instructional content, and instructional resources. . .. Responses of
the Clinical Teacher Trainees on the beHE?It analysis survey were over-
whelmingly positive. - (p. 9) .

Assessment procedures included observation of teacher behaviors in the

actual classroom, as _well as time samplings of pupil achievement. All trainees
were observed while tcaching full-time for at least one year. Some of the

trainees were observed (and teacher and pupil behaviors recorded) for a

" B y

period of up to two years. . ' s

; X o
In summary, the Clinical Teacher Model Project exhibits those character;

isti.s believed to be essential to competency-based teacher education programs.

A summative evaluation is forthcoming, but results and recorded attitudes to

/

date are positive. , Ny
¢ ! ~ i
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size for each of the, thfee classes was thirty trainees. . .

-activities beginning with one-to-one tutoring and progresseT to small. group
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‘.
- e L

Praject: Undergraduate Program for Training Teachers of the Mildly Handiquped

Directar: M., Sitko* ‘

. : , - Z
v" . ’
Location: Department of Special Education, Indigﬁa University, Bloomington
, LN
Program Description , : S

The Milély Handi capped Program is a two yeé&; university-based.trQining .
& { ‘

p;ogram.- The program has been fully operational since the’fall of 1972,

. . . - L
when the first group of junior level trainees was admitted. The average
# : . L

Studeniﬁ aréj%rained to provide direct or’indirect‘sgivices to mildly
handicapped children classified as mentally retarded and/qf behaviorally
o R ~ - o

/ . < =~ ’ .
disordered inr both regular,ééé special classes. The focus of the program

research is knowledge-skill }ntegratioﬁ. The trainee, over time, is given
1 i +

more an2/more responsibility and is as3essed on more complex teaching per-

formancés in which s/he must successfully integrate previously acquired

knowledge and skill.

. i
- P ~

ﬁraining occurs in traditional lecture situations and’practical teaghing
| g ' ’ )

. Y - ) \
instruction; next the trainee assumes responsibility far an entire class .

[
(in a deonstration class). The final teaching practicum occurs in a natural
. \ , . - "
) ' Id -
classroom setting. In all these instances, trainee t&aching performance is

observed, coded, and stored, so that appropriate analyses can be performed.

The performance of the first class to graduate is now being similarly observed,
E}&

coded, ahd stored for maintenance analyses. ’ ‘ (

: Ehe training progrém emphasizes the development of interactive teaching

LN .

, o O
skills. This process 'is aided by means of the Computer Ass%}ted Teacher
Training System (CATTS) (Semmel, Olson, & Weiske, 1973) which provides real-

time feedback of ‘teacler/pupil behaviors to the trainee while s/he is engaged

’

in teaching. . ' 1.6?)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

.making skills. Each of thesejgtﬁeral areas of teacher competenC1es is

. delineated in terms of more specific behavioral skills. . Under the general

A . -125

L

CBTE Criteria o .

1

L1 « .
¢¢f¢}r;1nees in the Mildly Handicapped Program (MHP) at Indiana University

are expected to acquire competencies in six general areas: (a) the use of
.\& - a - .

: observationaL'techniques;'(p) organization, administration, and management of

. . <« } ' .
educational envir?nments; (c) methods of academic g#sessment; (d) communica-

tion-consultation Eechq%ques; (e) methods:of grdup aftalysis; and (f) decxsaen-

o

, competency, ''use oﬁhpbservational techniques," for example can be found:
: 2 - : b ’

t

nselect and” justify the use of appropriate observational instruments' and

nuse instantaneous and delayed computerized feedback of teacher-pupil inter-
actions for purposes of decision making and classroom instruction." Most
: ) : N ' .
delineated competencies are at least as specific as these two examples,
’ A

although there are # few exceptions. Under-the general competency, ""behavior

. -
- -

"management,' the foflowing specific cémpetencies are among the 41 listed: = _

ncommunicatd effectively with children' and "design an gffective environment

for children.' All competency requirements are made public. o
1 27 ; . ‘ .
The teaching competencies are presented in a detailed outline, but the
¢ . X

assessment criteria are not. The training program is founded on a cqmpetency:

based model but asse%sment crltq;la are implied rather than spec1f1ca11y
Pa s

_stated, The probable causes for this amblgulty,»are the multlple envxron-

Sy . f -9
ments in which evaluation occurs and the highly.individualized nature that’ 7

Y

some evaluation activities assume. . S e s
. ) '

" . The model used in the MHP can be characterized as a three-dimensional
matrlx (see Semmel § Thlagarajan 1974). In one dimension, an effectiwe teacher
is viewed as one who can (ﬁ) dlscrlmlnate among Trelevant teaching performances

(b) generate performances at spec1f1c time; and (c) evaluate the effect of these
/

performances. This discrimination-generation- evaluatlon cycle can occur in one

of three contexts: (a)Xim individual Behaviors;“(b) in behavior clusters;ﬂorx(c)

A * \

\ ‘- . . 1’-.;



- R _126

i . . o ~. . . ’ N '. . S
. .in total teaching environments. -These three contexts constitute the se‘cond

fdimensibﬁzof the modelt The thi¥d dimension of*the model involves the
S ‘ . .
SR setting'inhwhichttraining takes place: (a) a 51mulated teaching setting,
: B .
'(b) a control led Claboratory)uteaching situation, or (c) a natural class-
.o . . ¢ . . . ;
i:'rogm. s P ﬂ
* With this complex modeigfbr training, competence and knowledge acquisi-

tion is assessed,in a variety of formats" and cantexts. The MHP accounts .
No

3

for knowledge acquisition on\criterion referenced testy both dur1ng and

following traditional course work and tr?1n1ng modul ..f Specific competencies

are assessed with observation systems 1n bothgcontrolled-and natural settings.

However, mastery levels for knowledge acquisition and teaching competencies

» ted

were not 1nd1cated ' Also, the Specific~sequence of assessment/training was -

not - delineated but must betinferred from the training model. e
‘t‘ .

. ;' _xhe teaching model suggests, tra1n1nglis systematic, with the trainee

v

ekperiencing a graduated set of practicum act1v1t1es in whichvstudents'apply

Ea »

. knowlédgevand skills in ever 1ncrea51ng patterns of 1ntegrat10n. The most
unique aspect of the training prograh ‘is the method of ®eedback used during

- - the teaching practicum experiences. Trainees learn several observation

coding systems and take turns observing and coding éach others' teaching per-

AY

formance and pupil behaviors in special classroom settings&te;?e’training
(ceérTS)

developed by Semmel (1973). In CATTS, coded infprmation, is trans-
# . )
mitted from coding boxes dlrectly to'a PﬂP 12 computer whicﬁathen summarizes

S —— ' £
' and analyzes the observation data. ‘The computer also makes 1nstan£aneous

program utilizes the Computer-Assisted Teacher Training Sys

and/or delayed feedback available ‘to the frainee in the teaching situation.

ThlS feedback.may involve a status repqgﬁ of one or several teaching skills

r and/or the‘consequences of teaching skills on pupil performance (e.g,; level'

~

N .
A N
. -
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' 2 o, o
of questlonlhgibehav1o? ' Th& feedbagk Whlch can take one’ or more than )
. g <
& .

7
. one form, may be instantaneous or delayed. A scope OT v1deo‘d15p1ay maybe

~—

- i X 1 . :
' available to the trainee wﬂgle s/he is teaching (e.g., data on selected be-

haviors are transformed into a graphic display and transmitted on a,Vi@eo

Pl

. C s SN . . N
screen: As the trainee's performance shifts in"a desirable or undesir

direction, the graph line shifts in a corresponding direction). Another

option is a hardcopy printout, available to the trginee after teaching a

lesson. The computer provides the trainee with a quantitative summayé of - _
a variety of classroom'events,‘e;g:} degree of pupil participation, degree

. - U - -' N 'v"
of on-task and off-task behavioxr, reinfdTcement schedules used etc.

4

S1nce the MHP is a small program the &ralnees must meet the following

entramce requ1remggts have a grade-p01nt average of at least 2.50; be a

: ﬁyunlqgiaeveﬁwéﬁudent Jrave preV1ous exper1ence w1th chlldren have three

2 -

letters of recommendatlon; #ind have an interview with a faculty member in N

’

+ the bepartment'of Special Education. For administrative”purposes, all

students ‘must complete a specific sequence of courses, but there is a great’
degree of individualization and criterion-referenced assessment within most
coyrses. - -

The trainees and the program are accountable to the un1ver51ty and" the

L

state of Indiana for meeting tra1n1ng'and cert1f1catlon requiremeptgtl The

.~ T i < ’ » s

program is field-centered for practlcum exper1ence {senlor year studeﬁt~:v ‘ 'X\\
. P

teach1ng) but addltlonaj stﬁaent teachlng exper1ences ogigg 1n demonstratlon

/? AR .0
. IOV M .

classrooms which permlt access to C TT ) o _~'ﬂ .

v . T .

Program deC151on making 1nvolves coordlnatlon wlth other un1ver51ty

v.n

d%Partments, LEA's, parent groups, and the Indiana Department of Public \&‘

“ e

Instruction. The extent of th15 collaBoratlon has yet to be formallzed and

~ documented.’ Student role 1n decision making was not 1nd1cated b%g students
. ﬂ N -
do select the teacher/nupil performance categories on whiqh_they receive

. . . @=
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R
37
o

o QATTﬁkfeedback. ;‘ . 7 e -
P & . _ . R -
éﬂ ‘\\\ Extensiye use 'is ‘made ‘of protocol materigfs. “These dre used to train -
’obsnger-codegs and to asdist trainees-to discriminate specific teaching

behaviors, but vidéo tapes of actual trainee teaching behavior are also. -
‘ made available for review and anglysis; Training materials iﬁéiaﬂevquulés ,

+ "~ on selected teacher skills (e.g., Designing Games for Handicapped;Children)_
which are made available fhrbugh;cooperative arrangemént with the Center’
» I . . .
for Innovation in Teaching. the Handi capped.

5 .

The program is role-integrated, since_trainees .are required to dis- -

: : : N~ - :
criminate, generate, and evaluate intreasinglf\zbmplex,behavior pattemrns,

Thé'p;ogram also is career continuous: Traineeés who graduaged'las%}SP;ing
are being followed-up in.their:first téééhihg assignments. on the s;me obseiVé-
‘tion systegs used'during trai;ing to.assésé;ihe mainteﬁance 1eveI"a$d“efféct-.

. .;f i;owledge and skills aéquired.' Follow-up ptfiiégggg_are aiso antic'pated

P

o

for éubsequent graduateé.; A ~ L o
The program reflects %\re?earchfrevision orientation. This 1siev;denced
- ?" . \/ , .‘.. . i - . . cL . .

o in\thekkontinuous refinemen%i?nd expaﬁsion of obsd&ﬁation systems and.in

. the numerous'research’questidhs}éhat are and can Qeiaddressed'within'the o

- e : R L ’
context of a CATTS training program. : o R
é Program Evaluation ! ' .
. S . S o - , NS
R _{Fmpirical .research with CATTStPas been conducted since. the first group
N . Q

.- ~

N N ‘e B
of trainees entered the MHP in the fall of 1973. This 'intensive research/
_;"pvaluation{processvencompasses the skill deVelopmeht aspects of the training

program. . Most-data-are -collected on juniors in a controlled (laboratoryl

classroom. ; .

R  h Tﬁe evaluatio -de51gn-1s-g 51ng1e~§preFt de51gn._w1th app;o;lmately 30 .
° ~ “trainees 5§si§ne to one of three experimental conditions (feedback conditions}:
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4 ! - ,\

(a) v1deoscope feedback (1nstantaneous), (b) hardcopy printout feedback

(immediate)}, - and (c) a v1deotape replay a&superlorlty feedback (delay),

and (d) varied comb1natlons of "a" through 'e." A control groupvwas also. .

ingigsded during the first year of the research project (1972). Each year,

trainees‘max be randomly assigned to any comb}nation ofvtne feedbackgcon-:
ditions. . |

A repeated measure analysis of variance is used to analyze performance
data{'with baseline performance compared witn;treatment performance (trials

colfapsed) for each subject. Performance data across subjects are con-

sidered.

~ Reported results have been positive in favor of the combination feed-

.

back treatment. The teaching pé?formance”of the first group‘of tﬁginees . ipﬁ

(entered_in the fall, 1973) is now being evaluated with portable ob:eryatiOn
coding uﬁdts to determine if the initial superiority of the combination
feedback training has been maintained and transfers to the‘naturaljsetting.
A comprehensive evaluation of all existing trainee data will be completed

in the summer, 1975. B .

Ny

B

The teaching experiences and practica of trainees in the MHP involve
assessment of trainee ‘and pupil performance in a natural sett1n In addition,
W : A

graduates are to be observed during their f1rst year teach1ng a551gnment?

and teacher outcome measures and similar pup11 out come measures will be

collectednand'analyzed. Th\}efore the oVerall program can be characterlzed
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Blbllography

. ; ey, Mo I L., Olson, +J. L. G Weiske, W. M. An. 1nformat10n and technical‘
L ~==" " manual ‘¥ox.the computer-assisted teacher training system. Bloomington:
(- ﬁ Indiana Unlver51ty, Center for Innovatlon in Teaching the Handlcapped
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Project: ' Performance-Based Teacher Education-

Director: L._Couftage*‘

vLocgtion: Division of Special Education, Department of Curriculum Instructlon,
' : Cedar Falls

CoLo Un;ver51t¥\if/izzzyern Iowa, B
B - " . \

Program Description : ,

' This program prepares special education trainees both at the under-
graduates&nd master's level. The program is characterized as noncategorical,
and a broad range of practicum experiences are available to trainees. This.

rahge'appR}es both to pupils and classroom environments. For example,
/ ' vtrainees have Efffxice in LD resourcee rooms , EMR primary or ;econdary self-  °
contained eia$5esnijR classes, and classrooms for thqﬁbehavioraily diS—
orderea. About two-ehirds of the trainees select the ;atter two options

for their respective practica.
I “'

The content focus in this program reflects a diagnostic-prescriptive
. kit

.

orientation, with the emphasis on designing individualized instruction for
¥ . ’ ‘

o

pupils with whom trainees interact. The training\}ocus includes fﬁow}edge,
A . - corgh

acquisition,and skill development, as well as integration of the two.

Durlng the first semester of the - program, the trainees are prov1ded with an

8

u

_overview of exceptional children. In addition, they are required to V1jzt
commmity agencies and to spend several hours a week in contact with excep-

tional children.

During the second semester, trainees take an Instructional Input I

course and a Mandgement Input I course, as well as the Phase I practicum.
4 \
7he emphasis in these three act1v1t1es is one-to-one instruction (tutorlng)

~of an exceptional child, which may oc@ur in the Northern Iowa Instructlonal
Lab (NIIL) or eff-campus. The practic forms the core in which 1nformat10n

from the two 1nput courses is applied. The progress of both the trainee and

the pup11 with which s/he works is contlnually monitored by personnel from

‘ ‘ 167 | R
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NIIL, who can recommend remediation or modificationvin any of the three com-
ponent§-to insure %?ue integration and successfdl,progress of trainee and
pupil. The structure of the third semester is similar to the second, except:
that the emphasis of the second Input course and the Phase II practicum is
on group instruction and management. During th? fingJ semester of the pro-
gram, the trainee completes course.work in a111ed d15c1p11nes and engages

A
in student teach1ng> Exten51ve documentatlon and track1ng of trainees occur

only during the second and third semesters 'in the program

CBTE Criteria

In terms of the selected criteria, this ﬁrogram closely adheres to the”

ideal of a CBTE format. There are only two apparént digressions from the

essential CBTE format. One is the absence of Spec1f1ed mastery levels of
assessment cr1ten{a for many;of theetra1nee‘pexformance objectives. Although
()

" the cr1ter1a are fairly specific, some subJectlve interpretation is requlred

~

The second d1gre551on is the absence _gf any spec1f1c2entry level requlrements
for either thetundergraduatekor gfaddZte level, although recfcllng is des-
ignated as an option for. remedlatlon. A1l other essent:ai e1ements of a
CBTE program are present‘ln the program. An 1nferempe ‘about the ba51e of

competency selection has gto be made ‘author%tatlve), but the -other elements

are documented with a high dggree o ’ecificity. This specificity applies
- l’*

part1cu1ar1y to trainee performance ob3ect1ves and pup11 performance objectives.

The implied and related CBTE characteristic of this program arétmost \

impressive, especially in relation to the amount and naturefof~feedbaek, .

X '

)

the procedures used in student and program accountabi}ity, and the varied
° ~
Forey,, v
input used in decision making. Trainees are required to comp1ete\e.form>for-

a °

every contact hour they have with pupils; this form includes pupil perfo;mancﬂ

data during practica in Phases I and II. In addition, they are. rgfuired to -

-
(W] -
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b | - . /

complete evaluation forms on every lecture on instruction and/mﬁnagement //
attended during input courses I and II. And, finally; each trainee is rated v
at léast once every seven days‘by a Nf?L representative during Phase I. In
Phase II, the NIIL representative meets at least once a week with the trainee,
but the number of direct observation hours varies. The feedback data from
these several sources, are sttred/processed by a computer-and are available

within a 24 hour period for review. Data for summary review are also

accessible.‘
A . A

The variety of feedbéck systems operating in this'program is an integral
_part of both student and program abcountabiiity! If 25% of the trainees
are unsuccess ful in%a training;compohent, this indicates a need for a prqgram
'adJustment (i.e., change in content, structure, or instructor). If one

trainee is unsuccessful in a component of a program an-adjustment is made

-

in)his/her«personal program. Included in the determination of trainee and/or
- \ "\;\ ~

program success is the progtess made by ptylls taught by tralnees .

5 ¥

p

[\Qf trainees are also accoumtable to the parents of the ch11dren with

: Do , . . : . .
?tzhom‘ihe trainee works durlng Phase I. Each trainee meets twice with parents,

«

once at the beginning and once at the end of the semester:’ In‘addit;bﬁ; the

trainee just submit a progress report to parents after every third)contact
hour With the child. . Y z
. . The trainee is also accountable to the clasgroom teégher. In Phase I,

L] . P
-

E thé;grainee holds an initial and a final conference with the teacher of tﬁg/z

child whom the trainee will tutor and-submits w%?kly,progress reports to the

4 .

teacher on pupil progre In Phase II, 'the trainee.has an'initial} con-

ference& with the coopera ing teacher. Then,.s/he has one confef@ngé a week
o - ’ . ' 7—
with the teacher for planning and evaluation. Andj .finally, thére is a Wid- ?
- &
term and fipdl conference. related. to the trainee competence i
N a bl - By \‘ . .

"
"gtoup instruc-

tion. - ¢ P S o
O

s ' : )
. . L -
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The program also holds itself accountable to school systen? which per-

mit placement of trainees. The NIIL coordifator meets three times a year

with school adm1n15trators/}o discuss mutual- problems and concems, The
NITL representatlve fkr each trainee 1s available on an in-call basis to
meet with the tutorial coordinator/during Phase I, and s/he is required to

meet three times a semester with the trainee's cooperating teacher during'
! ’ o

Phase II. ' g

In this program, there is some degree of overlap between accountability

processes and those used in decision making. For example, a formal conference
is held for each trainee at the end of the Phase I andaPhase IT semesters. In

attendance are the NIIL coordinator, the NIIL representative assigned to the

Fed ’
e

trainee, the faculty advisor, managerial and curricular input instructors, a \\
student advisory board representative, and the trainee. At the conference,
~ the trainee's progreSS‘is reviewed, and additions or modifications are agreed

upon by those present. . } \ A
P P N i L

The pIogram;annually Sponsors a.workshop for cooperating teachers who

—_ -

have had trainees in their classrooms. The workshog format and content are

e,

based™¢n teacher perceived needs, which are obtained from a structured
questionnaire. Information from these questionnaires also often results in
3 . . ‘ [ ' N - )
program modifications (e.g., conferences with trainé€es‘yteacher and NIIL . .
3 ’ - . v ' - Ao '
representative, all day visits to classrooms before beginning practicum).
- . v

~;

o?‘fThe'program also provides ;for external evaluations by representatives

of administrators from schoolsin which-trainees are placed and by an-

*

evaluator- from the department of spec1a1 education at another unlverslty The

program also has a Spec1a1 Educatlon Advisory Committee -state and com- 4

munity member;;who are involved in service tpgpandicapped é' ld;;;. The

feedback f%fmienese external sources, 55 well as that obtained internally,

B - i LY : . :

i%jconsiderég\and often incorp%fabﬁf ini?hprogram operations. - R
. “a ] .,U

/

/ 4
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-Although students are trained in blocks for the input courses, their
progreés within the courses and their assignment to practica are individualized.
Program progression is very systematic, and activities in practica are tied
directly to course-related material. The program is not modularized, but

distinct content/activity chunks are discernible.

Program Evaluation

.

The scope of evaluation includes collection of trainee and pupil data

during the second (Phase I) and third'(Phasetll)\semesters of training. gge

context of evaluation involves evaluation of trainee and pupil in a tutorial

situation (controiled) and in a grup instruction situation (natural).

‘e

N ' P

3 . s . . .
x\effect1veness,of training is evaluated in terms of both' trainee and pupf:
2 . @ 0;( . - \
performance. Assessment is primarily. criterion-referenced both for trainges

§\
. . 4
i’ and pupils, but trainees are also é&ven an ovetall quartlle ranking in re-

b A

lation to each other at the end f Phase I and II. .

A total of 296 trainees compdeted thls program in 1973-1974, and evalua-
>tion was based on performance data. Selection procedures were. not 1nd1cated |
TTWO hundred sementy-eight children were served duripg this period. The

seiection of these .children was varied; teacher or parent referral was one
procedure indicated. Perf%Fmance data are also obtained_on every chilo for’
.every trainee contact hour.

< - e

- - No spehlflc instruments were used for tralnees they were rated in tems

© . i

-

‘a 2 . H .
of’é%&taln performance objectlves and. in terms of the performance of thelr i

?

‘.. pupils. Ratings' or trainees "could range from outstandlng bﬂwppor on a5-
" category rating scale. Ratings for pupils were glso based on a 5—category

7 scale, ranging from 'surpassed educational objective' ,to "regressed."

i

- "

“The only rellablllty data reported were 1nter rater réllablllty “for

trainee obserVers. The coefficients ranged from the low 50'5 to .92 ~W1th \

5 ! ' . :

- , ’ - -
O ‘ . . 5 1 ~1 - - - ) .
EMC * i ' . - . - L N 't»

A FuiText provided by Eric * ) ‘ k N
'
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a mean coefficient of .68 being reported for 1973-1974.
The data anélysis was totally descriptive, and only summary perfbxmancé
data (ratings) are prov{aéd for trainees and pupils. - i
In terms of availabfe descriptive data, resylts are positive. In the
1973-74 year, for example, 94% of the t;ainees achieved satiéfaétory or
above ratings on performance criteria in Phase 1I. In<bhase I, 97%"rgcq§yed

N

a satisfactory or better raf "The majérity of these trainees fell in

the good or outstanding range. for pupilg served, 72% achieved or-

surpassed objectives established for them. The remaining_zé% made progréss'
~ ﬂ M

toward the objective, ard none of the pupfls regressed.

»

‘ ~Bibliogra$py o '
" Courtnage, L., Brady, R., Suroski, A.; § Schmid, R. Preparing competent_
teachers: A non-categorical competency-basetl teacher training m
“ - for special edugation. Unpublisbed Manuscript, University of Northern
- - Iowa, Ceder Falls, N.P. -
» | “. 7 7

\ Courtnage, L., Brady,'R., Suroski, A., & Schmid, Rf“ Preparing co et%q} o
7 2 teachers! ’A non-categorical competency-based teaghey ‘training model
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4

Project; Staff Tra1n1ng;Pr0gram for Early Chlldhood Educatlon for Handlcapped

Children ; 6‘ 4 R

v

i

i

Director: J. Harvey and E. Gotts S

«

./faaas}on: The Upiversity of Texas, Austin .
v ! 1 . ; b R ) . ' .
L < T o : 4
qugram Descrlptlon,f -

k o l‘\

pa

\\\‘ ‘The Special Education Department at the Un1ver51ty of Texas (Austln)

~

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

’ w1th-a pgﬁﬁh edacatlun practlcum “and-a’ teachlng practicum.

offers a M.Edygé; *@Aﬂg(Sé semester hours) in early childhood education for '

3 . v . |
‘handicapped children. Although a specific instructional organization is not-

© . . . ...".\ . . . L “ .
indicated, practicum activities occur in association with a’'self-contained

presehool class for the haridicapped. The content fociis is developmental,
. /
with the empha51s on a strong knowledgc base integrated with direct experlence

N

-~

with children cd the1r pglents : - e

3
Du11ng ths éﬁll semester, trainees attend seminars in developmental

' ’

assessment, precision ;eaching,vchild development, parent educatisf, and
the- adaption of early learning environments. In the spring, trainees attend

. N ¢ , .

seminars in g@up teaching, developmental asséssment, problems and issues

) s .
early education of the handiéapped, adapted curriculum p}anning, and
Pe .
. _ \
act1V1ty, mater1a1 and mediafevaluation. These spr1ng seminars are -coupled
i ) - o ‘;1 } «\/

Each sem1nar~1n§%hdes afperfOrmance or skill copponent. .Trainees take

R ‘}/ s\ ® « /
full respon51b111ty fbr the operation of a nles ool class, and activities

/

7&e1ated to ft are coordinated and integrated wlth seminar a551§nments In
- \\ A . L -
aadltlon to work;ng ‘With preschool han 1capped chlldrenxln the classroom
, .

/ tralneea also partlc%pate 1n m1crot0ach1ng exercises. w1th their peers.

In addltlon to tﬂésg Sﬁmiﬁ\fs and practlca, trainees must also complete

-

' )
course requ1rements in allied fields ‘in ‘ordar to réceive a master's degree

o . . / ~ . W,( L “_s.

DPEPO

~ ) . ~ "'~
SRR R - T

g .

)

4
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_CBTE Criteria N ; .
. ‘\\g The teaching copﬁetencies of this training program are defined in terms
4 P N

* # of srx broad competency clusters: (a) teaching-related skills, (b)‘parent

\ \ “

\educatlon and 1nvolvement skrlls (¢) service delfvery models (d) pro-

“

U fessronal 1dentrﬂy‘ (e)”fnterpersonal skills, and (f) research ut1112at10n ‘g
. / .

¢ %h -
‘ skills. %rpaéls for the se1ect10n of these competeqpy clusters was

\ authorrtatlde, and'each cluster was accompanied by a strong rqﬁtonalep No . -

 specific’ information was given about assessment criteria or desired com-
» . ‘9 i 7

petency mastery levels, but performance -based assessMent appears ‘to. be an
1y

- intégral part of the total program. Fot adm1nf§trat1ve purposes courses

s Y
. . . v
and practlca*die designated ‘as three semester hour time blocks. Actual

—

course work is designed in terfhs of;minicpurses with continuous<practicum-
. 5 P P \

?
- ] - L :
9 - bl . o N . r~ /

rz}ated activities. ., . e . e . Y

“~| . . (' . : . . - . 5 .
Ind1v1dua11zat1on of tra1n1ng act1v1t1es 1s accompllshed thrgggh ' 1
- e \ s

“ o,

- .
practicum assignments and electives outside thegSpecial Education Department.

All trainees are required to complete a specific within-department course

! : . . ;
. sequence. o~ ‘ TR e : : .

r’-

~ . . ’ M < ‘Vr‘-' ) . ! 7 . ‘ . ’ "\ ' .
' Prog¥amming appears to-be systematic, and many of the 1nstruct1ona1; LSRR

51 : N N .
:j,t‘ " ponents, but the extent and nature of this and subsequent feedback to the
. Ny , N ' . . R
" -, stldents were nog 'detaitled. ' _ :

. LS Voo \

z Yy S ’ 4
\\ﬁ i \unitstjji/modularized. Students are encouraged to react to program com-:
- :

’ . I; addrtéonigpﬁﬁorﬁing”in tne p:eschool classroomﬁat\tke uniuérsity,‘
’:;{\ (,\xxtrainees are.encourageh to-work in relevant fiel& sites within tne Houstcn ’
M\‘&\\J' community to comply wigh formalfpractlca requ1rements. They are also en- )
couraged to develop and 1mpf§§ent workshops for parents of\preschool | -
\ . Handlcapped children.= L _ o LN -

P . v ks

| ' . There was no reference to decisien~ m@klng policies or protgcol/tralnlng{/‘

oY

e

’

mater1als in the ava11ab1e 1nformat1on. Mostfprogram revisions ‘appear to-be

\‘1 F . a
ERIC s - T

e I . ‘ T N _l'/(‘. L W .
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. I N
" baseé on a reduction of financial support rather tha{on evaluation data.
' Program Evalugtion o".
. No evaluation data were reported in the project report which was the
\( ) ’ .‘ '
‘ single source of information about -this progra}x v
. g .
a . Bibliography - . :
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Project: The C_onsulting'-~Teacher Program 7 o e "»

- o . ‘. . . N

Director:” H. S. McKenzie*

e

~ Lodationr lUniversity'Ef‘Vermont, Burlington

/ . o p\. . ) 9 . . '
.Program Description . . L o :
. R * . - ’\ ‘ . .7 N ) " [“ ‘ .f‘ . . X -
: . - 'The Vermont #Consulting Teachei Program incorporates both the training-

-

of leaming s ecialistsr(called "consulting-teachers' at the raduate~level,
) . g SP C g e -né gradua ;

"reSponsive teachers' at the ﬁndergraduate level) and the in-service educa-

t1on df regular class teachers to prdv1de Serv1ce to, ch11dren deSIgnated as

£

. y e11g1b1e for Spec1al class placement. The alm 1ncorp$réhed in the. states
. ‘ - H ;, !
lO-year plan-for special educat%on ‘is to proV1de profe551onal serV1cefso

ra -
~

- o that these e11g1ble ch1ldren may rema1n in regular classes‘ _A serV1ce 7

N

2y model Was developed (Fox, 1973 McKen21e et al , 1970) wh1ch descr1bes the

e - craterla for pup11 referral and the development of an, 1nd1v1dual 1nstruc-
0 “r 7. . . o
t1onal program wh1ch centers upon the pr1ncrp1es of app11ed ‘behavior

{

.ay51s, s é : . o o ¥
“ Consultlng teachers are tralne in a'two¥year‘program which fncludes
R A r
vformal course work and practlca.f Trainees selected for the program are’ T

’|a~3."
experignced classroom”teachers. SklllS and.knowledﬁe empha51zed 1n course

.t RS v

work are 1nd1v1duallzed 1nstruct10n behavlor theory, and classrgom research

'Practlea are conducted,1n-laboratory settlngs and proV1s1&n 15 also made §
: s> ,, o
-for exper1ence in ¢ra1n1ng local school personnel and,Wbrklng ¥§th parents.,
_\". a.&, N ‘

- The;second year of the program con51sts of an 1nternsh1ﬁ11n a Vermont saflool ™

. »
° B

d1str1ct\\\Tra1nees are reSpon51b1e for worklng w1th teachers and pa ts,'
. : N . - _
= for develop1ng programs for e11g1ble ch11dren“ for conductlng,workshops for o

school personnel and for- part1c1pat1ng in, un1verslt9 semlnars Each tralnee u
A s e
in: meetlng the tra1n1ng obJectlves durlng the tw

¥

serves about 30 ch11dre>

r year pr&gram w1th SquIVlSlon “of tra;nees dlmen51on1ng over the course o




e o ‘ i T4

the secoﬁduyear.

CBTE Criteria N : s -

The program dlsplays a number of CBTE character15t1cs Consulting'

teachers are” evaluated on the bas1s of the1r mastery of the minimum tra1n1ng

—

ohjectives developed by the special education faculty. In addition, be-

¥

-{,hav1oral techn1ques are. applled which requ1re a precise record of the tech-

-

n1ques employed and this record serves as an 1mmed1ately available evalua-

t1on of the students' effect1veness in accelerat1ng the progress of el1g1ble

ch1ldreh . e ;
. After formal course 1nstruct10n,-tra§hees are requlred to demonstrate
\ . p‘Sa*fr § ¢
’Dlntegratlon of knowledge and SklllS empha51§1ng%apservat1on and measurement
%

of classroom behaviors, by appl1cat1on of techniques of applied hehavior

. analys1s to at least er el1g1ble child. Course work is, to some extent,

~

modular and self- paced'k Trafnees are accountable tp the program and to

-
1,

parents teachers ‘and others through Ize requirement of written evaIuat1on

)

-reports which trainees prepare concernlng‘the-1nd1v1dual 1nstruct10nal\proh

gram and the Chlld'S p;ogégss.v : . s
Proggam Evaluatlon . o o

Jf ‘ .

7 The Consult1ng Teacher Program began during the 1968- 69 school year.

“~ .

Each"year eight certified and experlenced teachers were nonqrandomlx selected

~
—

to‘part1c1pate in the program. Sixteen teachers are expected to be recru1ted
)
= in the 1976 schogl year The,tra1nees' consulting performance WRs’ evaluated .

in terms of -specific performanc% ga1ns of the1r pup1ls. Analys1s cons1sted

g «

ofdmcnpmxedwa’; 'zhi .
'&u ; Each tra1nee def1npd for each of h1s/her pup1ls ‘a target behav1or Te-

qu1r1ng 1nterveﬁt1on the 1earn1ng cond1t10ns under ‘which th1s behaV1or

» . s < . ‘ .
: . o ‘ L , R

S Co 1 /.{ A o s R
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, -
@
P

“occurred, and measured behavior change during intervention. Baseline and _

performance data were measured using time samples, frequency counts, per-

P

centages complete and correct, and rate ' X \:
In addition, each trainee was‘evaluated by a study committee using a S
criter1on-referenced méasuremenr to ehow er;ainment of specified competencies.
“All trainees participating in the progran have.shown oositive results
with their pupils and have completed the program with‘cerrifioarion. Follogf

@
S . . . .
up recommendations for children served are made until stated instructional

objectives are achieved, according to the ''zero reject model.' Because of

the program's success, it was continued and extended in 28 of the 53¢

v

Yermont school districts as of 1975-7_@@t

3

Bibliography

Fox, W. L., Egner, A. N., Paolucci, P. E., Perelman, P. F., § McKenzie, H. |
' An introduction ‘to a regular classroom approach to. special education. ="\
In E. N. D#no (Ed.), Instructional alternatives. for exceptional chil-
dren. Reston, Va.: Council for Exceptional Children, 1973.

McKenzie, H. S. (Ed.)." The 1968-1969 yearIy*report of the consulting teacher
. program: Vol. I. Burlington, Vt.: Special Education ?rogram, College
of Educatlon,\Unlver51ty of Vermont 1969 ) 45

McKenzie, H. S) Egner A.N,, Knlght M. F. , Perelman, P. F., Schneider, B. M.,
& Garvin,- J Se - Tra1n1ng consulting teachers to assist elementar*
_ =teaq§ers in the management and education of handlcapped chllgfen -_5;
ceptional Children,. 1970 37, 137- 143, .




®

VS ’ and Behavioral Problems

’

l

U , ‘ , 143
\/"-N..".{ o :

\" . . , s k

Project: { The Rutland Center Developmental Therapy Model A Model Program
\of Teacher Training and. Service for Ch1ldren W1th Severe Emotional

d . - — -
,/

Director:- M: M, Wood*

-

Location?f‘!hiversity of Georgia, Athens, Georgia

Program Descriptien L ‘

-

The Rutland Center Project is a-combimed teacher training:model and an
educational delivery system for children (ages 2 to 14 years) with severe

emotional and béhavioral problems

“

Included in the Rutland Center- Developmental Therapy model are: (a)

a soc1al emotlonal cairlculum for emotlonally and behaviorally" disturbed
% -

.ch1ldren which udes normal developmental mllestones as a guide to teaching - |

' 1)

obJect1ves; (b) a performance based team teach1ng model () an evaluation

system, criterlon-referenced,tp DeVv opmental Therapy, 1n whlch tra1nees

PR kN

‘learn to evaluate a child's progress in the developmendgl:currlculum; (d) .
‘ a . . {

, : R 3 . . .
~a series of audiovisual training packages which enable trainees to Yearn

. - ©,

the model‘at their own pace and away from the training center facility. -
The program has been supported since 1970 by the U.S.0.E., BEH, as a .

modpl demonstration preschool program, and by the Georgia‘Depdmtment.of

Education. The program has been replicated by 22 school sYstems in Georgia‘

-

"and eight sites outside of the state ‘ ' .

-

.a551gned a role based§&§>def1ned and speC1f1ed centry skills necessary . to

Teacher training and pupll service are carr1ed out at the Rutland Center

facility. A maximum of 13 trainees is served cach quarter. The training

L]

. : Foas : < o

4

oo

to each team member. .Each teﬂm works with a group of up to e1ght chlldren

grouped accord1ng to a common developmental stager,,Egch team ﬁémber is
g * @
¥

:fulflll the no;e The ‘three roles°are support teacher lead teacher arrd

w . . : . . .
. _ :

program is 1mplemented through a three-person team with SpeC1f1C rol@%§3551gned
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nbnltor/parent worker. The support teacher must have demonstrated mastery

-of the AV tralnlngipzogram *The 1ead teacher is exp%rlenced in implementing

N

Developmental Therapy, and the monitor must have classroom competence in both

' the.lead and Support'p051tions, The monitor functions to provide feedback
to lead and support teachers and is responsible for parent, and classroom
teacher contacts and otﬁer leadership activities.

Individual rolesﬁmay be rotated sfor d1fferent treatment groups and at

T
-

~vd1£ferent Stages of Developmental Therapy For example one staff-member )
-~ may be a lead teacher for a Stage III class in the morn1ng and serve as a
monjtor for a Stage II cIass 1n the aftéﬁébon Rotatlon of roles also occurs

o ) Ieyery 10 weeks when ch11dren are reevaluated and regrouped accojging to
P ! NG N
. mastery of the Developmental Therapy ob3ect1ves. i
1

- B ¥ . .
. @ -Staff selection is based on su‘cce‘ssful comple\tion of the Rutland Gente‘r

¢ .
AV Tra1n1ng Program and mastigy of- the Developmental Therapy techniques at

=
©.

the support teacher ‘1eaf tagcher and monltor levels., -~ ..
'Y O

CBTE Criteria E . ", e

As can be 1nferred4?rom the program descrlptlon and the evaluatlon in- -
formatlon that follows the Rutland Center Program fulflxxs a11 major CBTE

Seol cr1ter1a to a” 1arge extent _ The basis of competenc1es 1s both author1tat1ve
5 .and‘emplrlcal, the latter reflectlng program mod1f1catr;ns from feedbadk dft
o evaluation data, Most competenc1es are spec1f1ed 1n é;ha;;oral terms and s
all are made publlc. Assessment is. %ompetency based w;%% masteryvlevelsl
) o R
spec1f1ed and pub11c Progress through the program is based on. demonstrated

N -

S

,%competency (pupil progress), rather than temporally determlnatlon. .Other

CBFE er1ter£a e, 1nd1v1duallzat10n feedback systematlzatlonp and N
A ; a

modularizution'are also present asbls student - accoﬂntablllty to the program .

- ; 1; ~ " /ﬂ% ,a\ - - -

- LI DN s
. . y : . o . . . . . .
- o1 SR | S L e
> ’ L ' ¥ . . i B ) . k L. ~
| 3 ST/ AN
t. L. . N @ s | ' .

’
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\

‘component. : . . ‘

;mdnication and technical assi%fance"and”administration. - The information

~used in each program compohentrls in, the*form qfw@?ta which provide descrip-

or curriculum. "A rationala»ana aiSCUSSLon are offered-for evaluatron byj
. ' Y : -,

N
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| & .
teaching team and pupils. The program is field-centered, the trainee is

* involved in decision making as a member of the teaching team, protocol *

materials are used in training, and the program has an active research

Program Evaluation

The program evaluation system is described by C. Huberty 'and W. Swan = bt

(Woodg 1972) and by W. Swan and M. Wopd (Wood, 1975). Evaluation is seen
¢
as an 1ntegra1 part of the proJect rather than adjunct to it. The evaluation

e

procedures functlon as an 1nformatlon system for decision making in a11

areas of center services;¢ servite to children, service to:.parents, com-
“ "~ : R . . .~ -

g,

-~ *

i

tion and judgments of program antecedents, traRQactronb, and outoomes, as

-

well as contingencies, among these. The evaluation paradigm is partialiy

5 » . . -

ada&}:ed from Stake (1967). “ ‘ N

The evaluatlon pldng do not include comparatlve assessment of tredtments
»

-

\

description and observation of individuals and/or small clasées, rather than _ )

by experimentai,’control group degignSi ) - v g

The a1m to compareajnc program w1th another should not dominate plans*
for evaliiafiony -cv yation should be primarily concerned with efforts
of . gbe program under study Rutégnd Center effort is addressed to the
questlon what dhangeb -can be at buted‘to an involvement in a certain
' k1nd‘of progrﬁm 1n;egyent1m\ Cﬁuberty & Swan 1972, p. 25).
. R .

;Determlnatlon of obJectlves w1th1n each of- four.maJor curriculum areas

€

o

(Behavior"Communlcatldn Soc1a112atlon and Academlcs) is-the basis of

A

& ¢ el A

grouplng puplls and sett1ng 1nd1v1dual and group objecblves The Developr' .
#0 '

mental Therapy ObJectlves Ratlng Form (DTGRF) %pntalnang 140 DeveIOpmental

3 L]
Therapy obJectlves erfarchlcally statedﬂmn-theﬁptu‘currlculum areas, st v e

o
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' } used for pupil assessment and design of pupil objectives. The DTORF records

both ''developmental milestones," i.e., pupil objectives mastered, and those
objectives to be the focus of the next treatment period. The initial
administration of DTORF provides the base-line indicators of the pupil's.

developmental stage, and provisién is made for reassessment of the pupil on

the DTORF at the_end*of each five week treatment peﬁod. B>" concensus, the

-4

three person treatment team rates the pupil's mastery of each of the DTORF

objectives, .and formulates new objectives based on these data. ®Inter-rater’

- reliability estimates range from .59 to .99. o
P ] . v 4

Observation data are also colle'gted by program evaluators through use

. - . . y. o* g "
of the SWAN system (Huberty and Swan 1972) It is composed-of 8 major and

*r -~
‘ 16 minor categories criterion referenced to subsets of the obje&lves speci-

fied in Developmental ‘Therapy . Observatlon via one way.vision observation

'

4 rooms is employed. \ynter -rater relidbility was reported to range from'.70

to .97. The SWAN data are used by the treatment team in weekly debriefing

., - ;: . . N ) - - v . LT ‘
o g gssions. - . '
e 25 ‘ : - . . K ' /

’ While the doctments upon which.this summary is based did not report

program cvaluation data’,’ the extensive evaluation data collected on individual
b2

«

6 pupil growth for feedback aé;d plannmg purposes have been summarlzed and/a r.
o 14

vstat15t1ca1 analys‘ls total program is 1n progress (personal communi ca~
‘tion with M. W: Wood,
. ’ \ . .y
. : ' Blbllography L. '
_Huberty,‘ C. J..& Swan,'lgw. W. YJhe Rutl’and evaluatlon system. In The Rutland
_ -- . Center for . treating emoti al’ly« di rbed children, Second EQtlpn '
"’ ’ M. W. Wood (Ed. ),.Athens, Gh.; %rsny of Georgla Rutland Centet,
1972, 20-35. . | - i " a L
) ' *° '3\ o ' ‘ ’

"Wobd M w (Ed.). Developmental therapy '@altlmore/ Unlver51ty Park,, 1975.

_ S Wocrd .M. w. : (Eci %’l‘he ‘Rutland Center for treatmﬁ emotlonallyp disturbed

.+ children, Second Ed1t1(Qn A.thens, >a. :% University of Georgia,: Rutland

' anter,;,1972 = . ' S * N C
‘ . R SR oot - e
Y ) s o . ~ ., / ! ! ¢
o - 184 " ; . "8
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Project The Seward-University Project: A Cooperative Effort to Improve s
School Services and University Training \

-~ Director: Stanley Deno*

Location: University of Minnesota, Minneapolis .

@rogram Description

%
The purpose of this project was two-fold: (1) to develop a non-

categor}cal special educational service system in thelr%gular school and (2)
to offer practicum‘experience and training to preschool and inservice

3
teachers. The target pupil population consisted of all hand1capped chil-
dren in the Seward Elementarvach%ol. The prOJect was de51gned to avold
Qabeling ény of these children and to provide them with appropriate educa-

'l
tlonal ‘interventions w1th1n the *regular classroom whenev&r possible.

L
i
The focus of the proJect s research was on the development of;theﬂﬁ“
@%v
—— skills and knowledge necessary for 1mplement1ng the service: §ystem Thls
—_ 3 ¢
~ included tra1n1ng in discrepdncy meééurement precision teachlgag and in-
" 4

service training. The time of program involvement for most participants

was not indicated. Some practice continued for a quarter; othér teachers

1

part1c1pated in the program for a minimum of one yvear. The project was

1n1t1ated in the fall of 1971 and was expected to continue at least into

the 1973-74 school vear ' ) . -

P y_ &
v - Y I

CBTE Criteria

. -

. - B 5
According to Deno (1973), the purpose of the Seward-University Proj-

cct was _ to lmprovp both the quallty and quantlty of special educgtdonal

A

service ava11able to chlldren at Seward Elementary School .Ihe»proJect

x was also’ de51gned to 1nprease hoth thefoppﬁrtqnltyﬁfor, and the effect1veness e

. -
: of, proserv1ce and 1nserv1ce educatlon of teache In return for prov pg,
= resources to ﬂ{_ﬁﬁt in the. development of a sQecfﬂl educatlonal serV1ce A -
' .t ) > - - j _ fi\ v '?«

e R . 9 ‘ AV B
o o, ; M ' : ° . oo
| \/ ) & R & 1(.\ " - . ' . ) .
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/\S \“ﬂhavrw‘s were originally soec1f1ed . ’ . S =

) e T
center at Seward Scheol, th& University was prqnde!{[sbace to organ::ze

preserv1ce and inservice practicum 0ppo::tm1t1es for teachers.

-

The program can be descri®d according to a number of cntena essential
to competency-based teacher education programs. Project géals, objectives,
and proeeddres were developed in 'aceordan%e with the perceived roles %f the
‘consultant, teacher, diagnostician, }and team planner in a non-categorical

special education system.‘ The* pbjeetivef were stated in behavioral terms

- and made pubYic to those involved in the project.
\ 14 ¢

B

The participating preservice and inservice teachers who undertook
practice at, Seward vere assessed primarily in temms of their pupils' per-
formance. Modification of a referred pupil's individual pfogram was based

on measures of discrepancy between minimum acceptable ‘perfomance and actual
pu;;il performance. ‘If:ie pupil's progress was continuously menitored, Qand a- :
time series record of his/her performa:nce (dail&, weekiy,rémd monthly)vv was
pr:pared by the teai:'he}. Each practlcum teacher on trainee made case pre-‘
sentatipns at least once a week using the discrepancy grapﬁlng system f(the t/

' . /\‘ . .
_ time geries record). This provided the trainees with opportunity for evh\ua—

eedback and suggestions from both supervisor§ and peers. Accofdlngly,
K P .
the oractlcum ‘trainees developed behavioral obJectlves for their pupllS aﬂ%\
charked thelr behavior. The trainee assessment procedure was based on pupil

pedrfb ance; it specified mastery levels and ac\g:ounted for thepupil's

tive

Ty .
af‘qu151t10n of knowlec‘ge social behav1o? work habits, or w atever_.:t,arget
LN

IAY Y

The part1c1pants' progress througl‘ﬁ:ﬁe program was based on both their

demonstr'lted' competencies and the‘,con'rpl
;I ’ Ty

L In afldxtlr_\n to ‘t'@ aforementldned elements, the Seward Un1ver51ty Pro;-

'ion 6f(the ﬁrabticum pe‘riod,.‘

-.1 C & -3 b
” C 7 frect \i‘ﬁ?rporated several other ﬁ%atures ch‘hare ch:n‘aCts%NS%"‘rf CBTE: [ 3

c

1 . . L . ap
. ) C . -, R
o : ® . A .
. F B A W AR S
. o . I 5 . . ! o, o .
« v s . G4 e o & .

<

%
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- . < h . ’ - ‘rb
%rams Feedback was provided daily through theé charting procedures and

»y

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Lo ’ . .. .g"& s -
** ward mf'g*om a minimum -of 33

weekly through traince presentations of charts. Training occurred in the( .
" - i ; s

regular cldssroom”set:ihg{ and participants weriiéncouraged_to participate

in cverail program decisier making, along -with all other-members of the - -
school staff and the wniversity coordinators.

Program Evaluation ) ;

L »

. The Seward-University project was designed as a time series evaluation.

The participating trainees were evaluated in terms of the progress made by

’

‘their pupils. Thus, the single unit of analysis in‘thig case was the in-
dividual pupil. Trainees selected pupils for educational in;ervention;
placed them in appropriate classrooms, developed an‘indi;iduai instructional
program, andvéontinuouslybhonitored each pupii by graphing performanae/dis—

- crepancy data which resulted in a time series record of individual pupil

performance. If the child's actual performance coincided with the desired °

performance (establis?ed by regfurce teachers through interviews, aialysis

’\,J L
of curriculum requirements, and classroom observation), the educational
' L]

¢

strategy was'con:Xnued. If not, program modifications were developed.
L8

The total number of participating practicum teachers was not indicated.
However, it was noted that the number of trainees per quarter ranged from

. e . . P Y - .
two to six. Jrainees were selected by the various training programs in

™~

special education. * "

7

* Two sourcii of data were utilized in the evaluation of the Sew§rd-
'.University?broje;t: pupil performance records apd“?urveys completed by
- program participanti and non-Seward practicum teacﬁers. rgompleFe pupil
records on intervention régultstfor 14 pupils dﬁfing the 1921J72 school

Lo . o e s . . -
year indicated that the-post-intervention yearly prqgress rate ranged.up-
- ) L) - - ' s " &.q

‘times, the pre-intervention rate.

e : : - s CL T

Y
. N ) _ 1. ;.‘:.5 N . cL .
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The survey quesqions were bése& .on the orig&nal program objectives aﬁﬁ
L IS ‘ £ { \
. essentla>§yy asked if the*practlc teachers felt they haﬂ been offered the ..,
i,
. 5 spec1f1"c setv1ces Sewai‘d/partiupants re§ponded hlghly pc951t1ve1y 100% ‘
[ 2 ’
. yES on all questlonsiiwﬂale non-Seward practhum teaéhers respondk? very
T favorabiy from 28-60% of/the time. \"
. {
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Pro;pecg The Magk Twain| Teacher Internship Program\éor the Preparatlon of
P%onnel in t e Educatlor‘l of Adoqugents’wlth Sgec1al Needs

D1recto’i' S. Fage?l* k% :r‘ e T S P
-\‘ A 22 ’ - T ‘ .

Location : Montgomery Comty SchooI’ Dlstrlct Rockville, Maryland
/
/

\ [

Program Description

The Mark Twain Intkrnshlp Program, established in’ Mont%e County,
s Maryland was developed as a public school alternatlve to graduate teacher
training. Implemented during ‘the 1972-73 schoolx'ear the program serves

the Mark Twain School and student resource room in other schools in the

»

2
county. The Mark Twain ‘Internship Program combines staff development with

service to adolescent pupils experiencing learning and/or emotional difficulties.

Depending on severity of problems, students attend either the Mark Twain

AS

School, an intensive, short-term special day-school, or receive supplementary

/se‘rvice_s, from a school-bdsed resource center (a high school, junior high, °
or middle school px:ogram). A teacher trained in the program is competent
to teach LD/ED adoles;ents in any of. a number of educational settings com-
pris1/g a continuum of services.

The focus of the program is on .i:¢ trainees' development of spec1f1c

« knowledge, attitudes, and skills in five teacher competency areas. The

program conéisps of seven full day sequences conducted over a 4] week span.
Training occurs at both the Mark Twain School and in school-based resource

centers. Instructional methods include s'eminars, practi_ce, and individual
projects. h

g

3 : . ' <

CBTE Criteria

ﬂ\is program includes most of those elements designated as essential to

competency based teacher education programs Competency area coordinators

have- SpeC1fled f1ve learnmg areas: ; (1) pSychoe,ducational,asse'ss':memt and . .
: © .

\)“ ot

“ 1 S,

~1
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. prograﬁmiﬁg,.(Z) human;;élét;ons ?nd counselinggv(3)ch£ricu1umAdeve%opmentf‘
c -anggi;plementatign,:(4),beﬁavior ﬁanaéemeni, and (5) schoolianalysiszéﬁd -
consuitatién. These fivé area?’gfe organfé&d in terms of 15 subcompeteﬁcy
séatemeﬁts and Based on prioritie;-générélly réa‘mmended in the li'terature
_ for teachersrof;Special~cHildren. Each of the 15 subcompetencies is defined
,: by sfateménts of spécific performance objéctives which,, iﬂ%§§tn;-ére furéher:
descriBed by statements of behavioral cbjectives. (Anréxcqpfion iéiin;the
area of curriculum development gnd implémentation,'whéié thaviorél objectives
‘. ' are not yet available.) The training_ﬁroéram is comprised of\qnﬂinpegrated
schedule of semihérs, practite, and individual projects cové?ing;a core set
of objectives and designat;d elecfives, presented'xo the trainees .in advance’
. of instruction.
c) A . At the perfermance level,; interns are allowed to recycle tasks as often
as nécessé:y unt;f(}n adequate level of performance is»gggched. At the sub-

oy

competency level, the intem is evaluated by @ans of a weighted integration

of ratings from practice and seminars. First’, each tompetency area coordinator

rates each intern on a 7-point scale (needs strengthening - effective -

*

highly effective) for each subgcompetency in his/her area. Results are based
- N R B N l{,
on performance to explicit criteria, as well as unstructured observations

and teachef-madertests: In additfon) at the end of each practicum ﬁlacement,
. % . ‘

the supervising teacher rgtes the intern’éﬁ the same 7-point scale for each

subcompetency s/ﬁe‘felt the studénf had opportunity to deméns£fate. The;e

are three préctica\reshlting in th;eé evaluations. Clear Sriteria for ieyels

W

of specificity of she.performqnce and behavior objecfi?es are only'partially

developed, althdugh these criteria are made pubiié to the intemns in advance

) o T ‘ ) . Ol
~.of evaluation dates. , Coage e T .
f e - -
' ) . N [ . ) ° Ve . . IS ..
! In" addition to evaluating the inte L knowl¢dge and skills, an, 4ttempt

o S

. i
was made to assess the impact of the program on th ,interni;:attitudes and
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values. -Pre- and posttests were ‘administered (including the Minnesota - .

o~ . B

Teaching Attitudé Inventory,TFIR0-8, Perscnal Orientation Inveﬁtory, Tear.cher_-_.'

Practices Questionnaire, Profile of Organizational Characteristic;, Problem B‘ e

- >

* Behavior Analysis, Specialized Proficiencies for Working with Exceptional
Children and Qualification and f’reparation of Teacher'é. of _Excepti_onél'Chil- ’
dren). The W11coxon Niatcred Palrs Signed- Ranks "Rest was used to determlne

. % Statistical 51gn1f1cance of dlfferences between pre and posttest attltude - o

- scores. These lists were submitted to outside experts for evaluatlon,e and

several were found to be inai)propriavte.. Generally, it was concluded that

\ . “
- [y

variables measured were poorly defuﬁed, error of measurement was large, ‘and , S

. . / o h S
* the small sample size affected the validity. of results. Also, it may Rave

‘ been unrealistic to attempt.to measure attitude changi',in a selected group

"with high incoming levels of.the valued attitudes. ‘A'sta.tist'ically 'significang

-y

ftad

~
increase in trainees' confidence in their valued competencies was apparent. - -~ . .
Q Looe 7 .

n six of the seven sections in the Spec1a11zed prof1c1a,qc1es scale. *No -
i T . . . .

. differences occurred in intem ratings on import'ance of these,&’hcmncies.
" oW : - . .

The competency area coordinators held weekly meetings to review and «
. ad .. . t

revise the curriculum. Both practicum supervisors anel intems rated the ¥ .
. . : . Q g

impgr‘tance of each competency' and-Subcompetency as perceived in relation to.

- s

g, their neecds. " The intems completed the program when they attained an overall

rating of "effective' or "highly effectlve" in each of the 15 subcompetency&

. areas. : . o S R L
. : ,1, .- U R S
£ach intemn (1973-74) was requ1red to attend five seminar%, one in each
. . . . . B 3,.1 v e

competency .area. AlsoO requxredwere 900 hours or 14 cmdlt hours of practi—ca .

3

R A

g »
- "\' - . . -> ., . ‘l Iat N
conducted in three different settings. Intems r,otated through two 7- week A
» T . : . Py
. 'practica‘ fall, one at the Mark fIWaln .‘)&h'ool .and One'at _a;nqthexj_ sd1001.-.v.:".,. »

/Q r , p . N N o - _'u‘al.
- ba’sed p'rogram. The third practicum was a“16-week, full-time experience in* v

Y, . . ’ 2 ¥

the sprind semester, arranged on the basis of individual interest.and specific . -

. . S [
. . « o
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training meeds. Flnally, each/1ntern was’ requ1red to complete two 1nd1v1dual -
' <
projetts. Elect1ve pro;ects were offered in each competency area as well

as 1n cross competency areas. Thé program, then, was part1ally 1nd1v1dual1zed
( L_ - ]
for the:tra1nees. C.

-

o . A ¥’z , .
.Eeedbabk is an important element in the _program. In the 1973 74

<

‘schedule, there were seven learh1ng sequences, four of wh1ch 1nvolved review
’ ) .

and evaluat1on.‘ The students also regeived three reports (the 7-point

rating scale) dur1ng the year of‘progress toward meet1ng p%Tgram ob3ect1ves.

In ~addition, weekly feedback from and to 1nterns on program 1mplementat1on

and progress was" accompl1shed verbally‘pr in wr1t1ng geedback resulted in

cont1nuous'mod1ficat1on of schedules, requirements, and instructlonal fofmat
The prOJect'S'purposes, goals,‘and subgoals were presented in the or1g1nal_

program proposal, and the competency areas and their objectives were developed

as interrelating components to. work in a systemat1c, 1ntegrated fashion to

>

attain those goals. The project emphas1zes the outcome behaviors of the
' 1nterns--when they have ach1eved effect1veness in each requ1red competency, ~

they have atta1ned the1r goal ~ o : ¢

: The’authors report that the curricuIUm‘is~being'oréanized into patkets
i
. containing objectives, sequenced instructional un1ts, learn1ng act1v1t1es,

resource materials, and evaluat1on activities and criteria.

Staff involved in the development, implementation, evaluatlon, and Te-
v1s1on of the program's objectives, curriculum and assessment procedures in-
clude: Mark Twain School and other school-based personnel, public schbolpre-

source persons, outside consultants, area specialists, past 1nterns and

present trainees.

The Mark Twain program is classified as an internship‘program‘rather:than

A , : . o g
a university preservice program. JBach of its graduates receives 32-34 hours in-

service credit and special® education certification-in the state of Maryland.

<
I

-\ J
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- Program Evaluation. . S

Teachers applylng for the Mark Twaln Teacher Intemshlp Program are
subjected to a rigorous selectien?;focedure Ihe actual - selectlon process
.con51s;s of two ;hases. Phase I_1s'a reyiew by a selectio;:committee of |
(1) the applicant's}ﬁersqdei:fo;der, .(2) the Mark TWéid<Supplemeﬁ£ary
Applicatiod'Eorm, (3) eersohai feferences and (4) -group interviews: Phaee

11 1nvolves an 1nten51ve personal interview. This p;ocess resulted in the
f1na1 selection of e1ght tralnees in each»of the two years. All of these
intems had at least a B. A., and by 1973 74 there was an add1t10na1 re-
qulrement of a m1n1mum of two’ years teachlng exper1ence. These trainees ail
completed the'program. The directors chose to maintain these high selection
standards’be;abse'of the demanding nature of the program. Several-applicants

dropped out eéch year (6 out of 21 in 1972-73 and 9 out of 27 in 1973-74)

either becauss_the program did not offer them sufficient finances or because

N

. o . - i
i// did not award an M.A. degree.

The . 01ght -member trainee group was the single exper1menta1 groupuunder
study each year. There°were no control groups. Using a 7-point scale, the o
1nterns.comp1eted a self-evaluation of their attainment of specific.com-
petedcies both'pee- and post-training and ?;ovided reflections on their
exﬁeriences. The median ratings for intern pre-post training self-evaluation
of competenc1es showed increases of 1 to 4 p01nts per item. Self—reffections
> 1nd1cated tralnees' increased feelings of professional comp:tence, self-
_confidence, and self-awareness.
In addition, the interns were pre- and posttested using qeestionnaires

and rating scales to determine the impact of the program on their values

and attitudes. The interns also received three specific evaluations during

\
~—
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the year from competency area coordmators and from the1r practlce supemsors.
Eva.luatlon measures included criterion- referenced measurement ques tionnaires

and an observation ratmg scale.
- « .
1

According to the final evaluations and the intemns' self-evah;aticns,

’, *

the trainees did successfully master program competencies. However, selected
measures of attitudes and values did not show any significant change in the

importance attributed to these specific attitudes and values by these

teachers during the traininé program.
‘ . In this program, the trainees were observed at the practicum sites in
[ ’ iteraction with selected pupi 1s. They were rated on their teaching per-
formance in terms of the §pe¢ific subcompetencies required, but there was

> -~ ! -
no assessment of pupil performance as an outcome of teaching.

>
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Project: * The Houston Plan: Retraining of Regular Classroom Teachers to
Work With Handicapped Children Within a Regular Classroom Setting

Director: C. Meisgeier

Location: Houston Independent School District, Houston, Texas

Program Description

The Houston Plan was a comprehensive training and service delivery

system in which thexietrainin of regular teachers was only one component.
This preject and tne specific training program outlined‘here were sponsored
by the Houston Independent School District. The fundamental premise of the
project was that all_children deserve a special education, The traditional
category system for funding and placement.was .eliminated, and attention
shifted to the identification and deve%epment of peT$onalized instructional
programming for all/children by teachers who had completed the re- education
program. Multiple placement options were available for any given child,
with a general de- emphaSis on SGlF-COﬂt&lﬂ“d classrooms for the children
traditionally referred to as handicapped The Houston Plan with its '
‘Teacher Development Center concept made use of "BehaVior Skills Labs' and
had two elementary schools and one high school ?pecgﬁically allocated for
training purposes. ‘

The trainees participating in the Houston Plap re-education training
used pretocol_and other training materials while at the Teacher bevelopment
Center. .Field-centered training activities occurred in demonstration.schools
and.in the trainees' kown schicols. )

‘The training actinities for any given trainee comprised a two-week
work period (120 hours of -raining) witn a one-week fbllew—.p; The trainee

participated in activitic at th2 Teacher Development Cer the Houston -

Plan demonstrdtion schoo.s. 1is/her own school. A ~% " « regular
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: ¢ .
teachers wgre scheduled, to cycle through the Teacher Development Center in
September, 1972, with comparable numbers to ‘cycle throuéh in later sessions .

until all teachers in the district had'cémpletad the trﬁiﬁing. It was pro-
. . e ) . . . )‘7
jected that, for every 510 regular téachers, 1500 former special education

’ ‘ - i )
students would receive personalized programming as a result.of the retraining. .

>

“

CBTE Criteria

* . .

The. Houston Plan incorporated many of'the CBTE elements into its pro-

| gram. Teaching competencies were role-derived,‘specifieﬁ in behavioral

-
~

terms, and made public. The objectives were expressed in terms of both °,
- I , ) - o ~ ”
- knowledge and performance criteria. One example of Houston Plan objectives

based upon knowledge criteria is: ''The trainee will be able to identify
and list three categories of reinforcers." An example of an objective
based upon performaqcé criteria is as follows: Given a class of children

the trainee will set up am indirect reinforcement system which includes the-

-

following:. Ca)fbehavior trainees will reinforce;_(bl incompatible behaviors

the trainee will punish, (c) reinforcers available? (d) two scheddles of

L]

reinforcement, (e) indirect reinforcers, (f) three week éhart’which includes
one week of baseline and two weeks of intervention (select two criteria)i

These examples indicate that assessment ‘criteria were competency-based f}
) _ 3 . -

and ‘that spécific mastery levels were required of trainees, These CBTE
. o ' . 1

elements were known to trainees prior to training, but information about
.. X ’

actual assessment procedures and/or poli igs, e.g. the .evaluation rocéSs,
P P s g.» tion p

‘

. PN )
was not outlined.: _ 7 .

Neither the nature of decisiontmaking actiyi%y'in relation t& trz aing v

material selection and evaluation nor the role of traineés in the deci: ion-

T ! . ) . )
making process was indicated; however, the emphasis placed on a multi-

drsciﬁiinary sgrvice delivery system .suggests a broad-based approach.

~ N @

\ .
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service orientation/rather than a research orientation was inferfed from

-
-’

available information. . fc ] : iJ
. o . 4".#{
Tﬁrbgram seemed to be fixed ih terms of

» . . . /

real time--two work weeks and onefweek of follow up--but progression for

/

ese ‘real-time limitations was flexible and

-  Progression through -thé traini

the ihdividual trainee within
§ -

.- 1
personalized. The ‘instructi
- a

. progecn training obJectlve

#dl program itself was delineated in terms of
, core performancé objectives, and content objec-

-

//t1Ves (acquired in the Beh V1or Skllls'Labs) Trainees,” having comﬁleted ,//
3 . .
/ the content and core performance pbjectives, were expected to return-to

%hqirvschopis and compllj% project training objectives. An example of a /

#
]

project training.objective foilows: : ' i, ' " {
Each regular teacher will be able 'to plan and devetop 1ndf<1dua1
student programming through at least four classroom learning
center act1V1t1estqr1ng the school day. .This objective includes
the preparation of instruction for.at }east three preV1ously !

labeled special education students.  (Meisgeier, 4973, p. 80)

. 2

The Houston Plan for retraining regular teachers incorporates many of

. = ‘ 1
the implied CBTE characteristics. Individualization was achieved most -

. . i v T
directly when the trainee returned to his/her school to act as a change-

. ) ) . /4. . ',
/// agent. Feedbatk, a central component of the entire training process, wa.
} - o -

implemented by the pfojeét staff who followed-up trainees in tﬂ%ir "home
. _ . ; ~

oy a
schools." The traihiag objectives of the Houston Plan suggested both a
systematié;épproacb to the retraining of regular teachers and an empkzsi

A S . .
on exit requirements. Modulariz tion u%s best reflected in Behavior Ski

Lab activities.

j Program Evaluatior » K o
. ;
Although the - us- - lar - - 'Straining'teache#s was a high-vo.
' ’ «
program which ,inve EU ' of lagge nUmbe;s bf teachers th—ou,
the Teacher Developmc . : evaluatién d;ta.wé;e reported ir
> . ) \ .

dvailaple descriptivr . . , - ’

\‘1(‘ - ‘:\ ) — ' . v :
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Project:. Dissemination of Mental Retardation Services and TFreatment Through
Recriitment and Training of Rural Teachers .
~ . .
' Director:~ J. G. Morrey

Location: hild Development Center, University of Idaho, Pocatello

~
——

' /-
// Program Description. = - .

-

Idaho is a state with a dispersed 'rurgl population. '{['he focus of this

project was upon training regular, inservice teachers in rural areas to
s . Lo . ° Ce g . "
provide effective instruction for mentally re.arded ¢ ildrsr  ~hi~ regulafr

'

classrooms., The content focus of the projeEt sugg=-ted a ,'_a_g':osti-c-tre-

scriptive teaching approach. ‘Each teacher was - v comr At. oo
trainin - pgoject with a specific set of gene- s - o -
izing : .nild's program, coh’d'ucting small T LIETTL DS S
W <o md admir'.’istrat‘o\rs. |

. of the trairning; involved bct im0 edge ii..- M ENG .
“=ve ... - +hich were su?sequently integrate‘d coring d1on Fieracti .

: ch\ildren. ‘ ,Thfiese self-tcnta:ned trainin'g 1o . .88 occurT
% 7zh :b class_roem ahd -!m‘\formal seminars. Tne tri. .ns .,nvol:./ed ar
eLg” cay for'five wéeks; all -but 1% b oﬁr.s pec~ day . v ment ciTe .

* . . -
in lw'**ﬁsrwms. o ' S
CBTE-Criteria ‘. ) \ - } -
This project appe.ars to have. had gll th{e essentia. ¢ = tseof = CBTE

program. The bases for competency selecticn were authcr:tati 'e sources and.

.

‘" these were indicated in the project report. Competencies waT. publicly

stated and spec1f1ed in behavioral terms. .

v s . . _"

Assessment cr1ter1a were competency -basec in_ terms sf writerion- re?v\ /

-

t

erenced tests that the teacher had to complete daily., Teacr2rs performance ~
"in lab classrooms was_not'.difectly evaluated, bgt .teachers were required to
p P Y r

Al - AR
. v

O
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wa
v

.

document their own” activities in the classrooms-and to chart the progress

s

-

of 1nd1v1dua1 children. Mastery levels wefe 1nd1cated only for the criterion-
referenced tests. Trainees were not- evaluated in terms of puplls' progress.
) 1 4

Each teacher was required to complete a criterion- refeiEnced test daily before

beginning readings/zc® ‘~ies for that day. This eatry performance was sub-

sequently éomparec ¥ 2 I test compIete; & the eﬁﬂjof the .aay, Un: Lo
N -
satisfactory Performa,A LS fe@ondvteSi *»:uired the teacher to récycle
on specific mater:al. ‘ P ~
. < ' . _ .
. Progression throu th: raining progrz invoi;ed bloc.. -2s'truction in T
seminars and completﬂ: f iae:tieal object:v=: oy all partizzints, :Howz
. - ' .,
ever, each teacher hac inCiv;dueIiied ﬁra T: am experienc: wa;ch-corresponded
- to group objectives . wWii a very intenszvs short—term progran, and all,
teachers were expeC'- ¢ finish in the allctze five weeks - \e ‘
Implied:CBTE -+ t:riz were also fairly w..  representzzive of tﬁis_proji
ect. Teachers rec. +d cail: . Zgedback on the: progress from\reeults oni

the criterion-referenced test:. Progression through the program was systematlc

*

direct 1nteractlon Witz and\reﬁponslbiidty for instruction of children in-

Ve >
creased” over time. -

P

Two kinds of aCCOUHtablllty 1nformatlon were 1nd1cated Upon completiop

»

of the requ1rements, teackers were asked to eveluate the proJect.: The

&

number of pupils and parents rece1v1ng direct or indirect servicés as a re-

w ) (8 e , .
sult of this project was reported. Fifty-eight preschoel’ children (direct

contact), 61 paxents (periodic contact), and 40 elemeﬁtery\ievel children .

. (consultant éervice) were ‘served by the seven project gradgetes who functiened

- - ’ 5

¥ -

as change aéents in their local districts. 1In addition, project personnel

“ \ ’ ¢ 3 ' .. N ) i
‘remained in contact with these teachers to provide additional assistance
. o : . REEEE : ra
and receive information concerning continuing needs. S
¥ { .



. . I TN L 163

L o . ' ) . . ~ i . .
The project was not field-centered, but the evaluation was. - Information

related to the base for decision making was not indicated. Project participants
I

~

did use a Spec1f1c set of training mater1als but did not use protocols.

Teachers dld‘not appear to have an actlve role in dec151oq1pak1ng, but .

their resgonses to end—of-pro;ect questlonnalres wera considered in con:tent/,z

-

sequence r.odifications.

'/" "' . Lo
s . _ -,
I - i
Program Evaluation SN £

' . S 7" . -

-

. A - - - N '
Teachers were evaluated on tﬂelr knowledge of training content on
' LY

m - ~ ) - i ! &
- M '- - - : -
criterion-referenced tests given daily. -They were selected on a non-random

basis according to the follé&ing broad criteria:: (a) experience or training
» 12 education;- (b) indication of. intereus.t in helpiﬁg hMcapbed chilldren,"
asgertainéd during a pe&sogal interview;'(c) residen;;:in:aﬁ area where a ~
change agent/program‘éipansion ;as prdjectéd; Ed);willingﬁéks to work for
the "Child Deveiopment Cenfer. Documentation ogypupil eyéiuation‘data wa§
ﬁot inclﬁdei in';he report, but teachers'wg?e responsible for plan£ing, - .

implenenting, and reporting pupil progress during training.

£ ' Data analyses were descriptive (indication of percent ages of. accuracy on

v

cr&terion—refereﬁceq\tests)} nolreliabiJ;ty inférmétion was reﬁbrtea. The

. Jonlx‘instrumei:nt used, other than the crit:rioa—refe;éncedzpeaédrements;
. - N ~

was the opinion survey given xo’teachgrs following training.

The indépeﬁdent measure ‘wWas the t{ainiié program, and thg dependent
' measgrevwas trainge groups ppr?ormanfé‘onftests. The training;cycle was -

. p . .
instituted ;hree times. Duriﬁg the(first cycle three trainees participated

El

Y in and completéd the training program. Another z:ree trainees completéd
: : !

s ) - ’ e
the program during the second cycle.’ Only ‘one teacher was.trained durlng
. 3 ) ‘ ’ ‘1 ‘ o
the third cycle. .In ‘the firét cycle, 83% of the criterjon-referenced tests/"
“hadito be taken a second time for teachers to achieve 90% accuracy. By LI
, . T e A Z ;
Bl = -~ = “
LA . ¢ . . -
Q. C 1 :'JE - B ™ LI Y

ERIC « o SRR
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comparison, with the second cycle of three ,teachers, only 22% of the test
- 1 ’

. P4 - .
had to be taken a second time to achieve 9Q% accuracy. '

.
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. availab%e through the Persisting Life Problem§ Curriculum-Learning .

. o .

S ', P . < .

Project: EMR Program Development: ESEA Title III, Ohio's "HELPS"" ~
. N ° N r .

Diregtor: J. Noffsinger and J. Daiker* ..

tgeation: Dayton, Ohio - . e T B

- \ . B .
. e o VAR
Program Descrigtioﬁ.\» . ' ¢

"Ohié’s ”HELPS% (Ohip’s Handicapped-Education-Learrers' Planniné‘

o % . - 3

. System) is = state-wide cemputer managed special education pupil- resource
4 B v

and teacher training system. It is composed of four computer-based sub-
— : .
sys(ems: The first 0 are devoted to improving pupil instruction {a)

through a data-bafe of gréup instructional ﬂpdgles adoerd from the

Computer-Based Resource Units System (CBRU'S) developed at'ﬁuffalo,.N.Y.,

L4

and (b) through a data-hase of objectives for individual pupil planning,

4

4 -
Resources file. - ‘ " / i
: . N

The other two subsvstems are devoted tbd improviﬁg‘the instrhctions

I4

of prgfessionals The third subsvstem 1s the Competency-Baged Inserv1cé
Y

;fachers Training System {CBITTS), wh1ch can be adapted or preservice

~

\
tra1n1ng bv ‘universities. The information»and modules contained in

CBIT?ﬁ are retgleved through the Teacher Competency Learnfng Resource

-4 .
file which generates 11sts of learning resources for inservice training. .
Over a two-yvear deveélopment .period, regional committees have identified

¢ e

competencies for inservice training and have developed a set of descrip-
." X ! /

“ 7
.tors for entrv into thelsvstem. The fourzh subsystem 1s the set Qf

-
e

<ompetency - based training modules’'-for curr1cu1um consultants that S
L) .
comnrises the %FCTraC program (Meyen Altman, Chandler 1973).

-

increasing datahase of relévant training modules and materials has

- <

also been incorporated fnto the system. -
S

~

’
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N A

CBTE Cr1ter1a ' - S -T , ; Lo U '

‘The HELPS ProJect was de51gned as. a CBTE program Whlle the pr1mary
.
focus up to now has been ?n’;apld retTieval of ﬂesources for spec1a1 educa-

AU 9._tfdh pup11 plannlng, the tralnrng mater1als ava11able in the system are’ . -~

»" - moduhar. The system‘should eventually be capable of generatlng 1nd1v1duallzed

;% sets of teacher tra1n1ng materlals and modules
.l . Rad o o . , o v -,

. - : v . . » )
. ! . I e ‘ - .

Program Evaluation

B \ .
- N — « . " ‘ o

ju.ru¢§¢ h( Evaluatlon of e1ght tra1n1ng modules was undertaken dur1ng the 1974-
. - d,\ w'
- 75 SQhool yi92» Commlttees made up .of uy1versrty faculty and supervisory

0 4
. personnel selectedttoplcs for ‘the development 'of modules and in-the process

K

L were 1nstrumental 1n~1dentlfy1ng the criteria for developlng a mxdule on
”m@%ule de51gn” thﬁh ut1 zes the data and resqurces avallable in the system
-prprox1mabely 50 teachers part1c1pated in thlS 1n1t1al evaluation™ trial of

S T
VL

the system Data were co?lected on teacher knowledge acqh151tlon and pupil

LS

3
change scores were obta1ned for f1ve of the eight modules

r‘n ‘vf

o ¢ s
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Project: Tralnlng Model for Cooperatlng Teachers in Spec1a1 Education: )
Mental Retardation .- .

. o ) '
Director:. J,vD. Strauch* o
Location: University of Gonnecticut, Storrs : .

. o .
o IPIRI L .

Program Description . BT . : ' .

‘At tﬂe outset .of theiﬁ%bject, a thfee-wee% euﬁmef conferenee’yas held
:for cooperatlng teachers school admlnlstra@ors student teachers, and
umlver51ty faeulty The 25 workshop part1c1pants generated a list of role
expectatlons which served’to point outdiscrepancies in perceptions of the

I

o student teacher/cooperating teacher roles. A set of'codperating teacher
. x.j \ :
competency statements was afgo developed from the role definition process
-and subsequently became the;eésis for a survey of competency ratings by
teachefe, student teechers, end'trainers. |
Teachers'éelected fer training were experienced speeial.cless teachers,

- . ©

recommended by principals. Abeut half of this ‘group had previously served

-

oy

as cooperatlng teachers. . . ' f

;.3\ 4

Over the three- -year Span of the project, 50 cooperatlng teachers were °
trained. During the first-year, 15 teachers participated in 13 day-long work-
shops held during regular school hours. In the second year, *10 cooperating
teachers het after school hours for 10 eessione; each of which lasted 4%
'hou;s; Training time was further reduced in the third year, when 25 teachers
| participated in one wefkshop whichilasted four hours. By thebehird year,

cooperating teachers were provided with additional selffinstruetional.f
matefials_that had been developed during the previous two years.

L
S ) ’
There were five major objectives for the overall project, and each

%/objective was implemented with varying degrees of emphasis over the three

R AN

1§
o
3F
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year period. The project objectives were as follows:

[

1. Develop a pool of competency statements or functions of cooperating
. . ) , L . .

teachers.

2. Delineate roles and expectations for student teachers, cooperating
teachers, and college supervisors as they are perceived by these groups.

3. Train teachers to identify, write, and utilize behavioral objectives.

) . 4. .Train teachers to observe and record selected teaching behaviors.
- 5. Train teachers to'use rating scales for feedback to student teachers.
¢ ‘ ‘

-

CBTE Criteria

- 5 ~ : . I
The basis of competency selection for cdoperating teachers was a survey

of teachers, student teachers, and trainers. Training objectives were specified

in behavioral temms, and in fact, a major portion of the program was devoted

]

to training'coopérating teachers to usé gnlerite behavidral objectives, .

. Assessment - was perfdrmanée based and involved the use of obsérvgtion in-
struménts by cooperating Feachefs. Coopératiﬁgugeachers also‘provided
féééback to student teachers by means of rating scales. ~

The project was almost entirely field-centered, provided for inpﬁt
. from both teachers and student teachers and protocol and training materials
weré uséd in training WOrkshéps.. The'pfbgram ménifestedva research orienta—

tion and a number of pfogram modifications were based on the evaluation

data obtained the previous year. ' .

Program Evaluation

The competenéy phase of the project produced a set of cooperafing

teacher competency statements that reflected the judgments and priorities

of students, cooperating teachers, and teacher educators. Various-studies
of thebremainingngoals weré conducted, and the evaluation design changed

V-

according to the year of tJe project and the specific objective being evaluated.

C.oS04
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Attainment:of the‘ébjective ”identify,.writé, and-utilize behavioral
objecti?es" by the first-year group was evaluated by means of péper and
pencil tests. A pre-post study found éhat 13 of 15 teachers improved in”
these competencies as'a regﬁlé of workshop participation. Second-year
.teéchers were reﬁuired.tofgtilize behavioral objectives in two curricular
areas (reading and ‘math) for two pdpils in their classes. A mean success
rate for all iO second-year teaqher; was reﬁorted. Measures of the success
of implementztion of objectives weré criterion‘referehced aﬁd based upon
pupil achievement. Eighé of 10 third-year ieacherg achieveé criterion per-
formance on a'final test after completing an instructional module on writing
‘behavioral §bjectives. 7 | o &

Evaluation of the training program was conducted by means of Likert
scales on aspects, of teacher and student teacher satisfaction with the’p;o-
~gram and its perceiveq value to the individual. In comparing project with
" non-project (;oﬁtrast) teachers on specific performance tasks and on per-
ceptions and judghents,(concerning university supervision, evaluatibe con;
ferences% etc.), tHelproject teachers tended to score higher, though not
signific;5t1y<so, in most instances. Likewise, student teachers of project‘

. ’ \]
cooperating teachers perceived their teachers and théir)experiences more
positively:than student teachers of noﬁ—project cooperating teachers, but,
again, not significantly so. Open ended questionnaires and general evalua-
tive cqmﬁeﬁts submitted by pr6gram participantg'indi;ated that thé‘trainees
wefe satisfied with the workshops and believed thét theAtotéi brogram'had
been beneficial to them as cooperating teachers of speéial education students.

[
n

oY
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Project: S'per’f‘v‘E ation Nﬁcrote;ching ,
Di;ec%or: T. M. ...ca* W. R;'Whiteside,\E. G. ... .aer, and D. L. Lindsey
deation:f Specihl Education Microteaching C11n1c, Southern Illinois ‘
' Un1ver51ty, Edwardsyille .
Program Description‘l R v
In fhis projectz)microteaching,procedures were adapted for a Special
| education teacher preﬁarat ;ﬁ\pfogram and a microteaching clinic wes
: established. Project de- ﬂent included: (1) traiﬁing - ‘roteaching
| staff, tZ) aesign and p: . 6e~of modeling tapes, and '~ .. .ng of
~Z. . ) —

special education trainec¢s into the microteaching as a conﬁent~coordinated

ﬁift of their course‘werkz In fhe,firsg phase of the prc 1am,-tfainees o
pgfticipated iﬁ a weekly series'of 60 miﬂute microteachir cycleg (teach{ :
critiaﬁefxgla;: reteach :nd recritique). Mic?oteaching conducted. at

the clinic. and lessons were’taugﬁf“te peers. In tHe sec:z:. . phase of ;he

dYE
1
program, microteaching was conducted, in special education :lasses in.the

i

local schools.
The mieroteachinzvmoduieS‘developeq at SIU-E vary in length from 6 to
25 minutes and trainees take up to one hour to complete th cycle. Prior

‘to microteaching, the trzinee receives instructional matE“eals'concern&n%
¥ S . : N : : 0
the tOpEe of the lessons to be taught, views the modelin- zape, and discusses
the lessons W th a ” r1t1quer " The trainee then teaches the lesson to two
: N 2 : " ‘
ot three peeré‘p "%f’r
) : 7
.formance u51ng an e uatlon checkllst ‘specifically designed for the g1ven

.- . : *
\ .

- minicourse. Criterion‘performance is specified on each evaluation c¢hecklist.
iw )

The tr?inee'and critiquer then view the videotape playback of the lesson

1t1quer.observes and evaluates the trainees' per-

V.A" .

{1:‘\ - :
and discuss the trainee's performance and evaluation checklist outcome. If
the frainee'sperfqrmance is unacceptable, the trainee recycles through-the

w

. B3
minicourse until chtérion performance is reached.

o i i . ‘ Oy ey
. ) <y :
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Since the critiquer is a key figure in the microteaching process, pro-

» » » » » ¥ ) . ) - - » »
vision is made for training of microteaching staff. - The critiquers are .
- . .

graduate students with "varying degrees of training and experience with . .

¢

handicapped'children" (Shea, Whiteside, et al.,'1974). Each critiquer attends

/ K " ) 4 . -t
a 30-hour workshop prior to joining thE‘microteacHing‘:“aff. . __—
CBTE Criteria // .. - - :
) ’ s o

The use of s;mulatlon and minicourse instxuction is a common tra1n1ng S

feature of CBTE programs Exten51ve development effdrt was expended in the

production of theé modeling tapes and accgmpanying lnstruﬁtlonal material.

N The modules are exportable and" have been made available gér dlssemfhat1on

’

'Each ‘minicourse was accompan1ed by a tralnee eva1u§t1on form, and the
trainees' rat1ngsbecame the basis of subsequent revision of the minicourse.
Competencies taught were selected by training faculty, and progress through

each minicourse depended upon demonstrated competency tgther than time.

Program Evaluation ' R

Over a three-year period, half the $pecia1 edueation students at SIU-E
received four hours of lecture and tbur hours of microteaching per week . '
The other*half'received four hours of lecture and for T“iours of,participa-

tion in a special class. All students were evaluated during student teaching

[ s L

for acqu151t10n of the sk1lls associated w1th the mxcrotedthlng lessons.
: . Twenty d1fferent instructional modules were produceg%whlch 1nc1uded:
@
video modeling tapes, written protocols, and performance evaluation instruments.

Ouer.the three-year period of development: and evaluation, 757 trainees
‘participated in the microteaching program. Five hundred forty-four were

, trained on campus; 213 participated in the local schools.

Tw0 studies were conducted The first examlned the effect of V1eu3ng

AN

. (or not V1ew1ng)///mode11ng tape prlor to microteaching. S1gn1f1cant
?\"‘ <

‘ : ' ‘ o adw




r »
“ /. ‘h
/
Y
differences (p > .05) :between mean's were _ob‘.tainerql by ‘the t-test for 6 cut
of 69 minicourses. In 5 of the 6 cases. the differénces werc in hc xpe -
direction Yfavori. v > model tape\) ;(\in the sthe: _se,
absence of the mode. . f " lto e superior to viewing the¢ tzpe.
All teaching perforr A )y critiquer.(no reliability cata pro
vided). Each train: ner. ‘to work td cniterioxf-*perfoma'xce 1
- ! Lo s . °
performance differe: aly. e the trainee's first micrglessc
~ each minicourse. Eac 5501 a unique rat,ihg*scale and was the:=
considered a separite :xperie rio compar'isons' weré made across 1. ::
. (minicourses). ‘ / . h 1
-, ® E
In a second stu vnic -=~  -d the ratings obtained by traine:
. - NS e _ -
studentg teac¢hing, :hc micro:. . grc.ip (N = 84) was compared with
participation g‘roup (N = 86) 30-itcm rating scale. © The two gro
differed significantly (p> .72 'n 6 of the 30 items. .
’ S ogfaphy
Shea, T. M., Whiteside, W. R. , zner, E. G., § Lindsey P
=reducation microte~~hing.c... ic. Final Report, Edwa.u:
~ Souther I11° ilvers: . 1974. \
, /
r Vs * /7
’ »
° v
o ~
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Project.: - .litation Personnel Training Project s
Dire =~ "~ M..Clark* and K. Edmonds . ‘
Loc: niversity of Kansas, Lawrence

s Jescription | 5

- i
4, » ¢ ! .

B t;alnlng pro;ect is .a series of apprOX1mat ? 30 modules'be*F

- : ceated with both preserv1ce and 1nserv1ce tralnee populaglons attendi:

» 3

miversity of Kansas .and other 1nst1tut10ns,‘as well anwlth 1se”

]

¢i  “n  ocdl .s¢hool systems 1n the.Lawrence area.

: . : ’
modules prepare teachers, pr?ipéitive teachers,

te in generﬁ? skills approprlate for: worklng wi RETT

. winees may serve as teachers for such studer Lo

St axu <ws. Although the training content is gener: ncate  Tizo
. \V

mos .ees pln to work or do work wi*r EMR adplescents. N

< i3

. o of the iréining odules involve knowledge'acguisition or skill

evelopmant , but several Iéentl deve loped modules focuézon implementat- ~-
K P Y P mp

{objectiv 2s in wh1ch knowledgi and skills acqulred in earller mo: :les aTo

, 1ntegrated . ‘ ¢

"

b .

Tralnlng eﬁglronments include the use of 51mulatlon tutor*ng (one<t -
bne), and the natu:gﬁ classroom, \Whe modules can be incorporated 1nto un1ver51ty
seminars or used in more.independent contexts. Progression through modules

is self-paced; not . all trainees are required or expected to complefe evéry
module. . T ' — -
B R
AT
CBTE Criteria i ‘ . R A )
' S
Teaghing competencies selected are derived from logic and the applica-.

tion of a systems approaéﬁldeveloped by Budde (1972j of the University of

Kansas. The ragg;tiné competency clusters are then broken down operationally

I -



-; . - v ' r -
4 ¢ . ‘ ) o ‘\
) ﬁ into tefm,xal. enabling and eﬁtnyilevei oL uiiV03: ;b ommo emcele  oare
' . Specifiec inioehavioral terms and{are ava. _ole “for .;usve:t @ o trainee
‘ . ' - .
. before initiating workﬂon.any module. .
. . A .
Simi.ar’y, .assessment is competercy ::z- m roean
~f train- .g. Mastery ievels for gompetenc - . )0
butgealiaau ?eseareh“is ‘eing genducfe<
:o'pégermine'realisﬁ;? mas
. J l". K . )
zie.; test .items, 1s gei. P o . ]
) e ofe to co;respbnd B SO I T - yes. T
\ ey d for ;nrohgp pre%esting,-andue tfa 2€E T ormant - on
RUER : deterﬁines which ébecific compdn::ts e . treireeé
. . A grainee who tests high on any »ret :si be 2y 2mr
tl ssponding moaﬁle.’ This does not 2lué  cee: T 1y
objecti res, fcr which there are no'pretests. coogr L T : b
~odules ®hnc savies ef modules are based on tonroTated -ten:. s vaths
oo sgovo_tions. A
- Tl.:se mcaules can be described as meeting ai Imp. i . ! riidte”‘CETE
-rect;ri:tics, &ith the possible exception of t . fiel -cer:ered element.
Cr.ly the imp§emeﬁ€htion-te1ated modules’ involve -rect ;ie1b~centered input,
Howevef, since many of'the individuals participa: 2g in the field-testing
of thege modules are ;ﬁAactual%ty "in the field, :his may be an arbitrary
disti‘ticltioir.]. ‘ J i
Prngém Evaluatidn : “' o / h
‘The scope of evaluatien is comprehegsive anc n inéeéral part of the
" entire mddule development cycle. For example the :xt for evaluation
has included the use of symbolic, simulated, cc tr.  -=d and nat: "al eyaluation
paradigms,\end all ﬁ%e;post‘assessmené is criter—ior referenced. ' .’ .
| : | . ’ - |
Q . ; s o
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! ' . / )
: - r - ’ v, ? . . : v ‘ ., 1
N : Coe 9 e oo
I ) » . Small, controll. - oopulations ¢en involved in zhe field'
A S PR Y .
-~ ; . ' ' . d y ~ -
iy , testing of these mc- ohtrol)grouy S ween Jinc ihide The '
e ' . : T g
Sl »$.' , estimate of the t .. - between 600 !00."EffeéilV%neiS‘Criterid.i
- » - . - IRy
s - y - N y . .' - . N 4
f\.,, o grembased on” dats - ‘ainee . knowle: attitude, am.: fe-avior |
D * - . a Ty
“-‘ . . _‘. to . ¢ v
Lo " patterns, but hot L avironment c- (i.e., pup:1 jrogress). .
R L ) r . - ~ '—‘ . L. _»b\ , u, .
© % - Pupil validation grcups hav: ¢ been-uséd, as indicated, :dult vdlida- o
- ) ‘ ) - N . ' .~ - . ' - .
: 4, : . iy P et
', tion groups are beinr empioy: to determinc priate master: levels fof -
l : ' / 3 -
module competencigs. ’ - )
The basicydesi:~ o~ “rai e tegfing is ‘test-posttest paradigm)
using paper and penc ‘ating scale: ,servaticr svstam @re
; also used, but the :c. uits ch these i.. :r:mentation = —3 zre used
7ere not indicated. iater---: v -eliability - :hese lat- orms of in-
. strumentation-has teen sstimat.. :s .10,
- Data analysis hac been de::iptive; the us. =f percern’ . . has been ¢
the most frequent “orm of dz-:a © zsentation,
The independert variabi:-i: nodule-delivere. knowledge anc performance-
f : = _ _ ,
Ve - based training; the depcpdent measure is trainee performance. Results have
been positive,
DY .n‘ . - - i __,A
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i///?fﬁrojec;: The. Spec1a1 Edhcatlon Curricul um Tralnlng Center (SECTrac),,ProJect

. - for Preparatlon of Curriculum Consultants : = - .
" . N \\\’, ll . . j/ L) . - ':*\-, .~ ' y .
. Direftor: E. Li Meyen, R: Altman,*'and E. M. Chandler. N
b . [ A o ta , N o
qL&c tion Un1ver51ty of MlSSOUTl Department of Spec1a1 Educatlon Columbia,
w N\ Mlssourl . C vt ‘
T A a oo T
~ Program Description - KR o - .
v T . R oL T :
.}-_f . The-SECTrac'(Special Education Curriculum Consultants)lproject’is a
.I . ‘ Ay . M ’ .%
-‘/3 modular, competency- based program for. the preparatlon of curriculum con- . e
- 4 h 7
sultants. The development phaserof the program con51s€ed of the establish- | 1 »,
. " \
ment of an empirical basis: for the identification of competenéies and the ro.

~production of instructional modules. The modules were designed to'pfovide
\

.

A

trainees with the knowledge and skills requ1§§d for competencé in consulta-

¢

9 o 8

\ .
tion relative to the devclopment, evalua?&on and tra;;;pg of currlculum,
instryction, materials, and support.services. The sKills developed were

7on—categorica1 and generic to a wide range of eduéationaL pTrograms.
In order to obtain empirically derived competencies for training

curriculum consultants a survey study was undertaken. A stratified random /

e

sample of 720 regular and spéc1a1 educatlon pe;gonnel in an 11 state area .

.
S

was sent questionnaires. Ratings were obtained of the importance and

trainability of items ig the questionnaire on®’the role of ®urri culun con-

o

sultants for exceptional children. The result was the identification of 100
4 ! .

- ES ;

orthogonal competency statements, which served as the basis for writing
. . P \
. curriculum objectives. ! '
/. - » .

N The 100 competency statements were rated according-to their perceived -

'
K

Ry . ‘ .
1mportance by 587 field pe1sonne1 Each competency was rated on a 5-péint

-

scale and enabled the determination of ‘the perceived relative importance of) v
@} “each. item. 'TrAinaBilityXSafings were also obtained. _The majority of re- v'_ o
 spondents viewed 76 of the competencies as primarilfrtraipable‘through job
' hd ' ’ /‘ o~ S < .
S - , | . £ L N
L C ' . \‘ o~ K .
el N E

[Arut o rovsaay enc - . ] f
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v
: l i ' | ,
N : tra1n1ng, S competeﬂc1es primarily tralnable thﬁough on-campus , 1nstruct10n’
N L - .
- §
~ . and 3 competenc1es as prlmarlly\the functlon of self- growth, ’
| L4 » o 4\‘

A panel of spec1a115ts in currlcu}um and specla} education was asked
) ' ' :
to appLy a mod1f1ed Q-gort to the 100 competenc1e£ The results were used

Yo

‘.

.to organlze the(qompetenc1es into flve function and ‘five context dimensions.
. . . . .. A v y [ 4 . '
¥ o] C . s o . , S
- The.five curriculum relevant functions were: e€valuating, developing, train-
LY
.- . P
ing, adv1sggg, and serv1ng as liaison. Each of these functions was seen as
o NS ..
, instruction, materials and °

gener1c to the five contexts of curricul

P

; media, communication processes, and support $ystems.

A . A3
. As a consequence of the clustering broc dure, competencief werefasg}gn d
! . . ' B & ' \
. v !
/ ‘to cells’ constituting a function-context matrix. Each of the function-con-

. + ’ « 2 :
text designations was tdentified as a potential module composed of from ong -
. . ‘\ -
\V/« to 11 competencies. Each competency component was then further reduced-into,

two or more behavioral objectives. A typiical module was composed of

) “t

X . . . o *_3:: -
approximately five competencies, each competency was composed of about- four

competency components, and each competency compdnent7was COmpo%ﬂd of about

four'behavioral objectives. Thus, the typical module was composed of

e
’

. approximately 80 'functionally related behavioral obJectlves "

/
The,modules were then produced and field-tested, and a training program

was initiated,at the Universiéy of Missouri, Columbia. The training program

«

is offered on a degree or non-degree basis. A number of the modules are

4

" also integrated a§‘cdurse~offerings in the sPeCial education graduate

7

training progranm.

4 - ; . .
SRR @ |
CBTE Criteria -~ L,
N N " 1\?2’[/ \ R ~
The* project” way dé§igned,dt the odtset as a performance-based training
' program. T content of theamodules is based on 5pec1f1c competenc1es :
A{‘ ; » identified throughﬁsampling expert 0pinion. The modyles spec1fy the \\
o . . . fo T
» L 3 P




. 1Y - ~ : - ) . ) -
settings for the dewvelopment of competencies somenaf/which arb univerSit&--

' based and others located in'the'field T;alnees are able to spec1fy the1r

q

BN own competency goals by selectlng from aﬁnng the available médules. All

' moduless contain criterion~refefenced assessments designed for tﬁainee-self»
& . ’ ~ B " ~ L . - T
evaluation and pacing. - , ‘ ; - -

~ * VAL . . . -
. .. ,

.o The'modﬁle have been designed according to, a systeﬁs~mode1,‘and'each

S }7 ] ~* ) B
of the 13 cémple&ed ?Odu}eqlncludes the follow1ng elementq RV {/
/ o
S Statement of competenties the module is de51gned to deveIOp, the
\ o
. setting for completion 6f the module (1.e., f1e1d or cﬁmpus), and t1me

estimated for completion. . ¢

H

2. Statement of sEope of the modtile and its relationship to overall

, P
- pmgrarn- i«?‘ o L.
3. Competency cemponents subsumed under the module.
K . -4

4. Speéific instructional objectives stated in behavioral terms.
] . ’
5. The experiences, resources, and information required by the
b
r
trainec to master the content of the module are detailed in the

N
~

L ”teaching_element" of the module. The information is organized in

g&kJ

-
#

terms of instructional objectives with self-assessed criterion measure$
for trainee evaluation of achievement. A content plan is included

which detiails activities, information, and agsignments to be carried

.

out .in development of competencies. _ :

A remediation altemative is available for trainees who do not meet

criterion performance. Successful completion of all objectives in the

)

N E Fr. - , ’ ‘
module constitutes prima facie evidence of mastery.

Program Evaluation’ ' ' #

«

=

-

Each module contains ar Instructors Manual W1th prOVlSIOn for recordlng

s
v

the evaluation criteria for trainee performance. Each tralﬁge who coms .

ERIC R PR S
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'Jbletes a medulé has thus performed to criterion.  No indepéndeht evaluatiqn'
. aeaeures’WEre applied, and Ao other.level of program evalaatien wae con;-;
templated in the design of the project. ’Thus, it is not possible to make
any inferences aboﬁt"tﬁe'transfer effectiveness of the ;;g}nlng program.
However, the program has strong face va11d1ty, in that the tra1n1ng obJec-”
tives wére emplrlcally de{rved and mater1als were sys;ematlcally f1e1d
'tested and mod1f1ed dur1ng develOpment. S - |
‘The modules have:been adOpted by a number of regular and 5peclal
) education tra:,n;ng programs and are currently ava11ab1e for continued
dissemination. : . | i . -‘ ¢/
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Project: A TWO Year Study of the Effects of a CBRU Workshop on Instructional
Decision Making

o

Director: D. Sylves* and J. Wolf

, . Location: State UniVersity College, Buffalo, New York

Program Description

Tnis project was a two ye:; study of the effects of.a CBRU_{Compufer-
Based Resource Unit) workshop on the instructional decision making of pre-
service special education trainees who were being trained to serve educationally
‘handicaoped childrerr in unspecified locations. The six-week (3 hour per day
for 30 days) workshop focused on general knowledge, skills, and attitudes
believed to be 1mportant and relevant to the education of educationally
T,
handicapped children. Follow-up evaluation of the participdnts occurred
during fheir student teaching situation in the following school year.

u

The ‘rationale for this project centered on the notion that the actual

process of developing a computer-based resource unit (CBRU) is, in_itself;
a valuable educational experience for preservice teachers. 1y was hypothesized
that thevfollowing behaviors of workshop participanfs would be positively
- modified: (a) ability to identify and write behav1ora11y stated objectives;
(b) ebility to prescribe for given objectives, relevant instructional
activities and maferials which are appropriate to the student's individual
difference; (c) an improved self-concept; (dj utilization in\studenteteaching‘
» assignments of maferials, activities, and grouping procedures which indicate
individualization of instruction; and (e) demonstration in student teaching

of greater pupil participation as indicated by verbal interaction. These

teaching competencies were developed as essential to the teaching of educa-

€

. *Telephone communication 6/5/75

7
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tionall} handicappgd children. They were spebified in behavioral terms and
made availlgble for program participants. :

. The program‘coveréd a period of tw0_year$, and thé assessment procedures
were somewhat modif%ed after the first ye;r evaluation. In general, assess-
ment criteria (ﬁade,p&blic) were based dn\specified tea;her competencies.
However, specific masfery levels, if required, were not indicated. In year
;ﬁg, written testévwere"devélopeq to measure hypotheses '"a" (write behavioral’
objectiveg),"b"v(prescribe activitiés);ahd "c" (self-concept). A modified
rating scale was used to evaluate teaching performance (hypothesis "d").
Finally, hypothesis 'e" (pupil¥participation and interaction) was asséssed ;

by the FGESS modification of Flander's Interaction Analysis, Pre-, interim-,

2

and posttests were administered. , . .

. ")

In year two, the written tests were modified, the Perceived Ipdividualiza—"
tion of Iﬁstrucfion S;ale was utilized,‘written lesson plans were ipqﬁired
and evaluétedl and the FGESS modification of Flander's Interaction Analysis
was used. Again, pré-, interim-, and posttests were administered. Assess-
ment procedures for both years were performance-based and .accounted for

attitude éhanges and acquisition of knowledge..

CBTE Criteria

.

Participant progress through the program was determined both by

- _ _ r . ] .
é © demonstrated competgncies and by course completion in the six week time
J period. .

This program met the majority of criteria.for a competency-based teacher

4 .

education program. The program allowed for individualization, both in
'developing the CBRU components and, certainly, in practice teaching. Feed- .
back was supplied through discussions, tests, and rating.scales. However,
it waélnot indicated whether the student and the progrﬁm were held accountable -

. _ o . ) .
‘ <l \/

o
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for the student's demonstration of specified campetencies before the étudent
completed the prograﬁf, Pérticipatioﬁ:in both experimental and control groups
was volqﬁta;y.

- Although training was based at the University, extensive. evaluatlon :

x

and trainee follow- up was conducted in the field. Dec151op making by pro-
gram directors concerned-the format and bbj;ttives of'the workshop only.
There was a great deal of student input into the actual‘process of CBRU

: .«@evelopment and students determined the organization and content of the

unit. The only constraint upon student input was the necessity of adhering.X

to a computer compatible format. A . )

Program Evaluation 2 , ’ .

In each of the study's two years, 30 exceptional education students
completing their junior year were randomly selected for the experimental
group and particibation in the workshop. In addltlon, 30 other students in
special education were randomly selected as the control group. Each tgalnee.

- was administered'pre- and posttests; the experimental group also took an
interim test as 'a measure of immediate progress after completion of the

A}

.workshop.

Durigg thg t;o years, ﬁarticipant§’ prbgress was assessed in terms
of criterion-referenced measurements, including written teéts, observation
and attitude'scales on individualization, ‘and wrltteﬁ lesson plans. Methods
of ana1y51s included multivariate analysis of variance, a matched t-tech-
nique, t-tests, and multivariate analysis of covariance.

Tt was hypothesized that participants would attain higher scores on
measures of relevant cognitive content, on self—conéept, on application of

skills in a classroom situation, and on classroom verbal interaction. The

results from year one and year two indicated.that the experimental group
L]
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~

scored significantly higher on the cognitive measures. The experimental. .
group also tended tofbave higher means on the affective measures, - although
the differences were not always significant. =

A student teacher rating scale and the mod1f1ed Jason (a _sign system
observation instrument) scale failed to show significant differences in
claserom application in year one. It was concluded that the lack of re- ,f
liability of the untrained observers produced excessive error. Therefore,

uthe year two study used written lesson plans and the Perce1ved Ind1v1duallza-
tion of Instruction Scale (self-administered) for assessment, which resulted

in the experimental group's scoring significantly higher than the control

group on the classroom application variable.
-

The year two experimental group also scored significantly hlgher than

the control group on the classroom verbal interaction variable, although

.these differences were not slgnlflcant dur1ng the first year.
. i ‘Bibliography
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Projecf: Computer;Applications in the Field of Learming Disabilities ' .

-

Director: J. Lerner* and J. Schuyler

Location: Northwestemn University, Department of Communicatfive Di;orders,
School ‘of Speech, Evanston, I11

.

Program Description

&

Th?s 9rogram was dESingd for,preservice ;raining of érad?ate?students
in special education. Ifs\focus is .the acquisition of knowledge4;id
skills nécessary in the diagnosis and remediation df learning pr;blems in
leaming disabled childreni/‘lt pro;ides simulated experiences of clinical-
teaching processes through the use of computer modules. T%e p?ogram'ex-
tended over a period of four quarters or four 10-week units.' Two courses
were offered: 1) simulation of the df?gnog?lc énd clinical teachiné pfof

cess and (2) a computer course for specialists in learning disabilities and

related areas.

, 3 ' ’
The authors of this program believe the primary aim of learning dis- 5 ﬂ%
; t

CBTE Criteria

abilities programs in universities should be training in diagyosis and re-

v

mediation of children's learning problems. In line with this position, the

- - r

spegific objectives of two-year prograﬁ werse : -(i) to déve10p interactive .
computer programs'that'WEUId simulate the diagnostic and clinical-teaching
processes and to im%lement such procedures within the curriculum of the
leaming disabi}ities program and (Z)L}o develgp a model for a course that
would introduce the learning disabilities specialist to éertain funddmentals

4

of computer technology and to implement such a course within the leamning

‘disabilities curriculum. The program was intended as a bridge between and

A

a supplement to the theory courses and practice.



The final report lacked sufficient "data for a thorough evaluation in

" terms of criteria for competency -based teacher educatlon przirams. There

was no information on whether the general objectives were d Qned and

spec1f1ed in behav1ora1 terms or if these were made public before enrollment
in the course. Little information on evaluation procedures is available. ¢
It is not indicated whether the assessment criteria_were competency-pased;

whether specified magPery~ levels Were required, or whether assessment pro-
. . 4 . * T .
, . e : : : - s
b} cedures were made'pubiic. It was reported that in the clinical teaching
. . -~ [ J .
simulation, traineéé'ﬁére‘evaluatéd in terms of how their teachjng decisions

compared with the responses of a 'group of staff and facuity in the- c11n1cs.
1.

A we1ght1ng system was developed/‘and the student was.glven both an overall

score and a score (percentage) 'in each of seven areas. The student was
Y L 4

also g1ven the mean class scdres and those of the facuLty,group for com-

parison purposes.v ' : : /
' ' 1
Evaldatlon of the overall program was obtained through attitude -

N -

} questlonnalres regard1ng the clinical teach1ng simulation coursgband the
computer course. These questlonnalres were also completed by six local
.leaming disabilities teachers and then(several'who attended workshops
familiarizing them with the program as a validation group. These assessment
procedures account for attitude change rather than acquisition of knowledge.
The trainees spend a spec;fied amount of time with the computer and in
/} class. Their progress through the program is based on course completion
rather than demonstration of specified competencies. |
There is some 1nd1V1duallzatlon in the training progr?h 'The computer
feeds back information requested by the tra1nee. Thus dlffe¥ent information

may be supplied to different students working with the same'"child." Also,

each trainee independently designs his/her "child's" program. Feedback is,

)

24
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~ . k{ N
continuously supplied by the computer, which answers the student's questions .

and also prov1des information about the progress of the "child." Feedback
- . r

by faculty members is prov1ded at the” term1natlon of the course. P

Both the diagnosﬂic-clinical course and the computer course are well

. modularized. The trainee can progress through‘the computer units at his

J/ e . -
own pace. However, it is not)indicated,whefher the prOgrEm accounts for
. 7 s . .

the traipee's having successfully mastered the desirable competencies by
o :

completing all of the modules. Theré is student input through the gValua-
— _," s 7 vl 5
tion precedure which provideQ’:he,basis for program revisions.

i L e -

Program Evaluation .

~ The trainee group completed dttitude questionnaires before and after
- : g . r s
training. In the clinical teach;ng.course,van ana{ysis employing a c;;reléted
t-test was performed on 19 cases to measure attitude 3hanges regardfgg.the
use of the computer in teacher training and the understanding of the’diagnostic-
remed1a1 process through computer simulations. In addition, J va11dat10n
group of six leaming dlsab111t1es teachers evaluated the program. A correlated
- t- test was also used in the analysis of 15 cases in the Eomputer course.
There is no available data regard1ng the procedures for selecting tra1neesw
. The program's reported positive results indicated a-significant t;ange
in trainee attrtude regdrding the %sefulness of the computer in teachér
training and the understauding/of the clinical teaching process.
The course involves only simulated teaching experiences and at no time

13

requires the trainee to perform bejpre live students. Generally, the student
must show that s/he understands the process 6f diagnosis and remediation of
"learning problems, though some specific teaching skills are ilclude%. The

N
program directors flid not intend for these two courses to replace either the

%

n’) .




e

- I3
[N

. -4 . ) _
theory or practicum requirements, rather the courses were intended.to
supplement these requiremgents and'act as a bridge between them. .
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Project: Methods and Materials Consultant .

. Director: ‘D. Welch

-

b

Location: Olathe United School District, Olathe, Kdnsas

.

Program Descfiption

' " The Educational Modulation Center, sponsored by the Olathe United v
. , y .

- School District,.offered summer and academic year stipends to train in-

AN . ' { -

service teachers as itinerant Methods and Materidls (M- § M) Consultant/

’ .
4 B

4 , . . )
Teachers. The students to be served are emotionally disturbed and/or

learning disabled. Previous work with such children was desired of pro-

¥ - -

spective trainees, although not necessary. ‘ ) . -~
) _ . - : o ’
~ Teachers were trained to be consultants to MNegular teachers. The _
) ! hd
center's training orientation is the use of behavior modification with
' .

emphasis on the development of individualized instructional prescriptions. P

o - " .
The traindng format is a three-week workshop in which participants re- - .
. \
ceived courfe material related to the following areas: (a) specific diagnosis,

‘=

* (b) educational preséription, (c) orientation to ‘use.of prescriptive materials

laboratories, and (d) behavior management techniques. The workshop is )
)

AN

offered for three consecutive wéeks in the summer or during tp%ee non-con-

. _secutive weeks during the school year. Trainees WhU\ elect the former o

training option are also assigned a practicum with an itinerant M & M con-

sultant; the trainees who select the academic year trainee do nof take a

practicum. Thus, knowledge-skill integration is systematically controlled

for summer trainees onli, who work with M § M consultants assigned to -

teachers in'functioning classrooms. - . : . .
"The program is independent of any ‘university icredit system, but teachers ;

. t /
may apply to the Universf%y of Kansas for graduate%credit.on an individual
"

N

" basis. . ‘

FRIC | . - | .
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CBTE Criteria . ; o , s

o It is d1ff1cu1t to rate the degree/ to which this program is competency-

‘based, because the focus of the avaiigble material was on the deScr1pt10n of

the service aspects of the M § M tea er role, rather Eyé; the charactef'of

N

training. iﬂralnee 's termlnal competencies are spec1f1ed in termnné& be-

hav1ora1 terms, brt criteria for assessment of performdﬁce of these or in<

%,

)
terim. competenc1es were not indicated. Slmalarly, no information, is ava11-

, kY
"“able about related or implied CB1E criteria. : ™~
o L3 . M .
Evaluaticn ‘ 4 ' ¢
Comprehen51ve tracking of child progress is an 1ntegra1 part of M &M
'3 '

act1v1t1es It is used to as§ess the effects of M § M 1ntervent10q,1n terms

-

of the pre- and posttest performance of each child on fqur criterion measures--
\ & . .

‘reading, arithmetic, épelling; and a teacher rating of the child's behavior.
) - . 1 . )

¥ o -
) '« The use of pupil performance’ scores appears to be validatiog indices of the

>

A M & M training process. ~ ' - , : .
. . . . B L . ‘., P
et ’
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*  Discussion and Conclusions : ' .
Program Descriptions ' ¢

The patterns observable in the training programs reviewéd here suggest
?f’~,,—- o 4 P~ gT 1 gge:s
both comman philosophical bases and alsq:distinct gdministrative pref- p

erences and instructional orientations. These pattemns are not unique to

-’ ' 4 : .

\-—-""\v - -
S CBTE. They reflect trends also discermmible in t{e larger special education.
4 .
community, e.g.,*mainstreaming, poncategorical tra;ning,_diagnostic-pre-
scriptive teaching. . 4 Yoo - v
I4 < §

Development of CBTE programs in mahy of the trainiﬁg institutions

~

2

occurred at the undergraduate level, with expansigh to master's level degree
programs. An gﬁdergraduate program seems to permit more time to provide

truly integrated training activities, to collect’data fdr, program revision,

t

- . , . .

and to collect 1long-term follow-up data. Those graduate programs attached

to universities with undergraduate‘programé, or those which allow more than -
- o . : ke .

one year for master's training, seem to be the most highly developed.
. . . : " ~

The number of inservice tfaining prdgrams sponsored by schoga systems

>

is probably on the increéade, particularly in terms of direct assistance to

regular teachers with handicapped children in their classrooms. However,

\ v

such programs have not been extensively documented or formalized and/or do
not project a CBTE format. Those inservice programs includéd in this Teview
appear to be well received by:particip%£ts and very responsive to teacher

needs. : ) :
P /.

P

' . . Q .
The .categories of pupils to be served, as well as the instructional

setting in which they are found, suggest a high degree of commonality across

3

programs and level of training. Trainees tend to receive noncategorical\or

’

cross-categorical training and are thus equipped to function in multiple

setti?gs. These factors complement the content focus of training, which

/
/

- . . L(\—l (/
' <2 | ’
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»

: ‘'most often takes the form of dlagnostlc, prescrlptlvefcllnlcal teachlng

w

Tral\fes ;xplcally are expected to acquire generlc teachlng Skllls within the

/

context ‘6F field tralnlng, but also 1ncrea51ngl¥= through the use of minicourses

~and interactive modules, e.g., CATTS. Only two of the programs;reviewed re- .

-

flect a strong behavior. modification orlentatlon but th15~may Be due "to

- £ B v ;-

K]

selectlon bias. ' ' o . S . .

s , : .
- Y , o . i

,Most programs include both knowledge ggquisition and skillrdevelopment

obJectlves but integration of knowledge and skills (e g coord1natlon of

J ~ — “4

course. content w1th practica) is apparent in only about half of the programs re-

viewed. Lack _of integration--the weakness most often reported by trainees and

program directors--is also considered the most difficult weakness to eliminate.
" . ,—JV . - - 3 - . ' K !
Programs most successful at integRation have been those in which course work

and practica occurred simultaneously, with course work complementing and
L4 . . .

, “ 1
supporting skills used while teaching. TYpicaBTy, course work‘(knowLedge objec-

s

,t1vesl precedes practica; skills develop in practica 1ndependent of course work.s
Tra1n1ng environments usually include natural classrooms and t°£? lesser

extent, laboratory classrooms. Only two programs Indiana and Northern Iowa,

require trainees to work through a systematic graHatlon of instructional re-

E)

sponsibility, i.e., tutoring, shall group instruction, entire class. Course
A

work usually occurs in seminars and, -when associated with school-sponsored .
inservice training programs, oftep takes place in a teacher retraining center
or school building rather than at a un1ver51ty N

\

About half of the tra1n1ng programs report using modules, but it is
difficult to determine what portion of the program is modularized. Most
programs which detail the conteht and sequence of their curricula support .

the¢ modular approach but indicate that the time and effort associated with

» adgpting a total modular format is prohibitive. For *he most part, curricula

ERIC | T2
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o ! B { ' o A
s 1nformat10n te7ds to &eflect a format in transition between tradltlonaf course
rd . - 7/ -
formats and legltlnate modular formats. :
Three’pmgrams report using workshops ,- but the functions of these
_ , . _
’ . workshops vary eqfé’s the programs. At the Univer§ity of Northem Iowa,
. ) N 75
o workshops are used to'grient cooperating (supervising) f@;chers to the

.y C ‘ 4
undergradyate tralqing.program/procedures.' The workshops at the State Y
' . ™~ TN
Un1ver51ty College at Buffalo is a six-week program in which a: curr1cufhm
' ? .
unit for a competency -based retrieval unit: is generated. The program\at

-
Re i

thé Un1ver51ty of ‘Yonnecticut is similar but lasts over an extended period
/

(42 weeks). *The ipservice pro;ect at the Unlver51t of Connecticut was

f. Q developed to train teachers to be effective supervising teachers. After- )
school workshOpe are used to explain relevant ,content and tQademonstrate T
desirable sklllf. While attending the after School workshops, the c00perat1ng
teachers also work with student teachers-in their respective classrooms.

The . programs reviewed reflect a high degree of variability in‘delivery:

systems ; even eo, thew all approximate a CBTE format to some degreeL This
edggests that the CBTE model can accommodate a wide range of settings and

training orientations and is therefore not necessarily restrictive.

CBTE Criteria

The available data indicate tﬁat most CBTE programs re?y priwerily on
“Tauthoritative sources for the basis of competency selectioﬁ: This fact,
.
however, does not impede the generation ofvcomprehensive clusters of com-
petencies, nor does it restrict the utility of such clusters. Once com-
petencies are genereted for training programs, most programs are willing to
subject competency statements to public scrutiny.

The breakdown in any training program related to CBTE criteria typicall%

occurs when pYogram developgrs ér directors attempt to specify mastery levels

»

| 2R
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3

for knowledge and/or performance objectiVES. Those who are successful tend
' to focus on artifical and/or 1solaged‘a§§essment crlteria which 1end them-

selves to easy record keeping paradigms In addition «although performance

criteria are stipulated, they are often.arbitrarily determined. The issue

»

of assessment criteria and determination of mastery levels is one which

suggests thegpre551ng need to. 1ncorporate empirical processes in the design

.

and 1mp1ementatlon of CBTE training An empirical basis for setting mastery
T leveis ,and prescribing the contextﬁin which performance occurs would not be

\ias subJect to trial and eyror. ‘ _ _ ‘mi?
’ J ) ) - ] f

On the 1ssué\9f progression through trainjing programs, this review

s ifndic:ates that most programs tend to work undef-fixed time limits ge.g.,
. ” /J L T . - . ' ’
intermediate and final termination points, such as the semester system),

but a great ‘deal of flexibility is possible within these limits, especially

_if training is totally under ‘program control (e.g., the last.two years of
"an undergraduate program,ywithwall other course work  completed). Some very
: innovatiye inservice options which Eope well with the schedules of teachers

have been developed by tne‘programs reviewed here (University of Idaho:

Mark Twain'Intership Program, Olathe, Kansas.) .

AIn‘terms of implied and related CBTE crite?ia, most programs provide
. : - * ' .
a fair amount of individualization'and incorporate s ome form'of feedback,

o
I

In addition most programs are systematic, modularized, and employ field—

"'based experiences ‘These thrée erticular characteristics were probably
¢
-present to sone ?xtent ¥n traditional training .programs supplanted by CBTE

< - formats, and piobablv can be identified’ in numerous programs that continue
to projectga_traditional orientation. Therefo;e, the most salient related

and implied{characteristics of CBTE are those whiéh'distinguish,CBTE from

traditional options; i.c,, the form and frequency of student/program .

-
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aCCOUﬂtablllty built into 7he tra1n1ng system, and the emph351s placed on

empirically based program rev151on. Only a few$;ro§rams seem h1ghlyA

developed in these areas. The fact ‘that a few diverse training programs

reflect such high standards in terms of accountablllty, protocols and pro-

L

x gram rev151on suggests that such goals are em1nently attalnable.

8

o

Program Evaluation v L

A great deal of var1ab111ty 15 reflected in evaluatlon paradlgms across
programs and this variability holds" for descriptions of evaluatlon programs,
‘de51gns and results. Alxhough ‘the context of evaluation in most programs
suggests & progression from the symbol1c (knowledge) to the natural (real
classroom), the progre551on “does ngpt necessarlly produce a hierarchy of Sklll

-

attainment - :6

‘

Programs which integrate evaluation environments in a logical‘progression
often reoort gross evaluatlon data in summarized form. 0ccasionally,
attitude data are offered as the major supportlfor program Just1f1cat}on or
;effectlveness Only two programs cite pupil change data as evidence ofh
program effectiveness, although three others report using puhil change
data as a additional_means of determining“bgggram effectiveness.
In the des1gn of program evaluations, Only.three programs employed cdn-’;
-trol groups in determining program effectlveness and seleetion of trainees,
. across most programs is nonrandom A pretest-posttest design abpears to be
N most—popular for trainee evaluation; thiS'design and the time-series method -

are used .most often in those evaluationiparadigms which include pupil change -
" ) ¢ rs , . .
N . data. . o ) i . 0 ) Lk

- 'Criterion_tests, opinion surveys, and rating scores. are the most freouent

forms of 1nstrumentatlon used probably because these methods lend themselves

readily to descr1pt1ve summarlzatlon i.e., percentages Rellablllty, when

<
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reported, is usually associated wibh inter-rater stability.

It appedrs that program evaluation, that is, total evaluation, is often

a

an afterthought in progfam design and implementation. ~Although extensive

trainee evaluation accompanies a CBTE program, this is often reflected only

F

in summary fashion as attitude change or percentage levels on a series of

criterion-referenced tests. Performance evaluation data are often founded

14

on unreliable instrumentation. 'Pupil change data are infrequently reported.
New documentation processes seem most warranted 'if special education programs

are to achieve relevant accountability systems that facilitate effective

-decision making at all levels of teacher training.

Variety and commonality in structure, substance, and emphasis were re-
flected in the programs rev;ewed heré. Tﬁe programs also sﬁggest the pro-
biems and st?engthS»inherent in the development of a CBTE forTat. The final
chapters are-an attempt to gené;ate a set of guidelines and recomméﬁdations
for those interested in CBTE program deyelopment and revi;ion; and for those
concerned with improving reseérch in teaching. If_fhe fécuéxof both’interest

groups is better trained teachers, then such groups should engage in com--
e ’

plementary and interactive efforts that will facilitate the identification

of innovative training paradigms and validated teaching skills.

-.\
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: ‘ " CHAPTER 1V . p
. | © DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
‘ ' Teacher“Béhavior Research and CBTE

v

e

@

From a CBTE perspectlve the purpose of research on teacher behavior is

to pr0V1de an emp1r1ca1 ba51s for the selection of appropriate eomﬁetencles
v

and for the assessment of ''good" teaching for teacher training. -The Best

criterion for judging the utility of specified observable teacher behaviors

~ & S

is the effect of ‘'such behav1or on the growth of handicapped pupils. Hence,.
_an emp1r1ca1 base for CBTE in special education would constitute the

i@entification of a set of teacher behaviors which have been demonstrated

A _ . ; . .
;to have significantly interacted with the characteristics of handicapped

puplls to enhance the growth of obJectlves for such pupils: 'Oug review of

the researchgliterature clearly indicates the absence of such‘aﬁkc

4

emp1r1ca11y determrned compe;;nfles in special education--or for regular

dy of

P
education for that matter. th pre and inservice teacher tra1n1ng

‘programs throughout the Un1ted States are currently in varlous stages of

°

developlng facets of CBTE programs ‘with V1rtua11y no.objective basis for

.

supportlng the competency statements wh1ch serve to defin: their Operatlonall
objectives Hence most ex1st1ng tra1n1ng programs in . " al education are

predicated on criteria from needs assessments which may be unrelated to

pupil growth criteria (i.e., professional'biases, phllosophlcal commltments,

»

percpetlons of school adm1n15trators etc.).

As we Teview the body of literature ava11ab1e in Spec1a1 education it

is apparent that relatively few researchers have focused their attention

‘on re1at1ng specific teach1ng behav1ors ‘to the growth of handlcapped puplls

Further, those few attempts to uncover relevant teach.ag behav1ors have been

)

for the most part unsuccessful. Research in teacher behavior has had, ‘as

-

o)
G
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_a result, virtually no impact of the field of teacher training in special

education generally«-nor on CBTE specifically.
q ' . .

-

Securing An Empirical Base for CBTE Through Teacher Behavior Research

]

In this section we will %ttempt to present some critical issues which
must be addressed if an empirical bdsis for CBTE in special education is
to be achieved.

The Role of Theory in Teacher Behavior Research. Our review has

revealed a paucity of theory 13recting research efforts in this area. The

_ « ¢
serious researcher is frequent19 faced with the necessity of developing a
conceptual'framework to guide the selection of potentially "high pay-off"
variables to studyT This process necessitates activity of a theoretical
nature which, frequently has no obvious relationship to the current "product
orien;ation" of project sponsore. The general unwillingness of sponsors to
Supnort actifity having a basic or theoretical thrust'probébly contributesﬂ
more fhan any 51ngle varlable to the general lack of conceptual framework
of"the research reV1ewed in the preceding chapters.

The.requirements of “h.yrizical work must be drawn from an integration
of our knowledge of h: leanped learners, the rature of curric lum content;
and conceptlon of teachlng To be max1mally effectlve in gu1d1ng nesearch
/in teacher behavior, theoretical conceptualiihtions must seek to identify
‘those instructional and.pupil characteristic§ which mosf\probably relate
to nupil growth. This 1mp11es more than the c?niiinct1on of hypotheses
related to the effects of one type of adm1n1strat1ve arrangement over another.
What is needed are efforts to construct models which sgggest that teachers

with specified ¢haic. .ristics, who demonstrate specified observable teaching
: pecii ¢ P

behaviors, with pupilshaving specified learning characteristics will produce

h] -

Y
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desired pupil outcomes within the limits of specific educational géﬁtexts.

Pie complexity of searching for functional relationships between pyesage,

process, and product variables in the study of teacher behavior demands a
sizable effort in order to prioritize variables for study and pgténtihl
pay-off. Theory is a powerful tool for’organizing'suchhan endeavour. It
is, to be sur€, not the only promising strategy for uncovering meaningful
relationships between teacher behavior and pupil growth. But it is, in our
opinion, a necessary componént of a total effort. Without the nurturing of
sound theoretical conceptualizations we run the risk of floundering in a
sea of variables with little hope of maximizing our efforts to develop -an
empirical basis for CBTE in special education.

Recommendation 1.00. ‘ Agencies supporting research on

teacher behavior should allocate funds for the develop-.

ment and preliminary testing of theoretical conceptuali-

zations which attempt to explain and predict, within

specified educational contexts, relationships between

the characteristics of handicapped learners and the -
characteristics and behaviors of teachers.

1.01. Theoretical work should have
potential for contributing to the identification of . .
relevant teacher behavior variables which can be ‘
directly measured and subsequently filtered to teacher
training practitioners in the form of validated com-
petency statements to be included in selection and/or
training procedures. T -

-~

1.02. Theoretical work should have
the potential for developing the basis for a unified
cluster of empirical research which is guided by a
clearly defined set of constructs within a specified
domain or facet of special education.

The Role of Programatic Research. Closely related to the need and

importance of theory in studying teacher behavior, is the role and status
<

of programatic research in thié area of special education. In almost all
instances, our review suggests that efforts in the field of teacher be-
havior research in special education is characterized by the "one shot' study

of reldtively short duration.. There is an absence of comprehensive long-

b

T~
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term commitments to programatic and/or longitudinal research in this area.
-
We believe that the absence of long-term commitments of researchers to
problems in teacher behax;or research may be primarily due to the federal

funding practices rather than to a fack of awareness of need or lack of

commitment on the part ofﬁresearchers; Our perusal of the support structure
of research reviewed in the present report reveals that in almost all cases
. /

such projects were funded’ through federal a%ency sponsorship. Hence, the

influence of policies and practices of sponsoring agenices must be considered

(

as a factor in accountiﬂﬁ for the relative dearth of programatic and/or
longitudinal work in this area,
Programatic research requires relativeiy heavy financial commitments

oyer protracted time periods and is frequently associated'with the need,for
a considerable degree of freedom on the part of research teaqs in allocating
efforts and resources.' This is the case because programatic ;fforts character-
istically require teams of researchers working together.and}withia differ-
entiated supporting stég?; the work is generally of a,seqﬁential nature in
that proJected activities are frequently determined by the. results of
prev1ous actjvities of the group. Such requirements are often at odds be8
with the internal p011C1es and practices %f fed:ral sponsoring agencies who
. must onsider issues such as relative distribution of limited funds, fiscal
}policies of government in relationshi; to cash flow limitations,‘tﬁ% Coamire

ments ‘of hcontract"\vensuS'"grant" support, relat' e risks in putt - Luu

many eggs-in one basket'' ‘catering to contempora ¥ "short term" needs  etc.

Furthermore, 1ar scale programatic efforts require considerahle adranced
planning and organization--they require extensive basic and theoretical
work--all o?/ﬁhich freqeuntly conflict with agency policies and practices.

The result is ?hat researchers are often unable to adequately address

'a)

v,y
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1
critical %conceptual and/or methodological issues, as it is simply easier to
4

~
. ’

conduct "short term'" and "one-shot' studies given the current funding

]
[

patterns of sponsors. The prpblem,showever, is that in teekiné to uncover
relati&nshiﬁs between teacher behaviors and pupil 6uttomgs we are not apt
to reach our bbjeétives through one-shot projects of short duration. For
example, research directed toward uncoverjng ielqvant teacher behaviors
which influence the growth of severely handicapped children certainly must

0 .
account for the uniquely slow growth pattern of these pupils. It is unii§31y
that sufficient variance in pupil growth could be evidenced over a one qTK\
two year period to.reveal teacher behavior?correlates of such growth.  We

o /-;-‘ — R
contend that the nature of the handicapped pupil populations whosé,growth

-

we seek to maximize through teacher behaviors demands research of a pro- .
gramatic long-term nature. Unless sponsors are willing to support such
| !

endeavours both professionally and finaﬁcially we can expect ag¢commodations

which result in single skot studies ¥ie1ding null results, the selection N
L 44

of independent and dependent variables for’;tudy which have limited utility

for school purposes, and the structurlng of experimental conditions that

‘have limited generallzablllty to the naturallstlc environments, in which

.

handicapped chi}d{?n are taught. It appears ironic that those committed to
fostering growth amongﬁhandicapped pupils *have adopted policies #nd  actices

. 7 .
.in the support of reseérgh which ignore the unique. characteristic of these

children. ' ' #
Recommendation -2.00. High priority should be given

- % to theksupport of programatic and longitudinal research

..+ on the effects of teacher behavior on the growth bf :

- handlcapped pupils. S . . P

‘ ‘ 2,01, Sponsor policies and practices
should be reviewed . aﬂd revised to encodfage researchers
in the field to undertake the commitments implicit in
programatlc and longitudinal efforts.

-

3
o
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* - 2.02,, Programatic research programs
should be precedsd by evidence of completion of the-
necessary theoretical and methodological work to

- optimize the potential pay off from the projected

, } systematic research program. -
» ’ ' g
Proposed research of a programatlc nature cannot be assessed using the

same criteria as those used for 51ng1e project research proposals. The
sponsor must establish a differential set of criteria for each type of
research and development activity. To assess proposals of programatic

nature using the same criteria as is used for single studies, placing each

v

type of activity in competltlon for the same funds, is analagous to judging
the merits of a particular "gourmet dlsh" with a carefully planned "'gourmet
dinner." The'"dish" must not be rejected because ° does not satisfy our

. appetites: nor must the '"dinner" be rejected beczuse it is more extens1ve
o : %

ahd expensive’ than the '"dish''. The point is that the single project and
e

the comprehensive program of research are designed to meet’ different

/
objectives, each requires different physical and human resour-es, each
requires a different assessment and commitment,

2.03. Sponsors should establish different
criteria for assessing the support potential of programat: .
research and individual studies," respectlvely Programatic
research proposals should never be placed in competition
with individual project proposals.

2,04, Sponsors should determine the
proportion of resources to be allocated to programatic
and iﬁ;&v1dual research projects, respectively, ggatlonal
criteria should be established for defining propose
research into one or the other category. Assessment
of proposals should involve-only within-category
) competition for support funds. oo , ; .
s "
We have indicated the rather fragmentary state.of the research literature

related to teacher behavior and suggested that one veTy promising approach

to ameliorating this condition is through the supporérof programatic research
‘ .

efforts. However, our emphasis.on programatic efforts should not be

construed as an exclusive preference. On the contrary, we found a number

o
LGl
¢
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4 of -excellent ''one shot" studies’which if coordinated with a broader network
' "N - ; '
of similar work could contribute significantly to our knowledge of teacher

- )

behavior effects. There coﬁ%inues to'be a great need for well conceived

individual efforts targetfd at problems of a more modest naturegf when compared
' ' ¥ : - 3
. to programatic or lbngi;ﬁdinal research programs. But whether they be field-

initiated or request-for-proposals (RFPs), it is imperative that *such
individual pfgigtts address high priofify needs in a field having relatively
few available research dollars The pay-off of i ..vidual projects can be
enhanced‘fhrough‘progrnhatic planning at the national level. Thaﬁ is,‘
'tﬁere is a need f&r.finding a.mechahism for coordinating the indiviaual

"gourmet dishes' into a 'gourmet dinner'" prepared by different ''chefs" at

- .

different '"restaurants''-- while not constraining the creativity and

Y ‘
particylar abilities of individuals from making their most effective
- - had g
contributions.

‘ - s Spon. , 3 support
indivi<al resea. v jects w. .« .coniorm . - aational

needs i. *the teacher behavior resedrch area. However,

a ‘method . "ould be devised for developing the.means for
coordinating individual projects through the stipulation

of those priorities stated in sufficient detail to permit
assessing the importance of proposed work against prior-
ities.

Methodologjcal Issues and Needs in the Study of Teacher Behavior:

In the absence of a comprehensive body of literature in special educa-

tion related to the study of teacher behavior and in the view of the

limited resources for support/of such activity, the question of greatest

7

pertinence is: which specific activities have highéSt.potential pay-off

N

toward developing an empirical basis for CBTE? We have already suggested
- the support of theoretical and conceptual efforts as a tool for facilitating
such decisions. In this sectibn we turn to a second set of activities

which we believe should be considered as relatively high priority if the

’ —
8

1
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goal of research in teacher behavior vis-a-vis CRBTE is to be realized.
. \\\\ \ . .
These are a cluster of issues and nE@ds which are primarily methodological
in nature, They are aimed at the form rather than the substance of

“a N . .
ii research activities but are no less important since twéy etermine the
L

usefulness, reliability, and validity of the results obtained through

= ~

=

research endeavours.

Criterion Variable Con@truction. Our review has left us with the

rather uneasy impression that researchers and teacher trainers alike are not

i

clear in their convictions relative to what outcomes or growth variables
are most highly valued in considering the progress of handicapped childrenvf

in the schools, Furthermore, there is little evidence to assist in

/ ¢
determining the /alues held by other relﬂ¢hnt groups (e.g., parents,4
&

, administrators, legislators, etc.) which would help in clarifying the goals
" of educational programs for handicapped children. If we are to seek those
teacher behaviors which significantly influence a handicapped child's growth,

it is imperative that we have a thorough understanding of what it is that
.. Lo ¥
we are attempting to optimize and/or minimize among handicapped pupils. - It

would be very useful if researchers did in fact have evidence concerning
the extent to which relevant target populations value different outcomes

for handicapped phpils of different types,iages, etc. To our knowiedge

&
there are no such comprehensive studies reported in the research literature.
“. Recommendation 3.00. High priority should be afforded
to the study of the values held by various ,target’ groups
(e.g., teachers, parents, administrators, legislators,
, community organizatdions) concerning growth and outcome
/ objectives (e.g., academic growth, social growth,
communications growth, moral development, growth in
self concept, etc.) for various handicapped pupil
populations. :

_ 3.01. Attempts should be.made to determine
* for all target groups sampled, what types of evidence

o
>

S
¥
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v

would constltute acceptable cr1ter1a for a$sess1ng
growth in the various areas concerned. Attempts \
should be made to determine which criteria would repre-
sent minimal evidence of growth,

e,

t . .
While the recommendations in 3.00 and 3.01 are directed toward ZL

uncovering the outcomes most highly valued by relevant target groups and
the determination of what constitutes minimal evidencevfor'the achievement

of growth criteria, it appears safe to assume that academic competence is
® ' '

generally accepted as a high priority objective for most handicapped

— S . ! . } ‘ N 207

5 L
school aged children. However, there appears to be considerable difference
- s

»

of opinion as to how to measure growth in academic achievement, Many
[/ B . . ‘.“'
special educators are critical of standardized achievement tests and argue

for cfﬁterion reterenced measures of pupil growth. Others argue’thét the

nature of some handicapped children warrants a more functional approach to

. . & . .
academic achievement in contrast to the developmental character of most..

.

academic curricula, Hence, it is argued, special education progfams

trequently en@has1ze the utility of learning (or teach}ng) ;elected facets
A ] .

of academic curricLla in preference to.a strict adherence to prescribed

developmental sequences for particular¥ grade levels. The selected content -

emphasized in such programs is oftensnot repfesented through standardized

measures of academic growth.
.1.\\' 1

3.02. Prlorlty should be given to projects

which’ attempt to develop achievement measures which are -

commensurate with bBgth the characteristics of SpQleled
handlcaaped populatibns ahd defined curricula. .

Many special educators contend, that fostering the social and/or

'

emotional growth of handicapped pupils is more important than academic

p

growth objectives. The relativeiy high value afforded to such" non-academic

growth objectives has not, however, been accompanied by the development of

valid and reliable assessment tools applicable for use with'exceptional

¢

1)
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children. There is clearly é.need for the development of new methods and
tools suff1c1ent1y sen§1t1ve to uncover change in personal/soc1al attributes
of hand1cappgd pupils as a function of teaching.

3.03. Priority should be afforded to
projects which attempt to develop methods and tools for
the valid and reliable measurement of relatively small
increments of change among handicapped pupils in the
non academic areas of growth. Particular emphasis should
be given to measurement of pup11 growth in self concept,
social competency, communications skills, perceptual-motor
skl;ﬂs, attltude development, moral development, cognitive
development, other dimensions of personality change, and .
other personal dimensions relevant to the spec1f1ed
objectives of special education programs.

The extensive use of summative instruments in measurement of the grd&th
of the handicapped, leads us to believe that output variables have been
too narfowiy defined by researchers. It may be useful to adopt.the pos;:eon
that child growth occurs cumulatively in small stepsﬂ With children -

. / .

having relatively slow or impeded development it is necessary’to adopt
~a fine grained assessment procedure in determining growth as a function
of teaching. Workers who use behavior modification ﬁa:adigmﬁ'tend.to‘utiliie
such assessment proéedurés in attempting to track efforts to.acceierate \
or decelerate behavior re?;esenting a specified objective; ﬁoWever,jthe
classical approach of behavior modification has led to rather limited
conceptions of applicable metrics. There is,a(heed for the“develbpﬁent of

observation teachniques which capture the behavior of handicapped pupils

in both controlled and naturalistic environments @ithoutvneceSSariLr relying
. " LR L o

rs

on rather simplistic indexes of two stage S-R relhtionships. There is a
need for dependent variables which describe more than the rate and frequency

of child behavior in rather cgntratted behavioral units. Measures which

i

describe relafively complex chains of behavior, which include indexes of

?qtensity and generality are needed. ¢ ' .
. : 3 L
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3. 04 Prlorlty sh0u1d be.- glven to the

designed to measure growth of hand1capped pupils cumala- -
- ‘tively as they function in their respective special
. % educational contexts. Instruments should yield data
: © 'permitting inferences pertinent to the complex nature
//>~'" of the growth variables under assessment. They ‘should
- . attempt to measure the intensity, duration, and- generaliz-
.ablllty of behaviors in addition to simple rate and N ™
requency measures. They should characterize logical '
segments of behavioral samples in addition to simple S- R
segments,
- @, » o
Another important concern relates to the source of evidence for child

growth. It appears to us that most workers in the field limit their

b
‘criteria to so called objective test'resulﬂéfte.g., pupil change data.drawn.
from objective instruments). There is a clear, need to expand our current' -
: e

conceptlons of va11d ev1dence for teach1ng effects or measur1ng teacher ﬁ_

behav1or and its effects. Work wh1ch seeks to explore new procedures and

"sources for generating such data should receive support in sp1te of the "

»apparent."hlgh rlsk” nature'of such act1v1ty. Spec1f1cally, we see merit’.

in explor1ng the development of va11d and reliable procedures for determlningf-'

-

pup11 growth and teacher assessments through d1rect 1nterv%ews and/qr test--

B

|-

ing of hgndrcapped pupils and the1r patents. There lS Value in determlnlng

G %\ a
growth of‘handlcapped pup1ls from data derived from the percept1ons of ghelr

“

° 3

‘peers, teachers, and other ‘relevant - opulatlons who interact w1th such S

.v ¥

.ch11dren. stpar1t1es obta1ned between di t sources of data re1evant

7 to the same growth Varlables or teacher behavior var1ab1es need not assume

o L}

standafd psychometric 1nterpretatlons (e.g., lack of c0ncurrent val1dat1on‘ >

3 2 ' .
w1th a norm- referenced or criterion referenced 1nstrument) Rather, the

&tudy of d1screpant percept1ons of cr1ter1on varlable states may assist in
»

.

‘a more dynamic underStanding of the‘varlables themselves,

IS

’

?rioritiaing Reseaxgh«DeSigns”in‘the Study of‘Teaching.

[

" \~-Presage Variable Studies.’ Our review revealgd that a relatively high

N
o
B

I , ‘ . Y 5
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percentage.of‘the existing literature falis into naradigms which eeek to
relagg one éet of nreSage measures to another. Hence, teacher background

.
var1ab1es, prev1og§re§per1ences 'personal character1st1cs, att1tudes, per- .
sonallty tralts motlvat;one for teach1ng the handicapped, etc. are typlcally

1nterre1atedu In’our view such studies merit relatively low priority for -

further support. .They tend to describe existing‘characteristics of teachers

‘and/or'ﬂﬁplls but add little to bu11d1ng a ba51s for CBTE programs. Even

where such interesting presage variables as reasons for teaching the

Handicapped, nature of teacher training program received, and personaliky.

>

~attributes of the teacher are related to type of children taught, attitudes

lvtowardzteaching;‘éxpectancies,Aetc. it is our view that relativelygkittle

gain is to_be'achieved by the results of such studiéS»vis-a;vis the

. establishment of an empiricallbasis;for CBTE in special education. .

kd

PresageeProcess Studies. Studies which seek to relate pupil and/or

' . 2 Q .
teacher character15t1cs to the teacher-pup11 interactions in educat10na1 .

contexts appear worthy of continued support While re1ative1y little can

.be gleaned from such studies pertlnent to the establishment of competency

9

goals for teachers, they may be" useful in stipulating criteria for the

selection® of personnel to work with the hand1capped--part1cu1ar1y if the
\ : LG
processes observed have_dlscernible valences relativeutd what is deemed

'

facilitative in the behav1or of teachers in the education of handicapped

e

;ch11dren. If teacher -pupil 1nteract10ns are 1mp11c1t1y scaled by decision

makers w1th re5pect to the objectives of spec1a1 educatlon for the handlcapped

then the re1ationsh1p of these >ar1ab1es ‘to teacher and/or pup11 presage

2l

variables may well have ;mpllcatlonsufor policy .and practlce.

Presage-Product Studies. Studies in this-category tend to explore the

relationship between pupil or teacher characteristics and.the growth of

L B c‘
) & _ o ¢
b f b o - . .
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1 : : 7
* .pupil or teacher. In our opinion such studies are generally péor risks
. :
v relative to producing results having direct pokicy or practice implications.
A : . .
Hence, we suggest they receive relatively low priority for future support.

' ¥

It is, however, important to point out that such studies may yield interesting
. Tesults which prove heuristic for more comprehensive subsequent investigations,
- For example, studies which attempt to demonstrate that certain teacher

h characteristics (e.g., attitudes, knowledge, previous experience, previous

training, etc.) are related to specific pupil outcomes (e.g., reading

]

-~ achievement, change in social- acceptance, improved\self-concept, growth

in motor—perceptual skills retc. ) may'lead to hypothe4 s relat%dfto the
effects of instructional var1ables on pup11 outcomes-—where the teacher
presage variables are, in effect proxies for unmeasured téacher behav1ors
(e g., teacher attltudes may be correlated w1th unmeasumed teacher:pupll
interaction Yar}ables, bothégf wh1ch are correlated with pupil outcomes).=
If the relatlonshlp betWeen the presage and unmeasured process var1ab1es is

relat1vely strong, then 1t may be mo t parsimon1ous to«focus on the presage ~

. . . : R
variables as potential teacher seleq,)on cgitepia ther than the pracess
) _

- - ot

(1nteractlon) var1ables as potent1 1 training obJec ives--since process data
are more expens1ve and difficult to obta1n, -The problem however, is that
previous research hoth'in regular and_special education has been part1cularly
7 - : :
}-' unsuccessful in identifying'teabher presage variqples which predict\pupil
outcones. ‘The bulk of educational research literature does suggest that
- pupil presage variables ;re excellent_predictors'of'pupil outcomes (e.gf,
| pupll sex,, age, intelligence, socio-economic status, entryvachievement-
level are usually stronger predictors of pupil academlc'achievenent.than
teachlng var1ables) We believe that the lack of success in identlfying

%

relevant teacher presage var1ables pred1ct1ve of pup11 growth is due to
- : 2] '

»
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their d15ta1 relatlonshlp to pupll outcomes in the causal cha1n of va_/ables

explaJnlng such outcomes. In other words it does not appear reaspnable to

-

expect to find reliable and meanihgful, teacher presage variables which

. predict pupil outcomes because so many educational process and presage

1 ~ i d

var1ab1es interact with these teacher presage variables to med1ate moderate,

2

attenuate and/or suppress their effects Hence, we argue for highest .

a >

= priority con51deratlon for those studies seeking to relate the most prox1ma1

teaching var1ab1es to pupil growtw in special education.

s
v

) Presage product studies 1gnore the process vaalables which are grox1ma1

/- ‘ ( ;
%p the outcomes of 1nterest--théx\too frequently assume the pedolog1ca1 pro- .

I3

v

cesses between teachers and handlcapped puplls from the definition of

preSage var1ab1es . These assumptlons‘are.often erroneops, thus y1e1d1ng '
null results. Hence, the typical presa%e;product,study defiﬁee ggwuor by
what method a teacher has been\trained‘ahq seeks to relate gézee,variables

to pupil outcomes. The transfer of skills attained in training to class-
¢ £ Y

room operatlons is typically not studied directly--but rather assumed to .

N

A have taken place. Hence, many presage-product studies of this type appear

to the casual observer to be process-product studies. Arteacher having a

. 13 : .
high verbal intelligence score does not necessarily differ in her verbal

classroonybehavior from another teacher having a relatively low measured

verbal intelligence score. Modulation of verbal ¢lassroom behayior of

teachers of handicapped‘qhildren‘is probably hore‘proximal to pupil com-’

prehension t! .n is the teachers general verbal competence.

Process SthQies Studles which seek to relate teacher and pup11 be-
havior in educational contexts have h1gh prlorlty for support in our‘v1ew.
Such studles promise to uncover teacher behaviors wh1ch covary with de§1rab1e

s ™
and unde51rab1e pupil behaviors within special educational contexts. Hence,

they‘promise—toﬁyield needed‘information upon which to build an understanding’
N . . . . Ea .
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participation in lesson),

T o 3 K
e

t

of teachin% effects on instruction of handicapped.chifdren and to contribute
to the stipulation of specific behavioral competencaes needed hy teachers of
the handicapped. Here again it is important to eﬁphasize that the relatiog-
shipsgobtained through'such.studies are iimited to occurrenceiﬁithih particular

educational contexts and are frequently deQZriptive‘(e.g., teacher questioning

level related to pupil response. levél; pupil off-task, behavior related to
. ' . \

‘teacher managemerit style; teacher,grouping procedures related to pupil

§ - -

Process studies may be condycted under-controiled er naturalistic
env1ronmental conqltlons Process oriented projects conducted in controlled
environments usually can control sources of Var1ab111ty through exberimental
manipulation and randomization and therefore, are expectéz\to incréase the
interhal validity!of resuits_regerted. Such stud&es shquld receive high
priority only if they promlse to achieve a reasonable level of internal

S -

va11dat10n through their proposed designs and if the relatlonshlps stud1ed

4

' have potent1a1 for external Va11dat10n in natura115t1c settings.

Field studies of teach1ng processes have the dec1ded advantage of

describing relationships which exist in-naturalistic educational contexts

" within “tpe schools. Such relationships are frequently of relatively high

v

1mportance and ut111ty because they emerge from a mu1t1tude of uncontrolled

"var1ab1es present in the naturallstlc educatlonal environments in which they

are stud1ed Such studies are usually fraught with sources of invalidity

due to the researchez\5 inability to control variables. However relationships
obtained under such condltrons\are apt to be of considerable 1nterest and
importance to practitioners in the field as well as teacher.behav1dr Te-
searchers. Results of such studies are, however, freq?ent1y~difficu1t to

1nterpret—-we know that re1at10nsh1ps reliably exist but are frequently at

"/..’-"

4
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~ permit uncovering the relationships sought.

, : ' ' / 214

' ’ ) ) P
a loss to indicate why they exist. The problem with naturalistic process

stud1es is not when 51gn1f1cant relat1onsh1ps betueen pupil. and teacher
. 3

behavior are eyidenced, but rather when relat1onsh1ps are disguised or

~depressed in magnitude due to the many sources of 1nva11d1ty 1ntroduced by\
poor research design. Hencé\lwe recommend that priority be given to
naturalistic process,stydies only if the proposed deeigns of soth étudies~

T~

Another important consideration in prioritizing process oriented

.naturalistic studies is the issue of cost effectiveness. Such studies are

. LN R
relatively costly, requiring considerable time, energy, and financial re-

~sources during the data collection and analysis phases. Therefore, it is

o

- essential that naturalistic process investigations be closely scrutinized

for adequacy of design and feasibility of all operations proposed prior to
receiving support.
7 Process-Product Studiés. Teacher behavior studies which seek to identify

et :
those teacher behaviors which are related to pupil growth criteria deserve

\

)
very high priority consideration for further support. Such studies haveab

direct relevance to both policy and pract1ce in CBTE. 'Relatively,few'such

- -

stud1es have been 1dentmf1ed and reV1ewed in the present work There is

.
-

PR Aﬁi ./ ,(.:iﬂ\?.. < -

a clear need for 1nvest@ga%}0n% of this fyﬁ?ﬂ1n all areas of specrgl education.
However, it appears unlikely that researchers contemplating such studies
would ignore relevant presage variables. We, therefore, move directly to

h

a discussion of the merits of presage-process-product studies.

Presage-Process-Product Studies. It is obvious that the most potentially
useful investigations toward developing an empirical basis for CBTE are
those‘that {nclude gt: three maJor blocks of variables of the PPP taxonomy

Such ‘studiés require omprehen51ve multi-variate designs and demand both

<4, f ;
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programatlc and 10ng1tud1na1 commitments of researchers. They tend to be

-

costly and dlfflGult to conduct But in our,opinion they are deserving of
é%e highest possible priority for support. - ’ fHV' -
t

It is probébly not feasible to expect that pufe experiﬁental parafigms,

can be developed for PPP studies given the constraints imposed by the

it/

£ exigencies of educationgi research, However, new and exciting methodological

-innovations are being introduced into educational research which permit the

@

¢

S #tem;tic study of complex; educational phenomena through the use of multi-
éf;iate correlational techniques. For example, the emergence of path
analysis which has proven so useful in econometrics and sociolog& is
currently beinfwutilized in PPP paradigms in regular education (Berliner §
Ward, 1974 eves, 1972). The technique permits thé cénstruction of mini-
causal models which can be empirically tested with path coefficients
permitting causal inferences to be made from correlational data. Thé develop-

ments in multiple regression analysis, commonality analysis, and other \
N .

multi-variate procedures are promising when related to PPP studies in special

~ education (p.f., Kaufman, Semmel, § Agard, 1973). 1In assessing the particular

14

merit of a proposed project which seeks to study the relationships between ~
presage-process-product variable clusters,it is imperative that investigators
»+ incorporate appropriate multivariate procedures to assure that sufficient

methodological sophistication and statistical power is attained to analyze
’ A

the complex riﬁéfionships being sought,

. 3.05. Priorities for supporg of teacher
/ v behavior studies in special education shou)d be partially
‘ based upon the classess of variables whiCk dnvestigators
propose to investigate. Priority should be afforded to \
studies in each category in accordance with the following
recommendations. -

e
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Class of 'Variables » ‘Rank : -+~ _Priority
Presage-Process-Product 1 Highest
Process-Product 7 2 T:
Process 3
Presage-Process 4
3 B .
Presage- Product 5 =
Presage 6 Lowest -

2 a /

Sfagfggies for Studying the Effects of Teacher Behavior on Pupil Growth

\
We have recommended that designs including all blocks subsumed by‘kﬁéﬁxqm\

PPP model 'are most likely fb yield highest "pay-off" for establishing an
empi;ical basis for CBTE in special education. There remdins consideration

of the research strategies through which these variabigs mﬁy be most effectivel
‘studied.

Descriptive Correlational Approaches. A number of researchers have

attempted to study the relationship between teaching and pupil growth through
correlational proce&ures. Typically, the three classes of variables (PPP)
~are intercorrelated to determine the strength of relationships between in-
dependent and dependent,measﬁres. It should be noted that this strategy
has*%}elded mjnimal validation data for teacher behaQiors (tompétenciegl
with res?ect to academic achievement among normal pupils in regular educa-
tional programs., With respect to research in the field‘of special education
‘it appears premature to evaluate correlati;nal methods used for establishing ~
relationships between teacher behavior and pupil growth, simply because so
few studies of this nature have been reported in the-literature. In the ab-
'sence of a bodyof literature from which to infer the most ffuitful independent '

“variables to study and with-the dearth of theory in this field, most correla-

. tional procedures will result in '"shot gun" approaches to uncovering relevant

. . . NN
o ' '
A\ .

)

, M t\“-.
LY



fﬁ:‘—"\'\

’ o : 217
relatjonships.
One potentially promising correlational design was reported by Semmel,

Sitko, § Krieder (1973) in which two year gain scores of T™MR pupils on

commugﬁcatlon skills were used to identify h1gh and low gain teachers

_w(class means) at the extremes of the class gain, score--centinuum, These

teachers were then systematically observed using Flsnders Interaction

Vv

Analysis system in an effort’to uncover behaV1ors which discriminate the two
' Lt T

groups. Presage wvariables (e.g., teachers age, experience, etc.) were then

zelated to the performance vaf#iables. McDonald (1974), and Berliner and Ward

(1974) have subsequently recommended a more powerful strategy having the

advantages of greater methodologicai precision and promise‘fer developing e

‘

possible causal inferences betweegrblocks of variables. Essentially, these

researchers propose a strategy wherein class mean or pupil post-test scores

: ’
are regressed on the pre-fest scores for a large sample of teachers., The

resqprcher then 1dent1f1es teachers who deviate markedly from the regresslon

function (above and below the line). Then the paradlgm calls for intensive

study of the teaching behavior and other characteristics of theseZE;utliers,"

Once identifying the teaching performances that differentiate these teachers. ~

v (4

from others in the study a hypothesis relating to teacher behavior and pupil
growth is established. ‘The hypothesis is subsequently tesred through repli-
cation and/or experiment. '\

‘Using paradigms similar to thelone described above it should be possible
to isoﬁa;e :pecific teach}ng variables having particularly strong relation-

ships with the growth of handicapped children in school'reiated.objectives.

. ) ¢ :
Armed with such empirical data, the field can move toward explicéting and

- elaborating theoretical views having considerable empirical support--pro-

'gressing both conceptually and empirically toward theoretical-experimental

research designs which seek to validate“causalrinferences relative to'the

P

N
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eﬁ{ects of teacher behavior on pupil growth. At the end of this rather
lengthy chain :gyld emerge empirically validated teacher competency stateﬁents
with relatively clear in&icators as to the conditions ﬁnder which they can |
7 . -~ S
mgét effectively be acquired by teacher-trainees as a fuﬁction of trairting.
Further, the empirical basis, for CBTE in special education would include
sufficient information ;§ou£ the relevant attribute by treatment ‘interactions
(ATIs) between typjfgf handi capped child and nature of g?acher behaviors ;é
lead to meaningful/differentiatioﬁ.of tra{niné programs--this.in" contra-
distinction to contempo;?ry criteria for d;fferegtiating betyeen existing
program§ (e.g., programs- of training to teach the mentally zefarded, be-
haviorally di;ordéred, learning diségaed, visually impaifed,.etc.).
Experimental Study of Teaching Effects. One of thelmost éalient features

£ . . B o
of experimental studies is the requirement of randomization and  manipulation

of variables. It should be noted that the research reviewed rarely utilized

these powerful techniques toward achieving valid results. We contend that

in most instances reSearchers would have preferred utilizing such experi-
) ]

mental methods but due to the conditiens predefined by the context in which
they cﬂbse to work such methodological standards are simply not possible.

Experimental studjes are not easily conducted within the confines of on-

i . .
gqfﬁgispec1al education programs in the public schools or training institu-

tions since the priorities of the programs are frequently.antagonistic
to the demands of experimental rigor. . The result is invariably a compromise
in favor of the program requirements, with the subsequent result of weakening

the research to a point where research findings are frequently questionable

against conventional criteria of external ‘and internal validity.. Hence, .

it would appear that there is sufficient reason to propose greater support for
>~ 8IC ,

experimental studies of teacher effects within contexts under the control

of the researcher (i.e., in laboratory settings). Studies performed in the

; \5‘ £ ,

-
'eY)
e
<
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laboratory have the clear advantage of potential control of variableé that

threaten the internal validity bf research results. However, they frequently
control the environment in ways which seriously 1imit the external validity ° |
'of the'régults——thus are rarely applicable to-the conditions ngydgling in
¥hé schools. This is why it is our contention thét controlled experimentation‘
fshould procede from a base of both fheory and empirical findings drawn from
in situ descriptive correlational studies conducted in the schools. Once
validafing hypotheéized relationships through replication in the schools,
it would apg?ar appropriate to bring them to the laboratory Qhere systematic
manipulatipn and randomization of the independent variables (teacher be-
haviofs) can be realized. In this way the functional relationship between _ g
" _ : .
the teacher's behavior and the pupil's growth can be pursued toward un-
covering valid '"'causal" inf?rences. In other words, if the phenomena studied
under laboratory conditions were originally derived from studies conducted
in tﬁe schools then the results of laboratory findings would be more apt
to generalize to the conditions prevailing in the schools and, therefore,
would be more likely to contribute to an empirical basis for CBTE. Our
position is succinctly summarized by McDonald (1874), who contends,
A research and development strategy on teaching competence
ought to include both*inductive-correlational study and theoretical- -
experimental studies. Further, each inductive-correlational study - *
ought' to be followed by experiments which test the validity of the .
hypotheses derived inductively. (p 16) -

Generic vs. Specific Competencies.. Our discussion has primarily e

focused on methodological issues closely related to building an empirical

basis for the determination of competencies that should be most appropriately
adopted as objectives by teacher educators in special education. However,
it should be re—eﬁphasized ‘that the convictions and theoretical orientations

)

of researchers will determine in the final analysis, the form and nature of

)
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3 - :
 the competency statements. Research in regular education has, for the most

part, conceptualizea competencies in generic terms which assume that there
AN
exists @ set of teacher behav1ors which will influence the growth of pupils

3 _
} ——t < .
- tegsnlng occurs. Hence, we find reviewers of the research 11terature (c.f.

h Y

1rrespect1vé/bf the content to be- leagned and/d;/t;e context_in which
A

A

Resenshlne, 1971% reporting such promising variables as: clarlty of teacher

3 - - .- 3 3 -
‘presentation, teacher enthusiasm, teacher emph351s,on learning and -achievement,
a 4 < N <

[ " avoidance of'criticism, positive response to students, use of structuring
' comments, and use of differential levels of cognitive demands (questions). =

¢ ’ . . .

When compared to the effort expended, the results of research seeking to E
discover generic teaching behaviors which predictvétudent outcomes is dis-
abpointing to say the least (Heath &,Nielson; 1974). -

. We believe that the currgnt conceptualization of competencies as a set
of discrete generic behaviors may be counterproductive in the search for
validated teaching behaviors. It should be.rememeered that generic teaching

-

behaviors are most frequently assessed us}ng frequency of occurrence ozer I
a lesson or observation period. The frequency or rate of such behaviors
often fluctuates from lesson to lesson or situation to situation for the
same teacher. In other woxds the within-teacher variance ‘is frequently 53
great as to call into questlon the adv1sab111ty of\Qymmlng across observe-
tions to obta1n an index of frequency or rate for a given teacher in a .
"research investigation.

It is clearly not sufficient to‘knoyxwhat behaviors teachers have
w1th1n their repertorles but rather we must learn Ebout the condltlons
under;whlch they choose to emit'the behaviors of interest. Shavelson (1976),

Morrissey & Semmel,(1975) and others have emphasized the importance of this
P

teacher decision making process as perhaps the most important of the ''generic

LN By
~Jd
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. '
- teaching competencies.'" To-study the wariance ‘between and within teachers
relative to teaching behavior therefore, requires greater attention to the

contextual variables which undoubtedly contrlbute to the lack of StabllltZL
?
of the so cailed generlc skills. It is, in our op1n10n, 11R61y that teachers

vary their behavior in accordance with the content taught, their perceptloﬁkx
\ -
Y .

of the state of the learner, the time of the day and day of the week, etc.
We therefore recommend that studies seeking to relate teaching behav1or to
pupil outcomes clearlg delimit the conditions.of the study such that the

contrlbutlons of contextual variables can be clearly analyzed’or controlled.
o B
What we are prop051ng 1s/that rather than cont1nu1ng to'géek geneglc

teach;gg skills, workers 1n spec1a1 educatlon would be well” advised to

search for relataonshlps within spec1f1ed/¢ontextqa1 limits. With spe%iﬁic
B * . r 2~ '\‘
reference to special education, we suggest that teather behavior studies
i

! o ! . s
focus on specific subject matter fields ((e.g., oralior silent reading,

mathematics, social tudies, etc.) with spetified handicapped pupil popula-
tions (e.g., v1sua11y 1mpa1red orthopedlc handicaps, educable mentally

~ ~

retarded, deaf, epc ) w1th1n spetlfled adm1n15trat1ve arrangements (e g/

in-tact Spec1a1 c&ass, integrated regular ctass, resource room, etc. ) and

% - . ‘ {.

with spec1f1ed teacher populatlonS\(regular elementary, spec1a1 Cldfs’

’ t
resource, etc.). .

Recommendation 4.00. Studies attempting to relate teachgr 1,
behaviors to pupil outcomes should focus on behaviors ,
within specified contexts and with specified student
populations.

4.01. Relatively low priority should be
afforded to those research designs which seek to uncover
generic teagking skills while ignoring relevant contextual

r and subject variables which have high probability of
qualifying obtained results.

o~

&

- 4.02. Relatively high priority should -
be afforded to studies which seek to specifically study
how .the same teachl/g/behav1ors differ in frequency

' /

L
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and/or rate as a function of different contént taught,

‘ ifferent pupils taught, under different administrative
arrangements, and/or under dﬂtfering envirommental- conditions.
Recommendation 5.00. Studies which attempt to specifically
investigatg the variables associated with teacher decision .

c making relative to the use of identifiable teaching be- o
haviors should’ be encotiraged and supported. - T,

N ) #5.01. Of particular importa@pe’;;e those
‘ studies which Seek to validate models of tedcher decision
» making strategies. ‘Studies in this category which seek C %
to explicate why teachers of the -handicapped utilize” -
- i one teaching behavior in\pfeference to another in his/her
/' " .repertory at a given point in time with a student or
class’at a specified learning level are very important
to our need foggyncovering the most, effective strategies’
for ‘teaching hamticapped children and translating these .
. . strategies into trainable teaching competencies. Hence,
we recommend particular support for programatic efforts
in this area. ' ‘ '

*

-
) . . £,

—

® NIE Conference on Studies ‘in Teaching o N . .

The National Institute of Education sponsored a national conferehce,

’

~/on studies in teaching during the summer of 1974 fpr the purpose of providing

\ : — : R
"an agenda for further research and deyslepment to guide the Institute in

g—

its plannirg and fﬁnding over the*next several yeafs." One hﬁhdred'"réspecf;d -

~.

practitioners, administrators, and researchers" were convened into ten panels ° -
~ ] - : [ . o

14

"\{hrough whicﬂ’intenéiﬁe analysis,of extant knowledge and recommendations fd?

" needed further inquiry emerged for respecgive panel topics. ¢ Each panel's’
AN

7 report has been published tGage, 1975) aﬂﬁ'reprééents an invaluable soyrce

o g

for those interested in promising research and development directions for"

the future.® * ¥ : <

. s
The NIE conference reports have particular relevance to workers in
- the field of teacher behavior research in special education interested in N

. y v o . . .. “ .
" issus§ of CBTE. Many of the recommendations’ of the NIE panels are gpplicable
~ to issues in training teachgrésto work wifh handicapped pupils. Space does

not permit comprehensive'review and discussion of all the panel.Teports. |,

However, we have selectively drawr from one report which appears to be
" . N ' . ‘ :
. N ‘

! , | -
.i‘

h , o ¢ ) N
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~ most rélevant to'the topics of the present review.

. ) . C
Teachrggﬁas Clinical Informatlon Proce551ngr(Pane1 6) Panel

: 6‘(Gage,' 1975) discussed teaching within .the conceptual framework of
c11n1pa1 1nformatlon process;ng “Seven approaches are recommended:
. . N\ ’
6.1 Examine the Clinical Act of. Teach1ng

-6.2 - Examine the Perceptlons, Attr1butlons, and- Expectatloné of Teachers

6.3r Deyelop the Means to Impro ﬁbﬁpgnltlve Processes in Selectlng among
' ‘Instructlonal and Organlzat al Alternatives °

6.4 Examine the Effects of Reflecthn and Feedback on Teach;r Percep-
tions, Attr1but10ns, and Expectatlons of Self Role, and Teaching

.6.5 Examine Organizational and. Structural Determlnants ofJCogn1t1ve

Functlonlng in Teach1ng ' 1Y o to

’ - @ ’ ..

6.6 Develop Methods for Research’on Teachlng—as Clinical Informatlon

Processing . . . 0 : oo

’
- o

6.7 Develop Theory Concernlng Teach1ng as C11n1ca1 Informatlon
Proceéssing , e - L . N >

o

o
!

The maJor thrust of the panel's de11beratlons is succ1nct1y stated by

.

the panel chalrperSon, L. Shulman:
B The cogn1t1ve processes w1th wh1ch Panel 6 was concerned
N, include. pe ception, expectancies, d1agnost1c Judgment prescrlp-
' "~ tiom, and §eclslon making. An understanding of these processes -
can be appliéd in further research on teacher selection, teagher
education, and the development of technplogical or staff1ng
“innovations congruent with ways teachers th1nk and feel.  ( Gdge,
1975, p' 1). , . . P

. Much of the educatlon of hand1capped 'pupils involves the d1agn051siof :
the status of the learner. Hence, the recommendatlons of the panel which -

AN

focus on examining ‘the clinical act of teach1ng has equal relevance fo ).

spe01a1 educators., We therefore Concur w1th the follow1ng recommendatlons
- 7y,
for future 1nqu1ry and extend the meed to the fleld ‘of the hand1cap d:
! ;W T,
Recommendation 6. OO Support should be afforded to efforts
which seek to systematically ‘analyze the djagnostic "
process of teaching as applied to specified handicapped=
© populations for specified content areas,under specified c
administrative- organlzatlonal systems é? ’




i - e "i \ 'ﬁ§¥i

, Récommen at;on 6.01. ) Support efforts to systematl 11y = . v
examine the Upervasivenesstof ,biaspin’ ‘the diagnostic ,
infetences of teachérs" when applled to- inferences about . . -
specified hand1capped pupil populations within the context
of specified content aregs and under def1ned adm1n15trative

: arrangements. .

4 : " The above recommendatlon includes the ana1y51s of teacher dlagn051s in |

N VA

both the active and preac ive phases of teach1ng -

Recommendatlon .00. Support efforts to systematically ,
study "'the perceptions, attributions, and expect tions
of teachers'" of specified handicapped pupil pop ations

. under specified educational contexts. . ' j/'

Studies in this category would include the assegsmentDof the effects .

of,teacher expectencies, stereotyping,and labeling of handicapped children

rd

on both teachlng behaV1ors and-pupil outcomes.' Lo o -

-

The NIE anel 6 p01n§§ out that 1n add1tlon to ﬁhklng judgments about

LS, "teachers ‘make .general assessments about the organlzatlon of class-
4
et o Y R Vi N : P
‘and “themselves for 1earn1ng Teaéhers ‘have perceptlons and make

Judgments regardlng grouplng of students, arrangement of ‘physical settlngs,
h u

~1nstruct10na1 materlals and methods, top1cs and obJect1ves." These percep-

tions have a protound effect on. how hand1capped puplls will be educated

In other words, not only is it 1mportant that we understand the d1agno§tic

‘ process used by teachers in forming perceptlons of the 1earner but we mustﬁP?<§

also understand the perceptlons of teachers relaflve to 1nstruct10na3

/,

for potentially identifying competengges needed for the effect1v§§educatlop
> ; _V" Y o ,g._.
of handicapped pupils: E o _ jgru A ', C T
Recommendation. 8.00. Support Syst at1c efforts wh1cha |
seek to examine the grouping of handictapped pupils- in
different types of educational sett1ng as a functlon
of teacher cognitive determlnants.‘

o~

“= Recommendation 9, 00 Support systematic 'studies which
seek to examine-¥ndividualization of. 1nstructlon in-
relationship to teacher d1agnost1c processes and teacher NN
expectancies, attr1but10ns, etc.

. !
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¢t Our review of Jacob Kounin's work suggests.that teachers who are

.aware of what is transplrlng 1nﬁc1assroom env1ronments tend to be more effec-

HN »}0 =than thoﬂE)who are not ”W1th it Teachers o} handlcaﬂbed chfl en
‘ .

are frequ ntly aw@re~o£ the dynam1cs of 1nteract1ng with’ the1r ‘pup¥ls--

and are gften at a loss,to explaln why they react to their hand1capped

y

puplls ith. speclfled pedagog1ca1 techn1ques. In some instances they are} o~

unaware that they are in fact acting in ways that are. objectively observable..

a3 ’

Henoe there is a need to study the relatlonshlp between teacher‘/yareness,_

.

teacher behavior, and hand1capped pupil behav1or and growth

Recommendation'lo 00. Support research efforts which
attempt to systematically study how teacher self-
awareness relates to the processes .and products

of special educational interventions for spec1f1.\\\\
handicapged pupil populatlons under defined educatlonal
contexts.. :

" < . : . i

In support of the above.recommendationyPanei 6 states:

more studie¢ of thHé sort that have already begun to show how inaccur-.
: ately most teachers estimate the frequency of.their interaction with
- ' ' various students in their classroom. These stidies wlll,réﬁufge
" classroom observers to tally the flow'.of events and check those -

\\/

In order to reveal tRe "blind. spots" of teachers, we need o ’-}."

}_tailles agaInst teacher estimates 0$ predictions. (p 43) .

Mot1vatlo$ for teach1ng handlcappe&A Héldren is a complex)lssue.

However, it 1is reasonable to contend thatfsuch mot1vatlona1 dynamlcs must

M . s . a

A _ have part1cu1ar 1mportance in determlnxng the effectlveness of teaehlng* _'f_?

.

§5" hand1capped pupllS. “'iAs in any occupatlan, the morale and satis

N

4

- classroom.” ' AL‘> . . ‘K .
E ' ‘ LI 'Y . ‘\ — . N .‘
L . Recommendation 11.00. Support systematic attempts to |

relate the motivations of teachers of handicapped pupils

' .to.the processes of teaching such¥pupils.

. a

Y ’

Specific Competencies for Teaching the Handicapped .

J'Special educators have .attempted to define the salient variables that
< R / 4 - )
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differentiate special educational interventions from those that characterize '{

regular.education. Howeve , the question, "What's specia1 about special ’
education7" has noy in ou 0pinion, been answerdia(Semmel 1975). In rela-
tion to bu11ding an empirical base for identified competencies needed by
teachers‘iﬂz other personnel who work with the handicapped it is important
that the field attempt to answer this question, at least'within the limited'

COnfines of teacher behaviors. Hence, we must focus on the discovery of those

competencies.unique to teaching specific types of handicapped pupils as

 well as those which apply across handicapping conditions. The latter cluster

of competencies are analagous to what we have previously referred to as

generic skills while the former fall into a cluster which we refer to as

‘spcific skills. Following the logic presented in the previous section,

£

,We propose concentration first on the identification of specific cbmpeteﬁiies
- 3 .

followed by investigations which seek to generalize the applicability of

these variables across different handicapped and non-handicapﬁed 1earner;

€

groups.

In a field where almost no research exists relative to validated
3 . .

'teaching procedures for the handicapped, it is difficult to determine the

best strategy for the identification ofeteaﬁhing behaViors which are unique .

to effecting maximum growth amoq;_specified groups of handicapped pupifs,j

RN

Where shall we begin? What “sources are available or coﬁld be developed-to

.

guide research in- this area? We propose beginning with those variables which
define and therefore differentiate h dicapped chiLdren into groups w1th
interest. Hypotheses relative to

= X
most likely emerge from intepsive analysis

respect to the ‘growth variable(s) o}
effectige\teaching behaviors wi

of the empirical literaturé pe£€Zining to the status and growtl aracter-
8 : . N
ispies of specific handicapped populations.

<

T
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- .. For example, if we were interested in identifying teacher behaviors that

fatilitatei

v

“5\ﬁg37reading comprehensibn among children identified as

o 3 e

”behaV1ora11y disordered” 1n*the public schools, we might well review extant
g -

theory and researéﬁ* \xhe characteristlcs oﬁ such children, as related to

‘bbth reading behavi dnd general learnlng ‘and personallty characteristics

R vt

Synthe5121ng these f1ndangs with a particular theoretical orientatlon to

‘ e .
behavioral d/;érders should, result in the positing of a set of 1nterre1ated

hypotheses about the effects of specific teacher behaviors during reading
instruction and their effects on formative and summative neasures of reading
comprehension among behaQio;ally disordered pupils. Since we a;e primarily
interested during this phase, in ideptifying those teachet competencies
which are particularly relevaht to a specific population of handicapped
children, it is not necessary that comparative effects on other pupii
populdtionsbe tested at thisytime. However; to achiéve a greater economy

in our research efforts we see no reason why the testing of hypotheses
directed 'at a specific handicapped pupil pppulation”should,not be tésted.
with oth;r clearly specified pupil populations simultandously through research
paradigms whicn permit blocking dn the pupil type variable. “ Such investiga-
tions have the advantage of identifying those teachei competencieS»wnich
uniquely interact with specific pupil ponulationstwhile at the same time

~

yieldiné those'"géneric“'skills which appear equally effective across

different handicapped and non- handicapped pupil populations. ‘ If significant

—

1nteract10ns within 51m11ar 1nstruct10na1 contexts (e.g. content taught,

®
2

. .3 . . .
administrative arrangements, etc.) dornot emerge, and generic skills are

"demonstrated to generalize across groups, then significant feedback to

training programs can be expected which will have particular relevance for

categorical or non-categorical teacher tyaining.

"+ A second major concern specific to special education relates to

<62
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Trn o : ) .
7 k4 ‘administrative arrangemehts within which instructional programs for the
handicgpped.are conducted. These variables are too frequently used as
- »prqxieg'infdefiniﬂguthe instructional program itself. We frequent1y refer
to "éﬁeéﬁal cléﬁs prggrams,' r  ource foom programs," “resizsﬁtigl school
programs,' ''the consultégg teaéhgr prograﬁ;'etc. as tﬂo@gh they were more
than adﬁinistrative arrangements--often impiying differentiated instructional
practices, curfiéulumsg and specialized conditidns. It is therefore important
that 1nve;t1gat10ns seeking to 1dent1fy effective teacher behaviors elther
~i}. ;rcénfrol for or s;¥temat1ca11y study the effects of these admlnlstratlve
arrangements;.»lt_;s probable that differential effects on the same
f *.. dependent variable with the .same pupil éOpulqtion using the ;hme teaching
ibehaviors may be demonstrated as a function of different administrative
arrangements. We therefore prﬁpose that teacher behavior stud;es include
specific consideration of administrative arrangements in their designs,

A third major cluster of variables which deserve speqlflc attentlon/}n

de51gn1ng teacher behavior research in special education is lesson content@

'Currlcu;qm for the handibapped frequently differs along many dimensions
when compared to curriculum for'regulaf;educatioﬁal programs. Hence, any -
study'whiéh seeks to identify specific teaching behaviors validated against $(?
pupil growth criteria of specified handicapped p0pu1;tions within specified
administrative arrangements must control or systematicaliy vary the content
taught. —

In summary, we pr0po;e that tfgée of the most salient features
dlfferenpgatlng special from regular educatlon programs are (a) the variables
which deflnelreSpectlvg handi capped groups;-?@hﬂlcapped pupil characteristics,

: (b) the administratiQe arrang;ments withiq;which the instructional program

is conducted, and (c)- the speciéliied content of the instructional program.
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"HP.x AA x IC interaction and.all other
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Teacher behavior can most efficiently be studied when considered in relation-
ship to these three contextual Vﬁ?iable blocks. For maximal utility toward
‘ ' &

building and empirical base for CBTE in special education, we must know

which teacher behaviors interact with variables clustered within and between

‘these blocks and which generalize to al& of the contexts.  While most studies
, . : N e %

cahnot’k@ expected to systematically ihvestigate~all of these variables

simultaneously, resea;ch designs should at tﬂe very least-éeek to control
those not to‘be systematicéily inve;tigated. Oftimally;”reéeaf§h40p teééher
behavior in speciél education should eventually belin a pdsifion'to Teport
the_contributionS'of each variable block fé pupil growtﬁ inﬁrelevant

curriculum areéas and the nature of any interactions which exist between
¢ B . . . 9, ¢ t
these blocks of variables. -What we are seeking is the nature of the.TB x
' P . L .
lower level interg;tions as well as‘
‘*,{:yk (‘ . ‘ ,“\ . ) ' .
the main effects of each variable cluster; where, TB are teacher behaviors,
. - . N . b » .‘

¢ \-:\ 3 . ' . . . .. ' .
HP" are handicapped pupil populations, AA ‘are different administratjve
arrangements, and IC are different instructional fégfents.

(e
Recommendation 12.00. Teacher Jg@ayior resgarch in special "
education, should include designs which permf% control and/ - 4
or systematic study of the main effects and interactions -
of teacher behaviors (TB) hypothesized to be relevant té «
specified handicapped populations, specified samples of
pupils drawn from identifiethandicapped)pupi1 populations - .

(HP), different administrative arrangements (AA), and ' .
’ different instructional ’c'ontentsa (IC). :
- . ’& e
9,

' -~

Systematic Study of Teacher Behavior in Special Education >

Multivariate Analytic Procedures. It is perhaps worthwhile to indicate.
’ ? 1 : ¢

X : o

that we are not necessarily implying that. the variable blocks recemméhded '

\

for study be subjected to experimental paradigms with the usual coﬁissponding ,

analysis of variance statistical procedufes. Our recqmﬁendafionS'hold when -
applied to descriptive-correlational models utilizing multiple-regression:

v
L e

-
J
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}
and other multi-variate correlational techniques. When applied to general

- linear modcls, we are seeking a function of she general form:

G=a+b1xl+'b2x2+b3x3+b4x4'+b5xlx2+b6x1x3+b7x1x4+
bg X; X, X3 + b X; Xy Xz + byg X} Xp Xg ¥y |
where by through?blo are the regregéion coefficients assoéiate& with thesei
. vecto;s, G is the_prédig;ed ﬁriterion growth variable, Xy is teaéher behaviqr,

Xy 1is thg handicapged pupil group membership variable, Xz is the administra-

[N v

tive arrangement variable, and X4 'is the instructional contents variable.
L It will be noted that the model ‘is expressed in restricted form,
) omitting interaction terms{which'dovnq;4indlude the X; (teacher behavior -

variable) but inciudihg the contributions of the Xy, Xz, and X4 variables

v

S d - c e g
2 ,:;7, additively. In effect, the restrictive model indicates -the researchers'

,fﬁ\ﬁ\ interest\§p the contributions of each of the variables takqp alone and those

e

. . ¢ "rg»\ Pa .
variables intéractfhg with X; on the prediction ?f the pupil growth criteripn

&

variable, sist.it is assumed that the~major'inferest in the'étudy is on

" the ef%%cts gf X1 and interactions o@‘othgr variables with it on the growth -
€ .- variable. If the’ cross-product. terms not containing X{ (e.g., X5, ¥g,-et )>:
) \ rocuct. :

c. W
L. .

_can affect’grow}h, the contribution of teacher behavior (Xl)“to g;owth wiﬂl
“be generally'bver estimated. We can exp;ess the~full model with all the

possible terms and test whether the difference between the full hﬂd restricted

i ’

model are(§E§tisticallyﬂsignificant. The possible nonsignificance of the

above test gives statistical justification to the resea%%hér's preoccupation

e . 3
with Xl' . Sy o o K
: . ? . o L A
Through standard multiple r#gression -analysis we are first attempting/
.. -
o \

’ ‘/~ N |

. to discover the best linear combination of predictor variables which a count

N o . A

) . : . . - . e L)
for the greatést izgéertlonvot total variance in the criterion variable

(that combination Ahich maximiZzes Rz}-the square of the_multiplé coi
' ’ ‘ ’ A

]ERJ(? - . - PR ‘_f4gi)u
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We then seek to uncover which variables in our linear combination contributejz

most ‘to R2. Use of standard forward step-wise regressionjcomputer programs

permit the researcher to enter variablq;/;ystematically to determine the

. : el
. v . . 4 . . . -
contribution of each variable (1ncﬂhd1ng interaction variables) to the

i
variance of the criterion variables. Since the onportion of variance

added is sensitive to the order of inclusion of variables, we may start
. . ) .
with the total variance of the criterion variable (R2) and reduce the .

‘varidnce by eliminating the variables one by one (backward regression).

. »

?( The reduction in variance due to the elimination of any variable is the

contribution ot that variable." Compari§on of forward and backward sfepwise

regressionsiﬁermit us to judge the "best' order of variables. Most computer

o 3

piograms permit the reseérchey to dete;ﬁine the effects of withdrawing
jndividual variables as.well as allowing the researcher to determine the
effects of adding individual vériablés (e.g., SPSS multiple regression
packlage)%‘r

As Kerlinger and Pedhazur (1973) have so cogehtly argued, multiple

¥ "

regression techniques have particular-applicability to behavioral'research
s \ - s [ )

|
IS

// and shoui& be utili%?ed fér more frequently by researcheré studying educa-

- * _tional problems than is presently the case. In the present context we

_§5bhit that huitiplg regression analysis (MRA) techniques are notyghiy
) I
useful in solving many recurrent methodological weaknesses found in the

research.literafhre, but they are‘uniquely cost/effective in such work.

. o . g : :
In fact dmgkxsls,of variance anq covariance *are degenerative cases of

*

multiple regression analysié, and problems approached through ANOVA or

ANCOVA, can also be solved i a MRA‘framework. If the reader agrées thgt
pre.gge—process—prddﬁct studies are most promising for bui}@ing a basis f
~/ " s e
CETE then we must recogn'zé that such paradigms entail extensive commitment
Q . ’ - ’ \ - CH B .
ERIC - : 55 ;
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’ ; of resources for data collection. The result of such data gathering procedures
L‘J will be the collection of a massive data base. Without thevappropriate
(; 'applicationyof multivariate anal;tic techniques, much of the information
collected will simply remain on file in an unanalyzed form--resulting in
. wasted data and inefficient research. This is, we believe, the case in a
relatively large proportion of the studies reviewed in the previous chapters
of this review.

-

Multiple Dependent Variables. A second issue related to the need for E

I

more omnlbus use of multlvarlate technlques relates to the collection of

N . .
are eiﬂﬁemely-costly,to collect since they are frequently composites of

replicated measurement across specified time .periods (e.g., pre-posttesting).

multiple dependent variables in teacher bﬁh~av1or research. Growth vgriab,les &

FIN

B
. =

However, the greatest expense appears to be in gaining access to subjects

_and arranging to take the measures neeged - Hence, it appearsito us that

‘ comprehen51ve teacher bechavior studles c&n be made more . eff1c1ent if they
are de51gned to test the effects of independent variables on multiple'growfh
va;iabfZS (multiple products). Studies which seek relationships between
preéage and process&variables on growth variebles simultaneously (such es
attitude change, academic achievem%nt, social growth, cnenge in emotional
stability) will obv1ously yield considerably more extensive information

/ kad A

“~_than those which f%bus on onty Lone growth varigble. In mostianstances the

i, _~y
data tcollection efforts are m1nuscu1e in comparison to the 1ncrements iny

r ¥ 1‘& o #,
o add1t10na1!§§%ources needed to addgdependent varlables to. conprehen51ve

Y

NP,

inrormation obtained. ¢ o

4 -

¢ Several dependent var1ab1es .can be studled and analyzed §Imu1taneously

v

through the use of ex1st1ng multivariate technlques—-most of thCh are

«

readily ava11ab1e in computer program Iibraries. Canonical correlatlon,.
3 , )
= . 030 - .
Q & ’;,L\, . PO
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for example, is a generalization of multiple regression analysis which permits
the study of many criterion variables collected from descriptive-correlational
field studies. Multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA) has a parallel
applibation to experimental studies using more than one dependent variable.
The emergence of these techniques over the past ten years haSQBpparently had
little influence on approaches used by special education researchers in
their study and analysis of teacher behavior effects on handicapped pupils.
. ‘ \
Recommendation 13.00. We strongly recommend support of
any activity which seeks to systematically bring multi-
variate analysis techniques to the attention of active-
researchers in the field of special education and

which fosters their more regular application ta the
problems addressed in this ‘review. - ¢

. I3.01, Studies which seek to investigate
the. effects of multiple independent variables on-multiple . '
dependent variables 4imul taneously, - deserve’ pr10r1ty )
; support providing they utiliZe approprlate multivariate
’ data analysis procedures. o«
’ 3 £ ) o~ , . .
. " Building Mini—Theories‘and.Testing’Causal Infiuences Using Correlational
. s T N /} /,7
’ Techniqué%- Path Ana1y51s A part1cu1ar1y appﬂallng technique”’ for 1nferr1hg
’—_— [ e
fﬁusallty from the relatlonsﬁﬁps between variables is Path Ana1y51s (Bfalock
968

N f .
; 1971). In this method“the researcher is drawn into the tonstruction

.
£
w

of/mini-theories which hypothesize the direct ”causitive” and indirect ¢

~ Al S

re1ationships’between variables. . When the method is applied to problems

in the study of tfacher behavior in speC1a1 educatlon it has part1cu1ar

(—
heurlstlc valueJ For - example con51der the researcher who wishes to:?tudy ~

the direct influénce of var1ab1es such as content taught, admrnlstratlve
F

—arraﬁ?ements theﬂgroup 1dent1ﬁ;cat10n of handlcapped pupils, teacher behaviors,

»

v 7
and pup11 behaviors' on pupil growth in SOClal adJustment The researcher

f
4 constructs a path model shOW1ng the p0551b1e %au51t1ve reaé;aonsh1p§>(paths) zy"

bet gen these var1ab1es ' Figure 2 is an example of a path model thatfmlght

R N ‘ . N o < -
Sy be cpnstructed. s . : . - n
S . . NN ’ ? ; \
© by e >{: ' ’ o .

s J
N l v -
. - . .

=

.r“') :
o
-

el
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It will be noted from Figure 2 thaﬁ?the model offers a number of

. v

1]
hypothe51zed th%t thes% VarléPﬂ;S may have direct influence on e1ther

r
e

NN TR

pB?Ehtial paths jor causal chains to/explain pupil growth. The researcher

, . ¢ .
in the present case is not interested in accounting for variables 1, 2, or
\ \ .

3 so they are . def1ned as xogenous to the system'as 1nd1cated by the curved

arr0ws which represent 51mp1e ero—ordér correlations. However, it is
/

'

I

.

hand, an }ndlrect influence of exogenous var1ab1es on teacher behav1or through

/

pup11 behav1or is also hypothe51zed} and pup11 behavior in tum is hypothe— ¥

51zed to haveyg;xect 1nf1uence on teacher behavior. aTeacher,Rehav1or is
S \
. h
predicted to have direct'ingluence on pﬁpil growth. The model proposes that

]
one or more of the exogenous var1ab1es/dlreCt1y influence teacher behavior .

' \A'
wh1ch in ‘tum, has a d1rect 1ﬁf1uence ‘on pupll growth "It also suggests

l -

that one or more of the exogenous var1ab1es\have a direct.influence on

4

pupil behav1or whqch in turn has a dif%et 1nf1uence on teacher behavier - °

wh1ch gnfluences pupil growth directly. We also note that the model suggest

’

d1rect influence of one or more of the exogeneus var1ab1es on pup11 growth

Through recursive equatrons path coeff;clents are dete1 uned for each of

F

the p%’hs. In the{p:}éent case, the researcher theorlzed that pupil be—
- A ¥ R “ N

hax;ok has-d1rect nfluence onl teacher behav1or. The opp051te relatlonshlp :

!\

9
correct re1at10nsh1p w111 reprodude-the correlation matrix. In this way

,testlng it u51ng the same path,analytlc procedures However, only the é ' g

—

.might just. as e3511y be hypogheszied by constructing a second moael and-~ -

»
. "N .(} . . \

a / < : - N ‘. %

L3

it 1spr551b1e to emp1r1ca11y ascqgtaln the most 11ke1y causitive model it

~ (

1s dlso possible taq propose model tes%gdt and mod1fy the model in Cycleah

"thus \Jeldlng a partlcular model whlch is theoretically plau51b1e and gk

-] - . . ‘ .. . . $ 4

compat{hle with\the,data. ; -
a. ‘ :

é;‘)

-
-
S

e

teacher behav1or (varlab%e 53 o} pupil behav1or (variable.4). On the otherﬁnl'

’
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”‘-var1ab1es with“both teacher and pup11 process behav1ors on puplligrowth (a”

. ‘ © 236
] o ~ . o

o

. The model presented in Flgure 2 1%}ustrates one techn1que for comb1n1ng o

theory constructloneconcernlng the influences of the. three exogenous presage s

product var1ab1e) However, conterit spec1f1c causalzmodels may be even

- v

" more useful to the researcher in spec1a1 educatlon who is 1nterested in

(e} r

- studying teacher=behav1br‘uslng multivariate correlational techniques. Path.

'»tea&h

models can be constructed to study teach1ng effects w1th1n one handlcapped

populatlon,)for one type of admlnlstratlve arrangement for a" -single content
w

area. ‘The effect of holding these’ exogenous var1ab1es constant will limit -

the generallzab111ty of the results but should lead to more intensive study

N

of, teaching behav1ors.; The hold1ng of one—exogenous var1ab1e constant and -

_performlng separate«path anafyses, eug., one for m th and .one for read1ng

will show the qgant1tat1ve as well as qua11tatlve differences in ach1evemenf

3 \ ~ ‘ .f ' . .4

in math and readingi .Fo xample' F1gure 3 1s(a model that mlght be\con-c

structed to study the effects of varlous teachlng var1ab1es w1th1n the a .

N
A ]

cbntext of oral readlng 1nstruct10n for EMR .children in the 1ntermed1¢§? .

1eve1 spec1a1 classes--wlth the obJective be1ng the 1dent1f1cat10n of . re1evant
< Q% .
%r ora1 readlng beﬁhv1ors which 1nf1uence pupil growth in gral read1ng I

ach1evement. In thlS exam 1e,,two exogenous teacher resage variables (the -
mp g P g .

s -

tratning received:by. the spécial class‘teacherS'and“the age of the teachers)

are- 1nc1uded in the model Four teacher promptlng behav1ors const1tute the

- ’

—

teacher process behav1ors whose d1rect 1nf1uence on pup11 emission of correctf
. . - <

words and/or meanlngful subst;tutlons (mlscues) are tb be stud1ed ) Bqth the

N .
-

influence of the teacher promptlng and_the\pupll process variable (correct'

- 5

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

N w

- : ’

. - oSy .. .
oy SV - . - 4,1 Caas v L ¢

words/mean}ngful mlscues) on oral, readlng ‘achievement (the ﬁrdduct or growth -
var1ab1e) aré also hypotheslzed in’ the model."Our hypothetlcaA path’analyst “ ,:,
. has hypotheslzed the most probable causal chain based upon theoret1cal : ?" %l
pred11ectlons and synthesls of exastlng ev1dence related to the teach1ng of .
o ST e L
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oral reading‘t6°EMR‘pupils. _ft might be argued, for example, that teachers

“trained in a certain manner, 1ndependent of the1r current age tend to

L3 * [

ut1112e context prompts in preference to other prompts in the1r repert01res.~

o A %
o o
h I3
.’ !

The reasoning is that contextual prompting exerts a powerful 1nf1uence in
\ N
determ1n1ng the number of correct responses or mean1ngfu1 miscues emitted

by e pupil. F1na11y, it is poslted that the number of. correct ‘Tesponses

~and mean1ngfu1 miscues dur1ng oral read1ng 1essons will have a d1rect

influence on the pupil's growth in oral read1ng gs measured by a summative

ora1 reading achievement test. In effect';then; the researcher is positing

[
o - . M

an explanat01y '‘chain of var1ab1es to account foggoral reading achievement,

E

wh1ch is 1dent1f1ed in Flguzg 3 as P31, 73 87‘# A?%%ghsubjectlng the -

hypotheslzed paths along with the compet1ng hypotheslzed causal flows to

.,i-

emp1r1ca1 corre1at10na1 analysps, (Flgure 3), support for one teacher

promptlng technlque in prefer%nce to another may be establlshed In the

K
\present case it is zlso pOSSlble that not only the teacher behav1or, but
Ll . )
' 4& ‘the teacher tra1n1ng procedures that precedehdthe behav1or may be. validated.

. .

Further, through 1nc1us1@n of a- up11vprdcess variable ;t is p0551b1e to
. e .

) i «

assess'the influence of;teacherfperformance on proximal formative pupil

n

.behaviorﬂgﬂovto assess thé influence of such pupil classroom behavior on
. o . e A .
)summativemmeasures of ora}freading ach1evement.’ , o
: , /

o

I
Wh11e path ana1y51s technlques appear very promlslng for teacher be— -
— ,@ (‘ .
havior research a cav, t is necessary prior to 1eav1ng the subJect. The"
LN A : N B
reader must be.sensiti to the assumptlons underlylng path analys1s wh1ch

may be unwarranted g1ven the nature of the phenomena researchers in the 'f

o

teacher behavlor area W1sh to 1nvest1gate.° Path analys1s assumes that the
. . e . \
i f) varlables 1nc]uded 1n'the model are both 11near and addltlve—-an assumptlon
: A ‘s ,

R frequently V1olated b)lvarlables studled in the teacher behav1or area. Hence,
o -

: 1t must be remember that curv111neam relatlonshlps can be used in path .
. Cw. p . [DNE AN . ol T
Q - L .. . . . P . - . d P] ’J._ - DI » # . . . Q .

. . . . . L. - . s
. . - . . I N . . .
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. . - . -

analysis only when we know the exact functional relationship between the

_ independent and criterion variable, as the form of relationship must be

theoretically justifiable. It is also noted that the flow of'the»wariahies

%@ ® in recursive path models move in only one direction of the éauéal path;

sthese models cannot be used when reciprocal causation is postulated. Recip- -

rocal path models can be analyzed only when certain mathematical conditions
Iy . . -

are satisfied. Hence, they are. much more difficult to anaﬂyze than recursive
“a L ) ) . - .

. !
models. Finally, the researcher should consider the assumption that all’

variables involve interval scaling. The violation of the latter assumption

does not, however, appear to be serious since the application of ordinal

measures have been used with minimal negative eff &8s by a number:of re-
. : ; :

searchers. ¥

Path analysis is a powerful tool which is potentiallyvvery useful to .

P

%%, 'a field which éurrently suffers from a dearth of'theory and a major. dependency
o, on non- experlmental researc f1nd1ngs. Hence, it would appear to have R
’ ) At

part1cu1ar relevance when approprlately applied to thevstudy of the pres?ge,

¢

. proeess and product var1ab1es -which are most sa11ent to understandlng the . %
'Adynamic influences of varL?bles\on_varrops growth.objeetlves established o.
i.forihana;cabped pupils- ; ;U fl“3} \f?‘ i; %l “7;1 o 47:(.

| Path ana1y51s may be used in 1nstances where the employnent of- ana1y51s \‘{?

- ‘of covarlance CANCOVA is untenable. It may be fru1tfu11y employed in allj

-

fnstances whether the assumptions. of nong%ausdl relatlonshlp between covar1ates
R ’ 4
) ‘and treatment.variables are met oT, not. ANCOVA is used extensively in . &

o
~la

' ; K] .
educatlonal research to stat15t1ca11y adjust for the d1fference betwen

.
S

fe-'

ES

.qv N

;.subjects on*soée Variable (covariates, e.g, IQ). It enables us to fing

out the effect of treatment on crlterlon Y, “adjust for.differences in

Cd

spec1f1ed subject var1ab1es, so that the results of treatment effects are * " . -

[}

v | =not’blouded by these. status dlfferenCes among subJects. HOWever, ANCOVA . s
\‘i ) [N .. ‘_ » N i 3 - ) Qé f( N ' ) -;‘. - 4 . .
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requi;es a number df strict statistical assumptions, the most 1mportant of

q!hlch is that the treatments (T) do not cdusally affect the covariates (C)

' (or v1ce versa). is assumptlon 1s shown_ in path model Flgure 4 (a)

LY

It may be p0551b1e that the covarlata can'causally affect the treat-

-

ment, or ‘that both treatments and covariates can be affected by another

Ed

. / . , n -7
mani}Llative factor!M. These are shown in F¥gure 4 (b) and 4 (c). T,
It must be egpkasized that the causal structure of Eigure 4 (b) and
4 (c) need not be actively manipulated by the researcher. The method of -

. 'grouplng or d1v1d1ng the sub ects into th groups-of high and low achievers

v

’ on pretest scores, and usmg pretest SCOI'eS as covarlates ofqpost‘test scores--

can«produce the causal structure in. Flgure 4- (b) If we seiect subJects _ *

7from rac1a11y 1solated residential d15tr1cts and find the effect of att1tude )

/ %,

/
/
rooe towards school on achievements uSingtsES§ag\covariate, we may.have the
, S oL S , T
causal structure in Figure 4 (c); racial isolation causing bo&h\attitude ‘
N ; . , % T #'
and SES. (Whether this hypotheshs is ''true" is irrelevant to the Qiscussion;

2] ¥

‘we' can subject the causal model to statistical testing.) ’ T

Recommendation-14.00. Priority should be afforded to
activities which seek to apply path analytic procedures \

to the study of presage, process, and product varlables i
assoc1ated with the determlnants of growth among N .
hand1capped pupils.

—~8

et
’ \s

Linear and Curvilinear Relationships. The relationship between teacher
a . -

-

perfdrmance variables to pupil growth variables is too frequently.thought

to bera linear function. This_assumption of linearity leads researchexs to

generate hypotheses of the generdl.form; given an increase in rate ar . -'?%%E
, ' ?- PR o )"'-
Ve frequency or intensity of a partlcular teacher behav1or varlable, there w111
e W . . .‘yX\

" bera correspondlng increasg in “the rate, frequency and/or 1nten51tv of a
pupilrgrqwth va{iahle, regarZE;sé'of the strength of.the,relationship. .The o
MLY”' functhn 1s.represeﬁted by a stralght 11ne 3 Since 11near1ty is frequently -

N . - . . "" T

) . ” Lot . .
LS " - P, ’:.,‘ L, . N T . S, (; ,]‘. . . Lo . s i
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Figure 4. - Path models showing possible relationships - 1 .
' T " betwecn treatments (T), covariates (C), - !
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~an aséUmption underlying of the more popular statistical procedures used in
the behavioral sciences, it is perhaps reasonable to suggest that some re-
searchers adopt the assumption based upon the requirements of their
statistical tests 15 preference to considerihg the assumption in light of
their theoretical and/or empirical beliefs/ As research findings in
regular educatlon accrue it is becom1ng obvrous that quite a number of

teacher behav1or variables areecurv111nearly related to pupil outcomes .

-

For example, the teacher's use of pralse and approval reveals a non-linear’ .
ey

relathnshlp'with pupil acﬁievement. Teacher acceptance of puplls' ideas,

w9 %

teacher'use of criticism,. and teacher use of "high order”’categorles of

knowledge have been demonstrated to relate curv111nearbv with pupil achieve-

T R
. - y o~

ment. Teachers use of "d1vergent"ﬂ‘rather than “cowéqgeng' questlons has a
z .« - v

nogp- linear relatlonshlp to pupll Vocabulary growth §everal other such non-

linear. functlons have been” rev1ewed by Dunkin & Blddle (1974), - -~

v L]

‘Medley, S&# § Soar (1975). N ’ o o ‘, ‘@
v Curvilinearity 1s part1cularly IMportant when applLed to the teachlngl

fcf various hand1capped pupll populatlons. The cogn1t1ve, affectlve, linguistic
uand Sensory-motor characterlstlcs wh1ch define’ and a551gn puplls to respectlve
hand1capped populatlons may_ have h1gher probablllty of 1nteract:ng w1th

' env1ronmental varlablef generated xhrough teach1ng perfornance to reveal

non- 11near functao&e For exa;pI;, the t:acgir s usb of repetltlon "and -

drlll in teachlng mentall}/getardedvpuuils ar1thmet1c fundamentals may

resultvln “a complex relatlonshlp between the children's acqulsltlon of
;!

.~ -~

ar1thmet1c facts and*the teacher s use of dr111 such that those,teachers

who use relat1vely llttle drill and redund&ncy produce relat1vely little
. . - .\'-.‘ . ) b .
ga1n wh11e teachers who us a great deal of drlll andﬁsﬁdundancyvproduce

- TR e

% <

™

51m11ar effects. Teachers,who use somevmed1a1¢f‘ y”mayap;oduceﬁre-'i ;;:

latlvely h1gh ga1n§ In thlq example 1tqis 08
g&\ _

’ " - ,._,. FO 5 . )
L . y - R v
- . 4 . e - b o Ylemy o ﬁ_}*r&d R ) .
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complex re1ationsh1ps that may exist between 1ndependent and dependent

.~ . V. . s . - . ' . N i
% B N - o ;
, oo - . . . . . S I
‘ . .
.

- to study non-linear re1ationsh1ps using @ppr
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| . .
of the 'learners are such that there is need for repetition of learning trials
) .

to acquire arithmetic fundamentals, but the same‘children tend to lack
.intrinsic motivation for learning. Hence, extens1ve use by the teacher of
repetition throughvdrill produces a relatively stab1e stimulus enV1ronment
to which the pupils rapidly habituate--with a consequent reduction in
1earning The re1ationsh1p descr1bed in this hypothetical example is shown

<

in Figure 5. The reader will note that if standardﬁéinear analysis. models
- - % ] u—i—

were applied to these data the relationship between the teacher behaV1or of -

interest ‘and the pupil growth variable would be obscured Methods ex1st
3

for directly testing the assumption of 11near1ty and the nature of the
¢ Y-N

-

e

variables-<used in teacher behavior research.

o -

The study of curvilinear relationships can also be applied to determine
optimal teaéhing behavior. In the above example, the re1ationsh1p between

frequency of drilling (X) and residualized gain scores (Y) can be given as:

¢ o
Y : blx - b As X 1ncreases, ,Y 1ncreases, but at some point the effect

'Y .
'Bf X2 taﬁés over and Y dePreases dé%;performlng a routine mu1t1p1e regression

» .,

analy%is of Y with X and X2 we can obtain the value of b and b This

hy

wou1d¢enab1e the researcher to determnuagow far teachers can increase

3 '

drilling before such behaV1or redht* gain, i.e., the optimal_amount of

drilling. . !

P

Recommendatidn 15.00. Researchers who propose to study
the effects of-teacher behaviors oppupil outcomes in .
..special education contexts phoul e required to rdutinely
test the assumption ‘of linearity. Rince.m ,variables
& 4 of interest in the behavioral _sciences are%oubtedly’ . C e

not linearly related, researchers should be gncpugaged .

b methodologlcal procedures and techn1ques -

. i o :
v ) . y

. gt 15.01.% Researchers should study the non—’ o .
. lineay re1ationsh1ps to theoretrcally and empiricdally
. va11date thﬁ particular fotm of curv111n$ar relai&onshlps e
2

.f—""}
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ﬁgy the CBTE program. MDS not only represents® the

v

The form of most of the znte'{estmg curvilinear relat /5 p
ships can be identified, and may help in determihing :S
optimal levels of teaching behaviors w1th handi'capped
learners. ~ , v
© . - :
Multidimensional Sealing Multidime!ional scaling (MDS) is a compara-

t1ve1y new multlvarlate technique whlch has been successfully applied
By

-
psychological and market1ng research but has yet to be widely used in

. B - »’ / . . .
educational inquiry (Romney, Shepard, and Nerlove, 1972a; 1972b). The o

technique may be particularly useful for CBTE iqrog‘tams as it provides a

method of differentiating teachers along a number of performance dimensions.

.The method utilizes rank order data, and by obtaining rank order
measurements about teacher' s specific competencies one can locate .a given
teacher in relation to an "ideal vector" and in relatlonshlp to othei‘

-

teachers being ranked. .The method also provides differential weights for

«

.Tespective teaching dimensions. _Instead of using only one source 6f measures,

rankings of teachers may be obtained from a var1ety of sources (e.g.,'direct
¢

‘observation, peer assessments, - supervisor ratings, pupil opinions, paper and

RO

pencil tests, etc). This provides information orn what competencies\,“),and
v . =~

what unlq.uely we g‘hted combination cf competencies ‘different sources expect

in a teacher. 3 7

The follewing_hypeth'etical examples shews how MDS may beJ of use in
evaluatéon of tgacher cempetencies. ’

% A .
Judges éup _rvisors, et'c.-) who have observed\teachers are asked to .

K

ad

H ~ .»( ‘Q‘ﬁ

rank them on any number of relevant competencies, e4., tolerance of

deviant beh lor "{dimension I), amount of time on ‘task (dlme,n51on'I'I). The

<

relevant d%mens;ons are selected ,as a test of the %mpetenues st1pu1ated

achers{perfo'rmance, it o

. l‘bl . . 3” / 2 . '
10C&tC‘b the erformdntc 1n rela‘tmn. tp an 1dea] vector wh¥ch has been. 7
P i .

bd

LN

L)
'

\/{ 'ﬁ ‘ -~ M; \ -
deto»rmmeg by the )velght" a551gned to the, whique -e%\;‘a&qu’pf .'dimensdro.r.lgl:‘I %
g . .00 : A ] .

? % . . o Ty " ae
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I and 1I. Two different "ideal" vectors are shown in Figure 6.

L1

- g
. pendlng upon determination of the ideal- vecqor we can rank; order ] L

’ - z

the teachers on the basis of Ero;ectlon on the 1dea1<§ector. If vector 1\

is ideal, the raqk order is T < T < T < T , and if vector 2‘15 ideal the
3 2 1 4
rank order is T < T < T < T . By the representatlon of teachers on
3 1 2 4 3 :

relevant- CBTE dimensions and the ideal vector, we are. able to not only
;valldate the CBTE attributes, but also to find the "135a1” combination of
thg attributes. ‘Another variation is to use Coomb s technique of locating
. an ideal point (as opposed to vector). The teachers whd“areicloser to the
ideal point are the most competent teachers. .

In an alternative use of MDS, we can obtain rankings which discriminate

between good and bad teachers. * The good teachers will cluster together ?

-

and will be closer to the ideal point, or will have more projection on the

ideal vector. This would help us to identify those who did not reach CBTE E

ES

criteria even though the 'b d”_teqc?ers' scores on all the competencies®

may look good. /[This is-a conseq;;REe of the location of the ideal vector

o L

or ideal pajnt which égves differential weights to different dimensions.

L S

The technique holds great promise for practical application to the

major problem facing CBTE programs, namely, identification and verification

P

’ - 5 ‘ -
of competepc1es. . «

. .Recommendatfon-16.00. Researchers of CBTE in special e
education should be encouraged to explore-the merits
* and utility ofMDS techniques.
‘i',) -

.
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-
o In. thls seé%ﬁpn we have ttempted to deal wléh‘issueS'peranent to the
. i A v - - B
J . .
- quesg}on. How can CBTE prograhs‘determlpe thch competenc1es to select for'
- ;ralnlng teachers of handlcapped ch11dren° Wevhave argued that teaching

competencies must be valfdated against criteria relatingldirectly to the
growth of hanhdicapped pupils ’in relevant c\urri'culum ereas. .A preferred
method for bu11d1ng an empirical base for competenc1es to be included in
training programs should be bu11t through teacher beha¥jor research efforts.

The role oficheory is particularly stressed for the purpose of guiding re-

~ w&bﬂ,@: -- N N
"search efforts toward ah integrated and coordinated sé} of relevant teaching

3 b4

behaviors for study. The fragmented nature of extant research findings rel-
ative 'to teacher behavior variables and their effects on the growth of

- 3 5\ ..
‘.handicapped pupils, strongly suggests the need for further conceptual work
- Al
-

in this area. . ~
We have argued -for greater support for programmatic and longitudinal
research on teacher behavior effects. Whiie programmatic research deserves

particular support we have suggested the need to review current sponsor

fﬁ and fostering the development of °

policies and practices toward encourag

1ncreased o rammatic efforts by researchers 1n special education. It was
prog Y P

»

o

also suggested‘that individual projects of smaller scale and shorter duration

should be encouraged-and supported to the extent that the cummulative outcomes

. . S .
e of independent individual project efforts can be integrated within the context

of a comprehensive planning effort. We reiterate our be11ef that fund1ng ~
sources should establlsh 1ndependent cr1ter1a for supporting programatic

and individuallproject research, respectively.

Our review of the research, literature revealed a serious lack of °
\ ) . .

methodological rigor in most of the studies reviewed, the general dearth of
! -

programmatic research not withstanding. We $ee a partlcular need for the

development of 1nstrumentat10n spec1f1ca11y de51gned to measure the growth

28, f&
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of handicapped pupils in areas relevant to curriculum objectives. Particular

- -

:‘ _- -r'. - . ., ~
effort should -go into the development of criterion referenced measures.and

observation systems. There is'cleafly a ﬁkéd to d%veﬂbp religble, valid,
and “sensitive indexes of gfﬁwth of handicappgd pupils in bbqt academic and
- P s

non-academic areas. . ; -
JWhen considering the most fruitful approaches to -the study of'td@é&gr

behavior effects, we have attempted to p~ioritize researcharadigms for

.

potential suppcrt. Highest priority should be afforded to those studies

@

which attempt to relate presage to process to producf variables involving

[

both teacher and pupil variables. Our second priority would be the support;

of process-product studies; and also toksupport process occurrénce studies.

We see relatively little advantage to encouraging presage-product investiga-

ftiQﬁ} since relatively littde can be learned that will assist in uncovering

3

teacher competencies from these paradigms. The principle of studying "proximal"
. .. o, Cay

blocks of variables has been emphasized as an important gﬁiterion in attempt-

ing to determine highest potential ''pay-off" from research efforts. We

=

contend that the more’proximal the independent variables are .to the criterion

variable, the greater is the probability of validating meaningful relation-
] ’ ' :
ships. Therefore, relating teacher background quiables'(e.g., years of

L

experience, personality characteristics, values, etc.) directly to pupil .

B , "

outcomes is not likely to produce interesting. rvesults. Such presage, variables

are undoubtedly mediated through the- teacher process variables to impact on

"
.
8 »

the pupil's behavior and growth.

- . e
Several overall strategigs for studying teaching effects were discusseds

with particular reference ts!iorrelational.and experimental approaches. We

- . -

3

A suégested.the adoption-of“a,strétegy which the firs;‘s_eks to uncover relation- .

: Tt
ships between pupil growth criteria and spdgified teacher behaviors in field 2

1

Iy

Cr
T

o
<~
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_effects o£ teacheg h

»

‘the establishment of such relationships, these hypothesesjcan be tested

- ’ R
that many ofﬁthe

. e
-, P

settings. The strategy calls for %he identification of teachers who are’
. - : S : v N N

associated with the highest and lowest residualized gain scores in. an attempt
. ’ ) o o v .

to uncover the process behaviors that differentiate the two groups. Féllowing

[N 5
%

" either through replication or experimentation. To establish a functianal

- - . * " . v ’
refig?onship between independent and dependent  vdriables we suggest moving

into ‘the controlled laboratory environment WIth r1gorous experlmental parad1gms

"The pr1nc1ple strategy espoused here is that hypotheses should be generated

~ %

in the field through descriptive—correla%}onal field studies “and then brought;_
to the laboratory for r1gorous experlmental walldatlon. .

Whpn considering which. variables should be studled we contend Ehat the
rather popular search for relevant generic skllls by regular educatldh re—
searchers~has not been part1cularly‘prof1table. Hence, we propose that Te-

sear& in ‘special educatlon focus on spec1f1c competencies: of teachers
. . 3‘ .
.) .
in relationship to the content taught the nature of the’ puplls taught and' s

Y

the [coRgg xt of specific administrative arrangements. A part1cularly 1mportant

{
need'1s for the development of programmatlc efforts to study teacher declslon o
L

-

making strategles-:that is the cond1t10ns under which teachers chooserto

Q

L

emit behav1ors w1th1n the1r repertor1es . ' ’ .

ﬁ%nally, we have attempted to br1efly 1nd1cate how the technlques of

.

mu1t1var1able analysis (e g. regressronfahalysrs, path analysis, multi-- - ‘
dimensional scaling) can profitably be used by researcheTs who must use non- %
L : : ' y _ R

'experimental research paradigms in the'field of special educationL We con~ R

¥

cluded the SCCthﬂLWIth the 1mportant cavéat that researchers studylng the

o v i . ,l

'v1or on pup11 growth must. be sen51t1vegto the fact :

K3

-'tlonshlps sought may be non-linear in nature_ It i's f

b
L]

”1mportant that researchers test the assumptlon of linearity or rlsk obscuring

.
<

critical curvilinear relationships through the statistical procedures usel
-« . , A S (,
' \‘ ) ) . ’ ~.é(‘311 . - o ‘ ».\) ) %
' ’ ‘ ' ’ ‘ “1 , LN ‘J ‘
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We submit that if tﬁe recommendations put foreard in this section are
_aéceptéd by funding agenciesland épecial education researchers then,Eyere is
every reason to believe that reliable and yéiidated teacher performance
variables can be identified and translat;d into competency objectives by
tfaining‘personnel responsible for CBTé in special education. However, we
hasten to remind the readef of siill two more very imﬁortant caveats: First,
- this section simply attempts to deal with isSue§ related to sécuring an *
empirical basekzor CBTE through teacher behavior reséaréh.' The writers
-neither suggest that CBTE is the most appropriate means for prepariné pér-
sonnel to teach the handicapped, nor do they contend that the compefehcies
needed by teachers of the handicapped necessarily differ from those needed

to teach the non-handicapped. These issués are, themséives, viable and
imporxant empirical question; for further study. Second, it shéuld be
rememﬁefed that while we emphasize the role of teachiﬁg and its. effects on
pup11 growth in thls Teview, we are aware that only a relatlvely small per-
centage of the variance in pupil growth can most. llkgly be attributed to
teaching yarlables given the existance of a number of very powerful organismic
- and environmental vari;bles which affect handicapped pupils. &he ability to
.-manlpulate these varlablés lie beyond the resources of teachers and the
schools. But regardless of the magnitude of its contribution to the growth

of handicapped pupils, teaching is the business of professional educators who

must seek to optimize its effects on the handicapﬁed.

LI
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CHAPTER V

-

_DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS:
TEACHER TRAINING RESEARCH AND CBTE

In Chapter III a number'of special education teacher training programs
were rewiewed from the perspective of published CBTE criteria. It became

apparent that, to the extent that'our sample can be viewed as representa-

tive of CBTE in special education, most programs (61%) rely primarily on

authoritative sources for'the'basis of competency selection. Only five
13 P . l,/
programs of a total of eighteen (27%) “reviewed were classified as having

utilized emp1r1ca1 techn1ques for determ;ﬁlng wh1ch competenc1es would be.’

included in the1r programs ' However fourteen of the elghteen programs

reviewed (78%) have spé\rfled the1r behav1ora1 objectives, while seventeen
of the e1ghteen (94%) publicly reported the teachlng competencles they
intended ‘to train. In other words in the absence of support from emp1r1ca1
research on téacher behaulor effects, trainers are none the less proceedlng
to identify and publicly state the competencies which their trainees~must B
acqulre to' teach handicapped puplls in the schools. Hence it is clear
-

that teacher training .programs in speclal education must _assume .a maJor
portlon of the burden for providing evidence for the validity and effective-

I4 . . J ’

ness of their programs. This;sgctign will deal with some of the more salient

issues related to methodological, conceptual, and substantive needs for

research and. evaluation of CBTE programs and program components

»

Conceptual Model for Empirical Activ1ty 1n Teacher Education '

F}gure 7 offers,a conceptual framework within which we have chosen to
classiff and discuss issues relgted to inquiry in the field of teacher

‘/ - . i . :
training in#pecia education. The Podel is presented ~nly for convenience

in communication.

»

-~

, it
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The model in Figure 7 suggests that for any particular criterion be-

havior, cluster, or composite of 6bjectiyé§ it is necéssary to differentiate

two different types of inquiry'in.teacher +raining (A). Further, the model

focuses on differentiating classee‘of<data for the .purpose of inferring

levels of training effectiveness and/or validity (B). Finally, the third

dimension focuses our attention on the.aggregate of training components _
which define a training program (C). Facet A consists of inquiry Attivities
- 4 &

. which logically are subsumed under Teacher Training Research (A;) and those

activities.whieh fall under Teacher Training Evaluation (AZ)‘ Facet B

distinguishef between data which permit inferences relative to levels - -

(I - V) of the Effectiveness of Training (Bl) and a second class of evidence

leading to inferences pertaining to levels (I - IV) of Xhe Validity cf®

Training (Bp). Facet C consists af N variables which are definable as

- logjcal components of Teacher Training (Cy -. Cp). We turn now to defining

‘their subordinates.

A

each of these facets through differentiating’the salient characteristics of -

<

-

‘ Differentiating Research. and Evaluation in Teacher Training (A). When

we refer to teacheT training research (TTR) we are\ﬂefZ:ing el
ical activities which have as a major purpose the ident fication of methods
4 .

and principles for realizing a relatively permanent change in the behavior,

attitudes, and/or knowledge of those who will of'are teaching handicapped

pupils. Central to the concept 1s concern For generalizatmon of the results

of inquiry 1n-teacher training toward building an empirically developed

U instructional’ science of trainigg_teachers of the handicapped Hence, all

of the methodological criteria applied to sc1ent1f1c 1nqu1ry are a»pro-
priate when designing TTR activities. To make generalization poss ble

particular emphasis must be plzced on controlling sources of exter

..
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- Effectiveness
‘ v .
[
B
v -
: I @
2
Validity ° | L
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Prograﬁ Compoﬁents.(C) : : ,

v ‘
Effectiveness and Validity of results generalizable to a pcrturztion of
Teacher Training Programs. . -
Evidence, for. efficacy and validity of a single Program.
Effectiveness evidence for total Program drawn from researc: zzd evalua-
tion efforts.
Validity evidence for total Program drawn from research and =vzluation
effotts. . ’ .
Effectiveness and validity data-for specific program compone~t srawr
from both research and evaluation activities.

L]

(I-v) - Levels of effectiveness. ; o pl
(I-1V) - Levels uf iziidizy. ' <
hd .
.gur= Zonceptual model of empirical

activity in teacher education.
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Teacher tra1n1ng evaluatlon (TTE) activities relate to the gathering

<

“\ b
of eV1dean.about tra1n1ng procedures, organizatlonal varlables . Toles and

.
/,

: functlons, etcr,'wB&ch‘ﬁermlt assessment of both formative (current) and
6. - e

N -

'summatlve»progress toward meethg stlpulated or 1mp11C1t goals and ooJectlves
The evaluator s prlmary'concern,&s to colleejﬁobjectlve data Whlch will -

‘dssist 1n maklng relatxyely rapid policy declslons resulting in adapting,

¢ R <a

adOpting, rejecting the components of a treining program, or the program A
cdnsidered as 5’whole.' While TTE efforts:may utilize the methods of
scientifie inquiry, generalization of reeﬁlts‘to other programs is rare}x
possible-because such TTE e%forts teﬁd-tovfocus on controlling i-<r—mal {

invalidity in data collection procedures. TTE is not generall to

zontT Su’ © tc an instructiomal science of teacher training
- N

o -entiating Effectiveness and Validity of Teacher i: g
Ef =SS of teacher training refers to the gathering o: o
€ That is,as a functign of one or more operational! afins=c
Ll .riableg, the behavie; of teacher-trainees underg: . relw
., -ange, a change to a pre-Specifie"fevel and/or “ty wn
51~ ed *o have transferred in naturalistie contexts co some -spect(s)
- ~zachir: ancicapped pupils. The two most salient characteristics of the
“cepz ef i ~air.ing effectivenesg are: objective evidence of chenge among
N .
nees in .esired directions and levels as a function of definable cnd
TC :zble t -aining variables, and the demonstration that_such change
tr- ‘ers tc work situations with handicapped'pupils. - The concept of

~

. Ve . P
ef- :tiveness does not imply the necessity for. gathering evidence pertinent
- ¥ .

ENC <He
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to the growth of handicapped 1ea£ners‘as‘a function of teachipg;,rather it
o . - - A
requires the gathefing of evidence of the g owih of trainees as a function ‘:
of teacher training. fﬂe dssert%oﬁ of”a training-pregram;S'effeé;iveness

is based on the assumption/that trainees achieve aemoﬁst;ebie p;edefin
competencies apd behaviors the”prograﬁ‘i;tends‘ps-a‘;esult of p&ogsqm‘

—_ . ! | } s

The doncee§’of yalidity applied to teacher training 5ubsﬁges all of

activities,

[ . . .
the defining édlements to meet the cri-=ria ‘oo eFf- wness. It ades th

> ~
requirement that the competencies deve:opec ameng ~Tzir=es ac .. functice

of training have direct influence on th w7 IUoharin e pupl -
»ther words, teacherne;aining_is ulti : . eeme . 3 be-
#7ioTs acquired»durin%,training gs a z_rect c- AT omEosom pu:ii
. - w}ll te noted by the ;e;der that -ur use o~ .oncept :ﬂ.di;y
> somewhat from traditiona}gpsychometric wsas ur the po= . of
.2y, we point out that when a program can demorst-u-e that it: -aiﬂing

:ves desired resui@s consiszently, it i: an 2f==¢t. ‘s DrogTar o

j‘.&duces re11ab1e and valid outcomec) ‘Wher: @ prosTar can démons -~ate
i w
f*ectlve traln1ng procedures resulting in desired trzinee outcomes and
e 3 .
where such outcomes also are shown to have influence on the growth'of

i

dandicapped children, it is‘a valid training prog;am‘ Hence . the cor - épt

of validity as used in the present context refers specifically to the

raison d'etre for selection of teacher competencies’ to be\tralned and not" .
@
the methods of teacher training themselves. _
. it . . . S
1 -
It is® apparent that the validity o*<a traininz rrogram-as defined in ‘
/ .

the present conteﬁt can be assessed w1trout gatherlng ffectlveness evidence.

FEEN . '/-\
For example ‘a partlcular training program can stipulate its obJectlves in
. » v oy
behavioral terms, establlsh a tra1n1ng program designed to mest those
- M . A N
’ - I:JJJ :?
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objectires; follow -up graduates of the program and demonstrate that those

* " who reveal cr1ter10n behaV1ors have 51gn1f1canL 1mpact on the growth of
oo ’

**’ﬂhanﬂlcapped pupils whlle those who do not rqzyal criterion behav1ors have

14

. . little or no impact -on pupil oUtcomés. Evidence is thus gathered in ‘support

- . ¢
* ~ L 5 i
.

of the competencies stressed by. the program. However, a more complete

’ assessmenrlof valiir v fqr the program,m*“ié as! the questic. : What
S ﬁercentage of th - "3ns£rated thé >r. Trion beﬂaviurs ~rior to .
v - : :

) train}ng} after Trc. ~in dire@x te: . g with handicapoed children?
Obviously:therbrogral canr 2 cregited v eﬁ%cpfs of —rair:ng if : '
trainges’éosgeséed d :Ti. . oehaviors pr: - i~.entr; int: =z prdgram,

‘Levels of Effec snes:z and Validity Tner (19723 R nthers hgre
;rOposed schemas - £o° .ce;::alizihg’differ?r' levels of -o__.:tion.s We
have modified ther o 3pt;a;izarions by ==m::sizing rhe impc—tance of

P differenriating b :n the concepts of "e-— ;iveﬁess" znd “'vilidity."
v ’ T Vo i
However, it is o .5 =hat we are dealing a continun ¢f .evels or ', .,
‘ étéges'within eac.. ncept. Tablel0 qffer . reader our preliminary view

. / . .
_of how the stages of effect-veness and va:idi: ~“criteria might be ordered
. ) : I
and defined. ¢ =
[ B i ’ , ) -
L 3 -

Differentiating Program Components and Total Training Programs (C). &2

Teacher training in spe: ial education is a compiex multi- facetbd seg/of
® \‘/

organizational, contextual, situational, procedural, and inter-perspnal \
W+ ;. 3
. - . o ’ - .« o, VA

N . (3 - 4 ’ v
variables interacting in both controlled and uncontrolled ways, Th€se

-
Co N .

variables produce experiences and environments for trainees which are in-
[3 D - -‘ ) V \- ’ ‘- L : - .

tended to result in trainee readiness for. teaching handicapped children.

¢« We refer tp the aggrégareJof experience5'in5§ specifiegd program as a total

4
~ . . ) °
. . [y

teacher t.-aining program. L . <
\v - t
- Fa . b
> . vy
. <3l .
A ) 5 (-3 '
o S T ’ \ =
(\\ . ’ . v

Q . . oS ‘ ' S o .
ERIC™ - - oL -
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- " STAGES '

I ~ Esfectiveness .
(Conceptualizing Goals and
Defining Objectives)

¥ : .
II  Effectiveness
r d
(Defining Training; Asgessing
Entry Levels, and Stating
- Criterion Levels)
N \
III E{fectlveness -
) (Certifying Intended Tra1n1ng
~ Variables) .
IV Effectiveness
| (Relating Training to Criterion
. Behaviorﬁ) -

v Effectiveness -

- (Demonstrating Transfer of
Training) ' L ./

I Validation )
(Relating Competencies to
Educational Processes) o

‘ Y

II Validation . -
(Relating Competenc1es to
Pupil 0utcomes) L

JIIT validation

5o y 1
(Relating Teacher Competence
to Comprehensive-Pupil Growth)
IV validation, - .y

- - Stages of Effectlveness and Valldatlon Criteria

- ¢ 4 - .
(Relating Teacher Effects to
Adult Adjus%pent)-

'TABLE 19 : SR

-(e.g., desirable pupil behavibrs)“

260

' . . —~
CompetenC1es stated in behavioral terms the
program's "philosophlcal" or "theoretlcal”
oriefitation is publicly identified; com-
pet cies are organized in accordance with
T implementation with specific handicapped
2} opulatlons, educat10na1 contexts, .and
tea he roles.

'Tralnlng variables are 1dent1f1ed through the

stipulation of program cpmponents and contexts
trainer roles, materials and procedures "are
clearly evidenced; trainee, entry 1eve1 and

“outcome assessment. procedures-correspond to

competency objectives; performanee measures
and criterion levels are public and explicit.

Correlatlon of stated program phllOSéph and/o
theoretical orlentaflon with training Vari-
ables--Is the program do;ng what 1t 1nthded

to ,do? N , -

Ev1dence that geplicable tralnlng varlables
and contexts result in achievement of
criterion -performance indicgtive of com-°
petency achuisition.

-Trained competénc;ﬁs'are transferred to

naturalistic contekts and roles with
handicapped pupils. ?

Observed teacher performance is related to’
pre-stipulated contingent processes valued
in the education of handicapped children

r

Observed teaéher’performance is related”to

" valued pupil growth in specified curriculum

. i
areas. - . ~

A

-

Observed teacher performance is related to -
a composite of pupi} growth variables tdn-
stituting a compretén51ve index of objectives
for the education lof handicapped Pupils -

ObserVed teacher performance related to
adult °adjustment of handlcapped puplls

~

{ .,

ooy .
[
T
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The advent of CBTE has provided a useful way of looking at progr&ns

. in terms of components having def;nablercharacterlstics which can be scaled

‘

and measured. Our analysis of CBTE programs in Chapter ]Il is one example

of a components analysis of eighteen CBTE oriented programs. In addition

to the criteria provided by the literature on CBTE, most cor'temporary -

teacher training progfams have many similar program componepts (e.@ﬁ,
N N 4 .
introdhctory‘%eurses pre-student teaching practicum, student teaching,
. -2 4 .

inserVice workshops, etc:)." Coﬁpdnents of ‘teacher trainihg programs ean

%
be relatlvely comprehen51ve and general in terms of a total training effort

s N\
—

(e g., practica) QT hlghly prescrlbed and 11m1ted in terms of the totality "

(e.g., a visit to a diagnostic clinic&°a workshop‘given by a_particular

~national figure, a particular multi-media‘ﬁodule).

«

. It is obvious that when interest 4is in total programs and their effects,

e . .

it is necessary to define the totality ‘in terms of some set of program

compenents if any modicum‘ﬁf clarity and utility is to be achieved The

greater fhe gpec1frc1ty of components the‘?uiijizils the probablllty -of -

. \
gathering ev1dence on to4a1 program effects leferegglatlon among program

componentsVZs an ideal that is worthy of pursuit but impossible to achieve.

¥ ’

'Defining program elements in molecular terms may result in’clarity but not.

i

e L3

i - .

necessarily in utility. Hence, program components must be defined in termsy

. N . £y
of the smallest meaningful elements for teacher education. No criteria

currently ex1st for maklng such dec151on but it seems safe to suggest
,L

that we parse programs into components shich permlt sufficient operatlon 1 ¢

L]

_clarity to al low replication and 5ufficient utility to be of particular

/

interest to teacher educators. . ]

i

7
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: Zajor Issues in f\knher ralnlng Research - /- .
’ - ~

" As might be expected from previous chapters, vety 11tt1e can be
@ -
generallzed from the current- state‘of .knowledge about the. effectlveness “of
*

teacher training procedur!éfdn special education. Our review does, however;

-
z Coe

-suggest a few‘promising techhiques_which do have empiricaissupport‘when

o applied tb a constructed set‘bf teacher competenc1es. EFor example, the use.
of behav1or mod1f1cat10n technlques, cybernetic: feedback models, and mode11ng
have’ rece1ved some attention with reasonably favorable results. However,

-

we be11eve that in the great/majorxty.of the research rev1ewed very little

attentlon,ls g1ven to the questlon: What are the most effective procedures‘

and cond1t10ns for max1m121ng trainee acqulsltron of specified competencies?

! )

In fact researchers have not, to our knowledge " asked the more basic ques-

tion: ‘Do 2cial educatiodn teacher education programs have a unique effect

on the teaching

-

havior of trainees? Hence we have a fert11e area for
4 N

expanded research actiyity. Wher we consider the vast sums and human Te-
2 ,3: N

sources beldk invested in spec1a112ed tra1n1ng of teachers %o work w1th

£l . ‘
¢ i ’

b
handlcapped pupllS 1t is 1ncomprehenslb1e that so 11tt1e data exists Tes .

lative to the effects of such tra1n1ng on the 5k111 knowledge,«and attitude

ﬁpvelopment of trainees. There is clearly a need for extensmve support of

programmatlc and pro;ect research re1ated t9 b351c and app11ed issues in the

~

training of teachers of the hand1capped We will consrder some of the more

pressing needs‘1n this section. "X L : . &
' \ : s ‘ S
Effectlveness of Teacher Training. Assuming that CBTE programs~have,
L) - !

_stipulated their berformance objectives, there remains the issue of determinimg
] ' N /" .
“ the most effective means for ach1ev1nthhese obfectlvps Research in teacher

P P

tra1n1ng promises to de11ver generallzable results wh1ch have d1rect .

:

applicability to planning and implementing CBTE programs in special eéhcatiqn,,

oo~
’
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" .Hence, it would appear that inquiry of s’ nature should enjoy”relatively

[3

{vity should be subject to the

hlgh priority for support : Such resedarc

" same standards of methodological rigor as was, ,reyiously discussed int

- . o ’ _
,Qfonnection with teacher behaVior fesearch. ile we maintaip‘ftrong support
o . . ‘ ~ . v, . .

e again emphasize the importance

luation paradigms are frequently

fon teacher training'prpgram evaluation (Az)

v of differentiating between TTR and TTE. ' Evx

-

‘atled to non replicable training variables 'hich are of suchvlimited general-'

4

tra:?}qg,as a whole

Teacher training research should be primarily focused on the effectiveness

issue rather than upon 1ssues of alidity“ We believe that the greatest L

*ay ®

potential pay- off will come fr.

the effects of kmaining,on

those studies which first'seek to determﬁké

ainees (i e. teachers) rather than those

<%

,seeking direct effects on handicapped pupils We think -that given our
¥ -
present stage of deyelopment in research methodology, it is unlikely that

kY

a direct ielationship can be established between the trainiﬁg received by
teacherg and the contribution of sucn training to the suﬁ%ative growth of
the.handicapped pupils. kirst we must’ focus. on the ﬁ%?e proximal relation-'

ships between training and the performance of trainEes' then between train-

P

ing and the formative behaViors of both trainees and their pupils and -
finally on the summative growth of handicapped pﬁb{ls

"rurther we submit that generalizable results of TTR are most likely

%

« o accrue from studies which focus on specific program components rather y

than a composite of program components. Feacher training is' so complex

that attempts to_uncover the effects of total programs .do not appear to be J//
. - ‘ ]

a papticularly fruitful approach. Hence, we proﬁose that ppiority in'the
area of TTR be given to studies which- fall within the cubes Al By Cy
: !
¢ ) V i‘.

O ‘ ; v . . pa ‘: ‘.:3',
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’ Recommendation 16.00. Priority should be afforded to
" teacher t¥dining research which focuses primarily on the
. effectiveness of specified training components. ’ :
vPrinciples of Teacher Training While we have emphaSized the stipula-
'tion of specrfic trainin’ components in TTR, it is important to recognize
-that re1ative1y few generic principles have been ‘empirically uncovered rel-
ative to the most effective means ‘for training’ teachers. There is a clear
-~ - need for TIR projects which attempt to explore and uncover such principles.
For example, support might be afforded to studies which seek to determine
‘the relative import?nce of immediate feedback to trainees; the role of
_p051tive/negative reinforcement in the acquiSition of skills " the effects
of modeling teaching behaViors; the effects of gaming, simulation and/or
in situ practicumsggetc. Such studies_as those which .explore issues of
modularization.vei'iock-step training, the effécts of performance contracting
.With{trainees, etc. :are all examples of training variables which might produce
generic principles_for training teachers i
RecommendatiOn 17.00. Priority shou1d be afforded to TTR
studies which seek to uncover and/or explore generic
principles of training teachers to work with handi capped
' children. . Such studies should demonstrate potential for )
~ the empirical validation of important generalizations
about training methods and which have promise for
‘ applicability in broad range of training programs
- The Role of Feedback. We conclude from our_reView that almost all
> teacher training efforts-employ Variations'of‘cybernetic feedback models as -

standard procedures. . Régardless of thé naturf‘of the trainee performance
it is assumed that acquisitioniof‘desired behaviors is dependent_on the ;
parameters off feedback relative to the performance. However, we are just |

v

291‘; . ) “) /’
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beginning to learn more about which parameters appear most effective within

the feedback ﬁode{ (see Sehmel,A1975)_ Given the ommibus use of feedback

models and the'fgndamental napﬁ}e of the principle when applied to teacher
tyaining'it appears logical to.maintain a high level of support for studies
which attempt to further explicate the issue.

In essence teacher educators 6perate on'the unverbalized often

unCOnc1ous, assumptlon that feedback is essential to the acqulsltlon of

s
-

,teachlng performance " However, one of the present authors (Semmel, 1975)

.. - -

" has recently'suggested the possibility that pred1ct1ve models might be more

b \

efficient for training.‘ For rather fhan\ﬁffering the trainee information
on wﬁat has d@rgady transpired relative to his/her teaching behavior with
héndicapped pupils, it may be more effectiQé to supply the trainee with an
empirically'determinéa prediétion'df what will occur, given data on past
experiences. 'Such throughput models warrant further thgoretical and
empirica}‘support since they deal with issues having far reaching impliéa-
tions generalizable across all traiﬁing efforts. - |
Recommendation 18,00. Support research which seeks to
systematically study the role of various parameters of

feedback.in conjunction with the acqulsltlon of teachlng
competencies.

Theoretical:-Orientation of Training Programs. It is our observafion

* that the training programs whose objectives were clear and whose methods

were consistent were those that are based upon definitive theoretical

approaches to pupil learning. For example, our review revealed that the

Vermont Program (McKenzie, et al. 1970) clearly espouses an app11ed be-

- havioral analysis orientation. The program developed at: the Un1ver51ty of

Georgia éWBOd, 1975) is based upon a social-developmental orientation.

- Each of these programs shows an internal consistency of organization which

~

may be reasonably attributed to the definitive theoretical framework in

which they were develqped.

"._"300
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Of course, ‘eclecticism has its place in a broadly conleptualized pre-
or inservice traiming program. A well trained teacher probably shoﬁld have
a range of knowledge‘and‘skillipertaining to alternatlfe models of teaching.
and learning and eXperlence in the application of one or more of .these (see

Joyce-§ Well, 1973) But a given training program is more, likely to success- -

~ » [
N o

' fully develop teaching skills if they reflect a un1f1ed theoret1cal stance’
concern1ng teaching and learning. Hence, from the standpolnt of presagq,
proceeséprodhct paradigms it would appear particularly valuable to determine
the relatlonshlp among theoretical program or1entatlons, the procedures

developed for tra1n1ng spec1f1ed competencies, and trainee outcomes. We

«

. " contend that]whether a part1¢ular program espouses for example, a behavior .
modification approach a Piagetian approach, a socialwlearning core curriculum,

. , L 4 ..
manual or oral training, etc., the statlement and application of an underlying

theoretical framework is as vital to the clarity of training,érogram objec—_
thes as is the stating of_speclfic competencles. Once agaln, we reiterate
the importance of delimiting the conditions to»which”the results of such -
studieé might be generalized by specific'consideration otlthe curriculum

content hand1capped populations, and admlnlstratlve arrangements to which

-

the variables studies are most d1rectly applicable.

]

’ Recommendation 19.00. Support studies which seek to determine
the relationship between nature of and committment to theoret-
ical orientations of training programs and the effectlveness
of training. N » . .

-

¢

19,01, How are dlfferent theoret1cal orienta-
tions and biases pertaining to teach1ng°and learning reflect-
ed in the establishment, conduct and outcomes of training

. - procedudes? o . i ‘
77719.02, Grven specified objectives in the
form of stated teacher competencles, which orientations
produce relat1vely greater tra1nee attainment of goals’

Q
T

&
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19.03. Given ditferent specified competency
goals[ which theoretical orientations appear to be the
best "match'" in realizin, “fferent objectives.

19.04. Which theoretical orientations are
most approprlat for developing competencies for teaching
different pupil populations and/or content.

; .

. Competency Selection and Theoretlcal Orie- ‘ation. The abseénce of

’,

' emp1r1ca11y der1ved performance obJectlves ha: - ven rise to a number of
//} ’
~ long lists pf competencies drawn from variour :s (e.g., Creamer § \
‘ j e . ‘ ‘
Gilmore, 1974)., Competencies are frequently ated with particular
philosophical and theoretical orientations t 2T training. It appeans*"
fruitful to suggest that, given the absence .rically determined com-
petencies CBTE programs first define their r .. :ular orientations or’

v

models for traln;ng and then select clusters of competencies which correspond .
to these orientations. , The conceptual framework offered by theoretical

' orientations permits a logical basis for the selection of competencies. The
. N ' ’

absence of an overall framework too frequently leads to the selection of a
: f N B

set of unrelated teaching competencies having little apparent relationship

as an aggregate to the program's objectives. We note that those CBTEvprograms

'

rev1ewed in the present study which we evaluated to be relatlvely effectlve

]

tended to have clearly def1nab1e orientations and ev1denced the selection
of competencies which related directly to their overall commlttmenté.

‘Recommendation 20.00. Competencies for CBTE programs in
special education should,” in the absence of empirical

support, be selected conceptually based upon the develop-

ment and/or identification of the overall theoretical/" .
philosophical or1entat10ns of the program. ¢ ‘%ﬁ

Models of Teachlng the Handicapped. Weil (1974) and Joyce § Weil (197%)
have emphasized the importance of developing general models of teaching
'school age children. Their emphasis is EIearly on the need to explore

~different teaching strategies which operationalize clearly definable models

/ for teaching and then to train teachers in the use of these.mdﬁels through

ERIC - 30z
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“ the correspondirg stre According to Weil, "Teaching

aéﬁuidi
strategies may involve hundreds of communications (moves) between teacher

‘and student. ATéaching skills, in contrast, are smaller' haré discrete units
of teachlng, often a s1ng1e teacher move; they are essent1a11y instructional

=

techniques and procedures that may be used in d1ffere L comblnatlons in the
\ . .
lew of teaching." Joyce and his associates offer four major concepts for

-extrapqlating anc =e§ining a teaching stra;egy: Syn=-ax orinciples of

. ~ . .
\ reaction, socia =~ em, and support system. The - 2scribes the

-  sequence or phases the teaching models--what com.  _.irst, second " third,

etc. Pr1nc1p1es of reaction refers to the expected respon51veness of ‘

teachers to 1earners——“ru1es of thume\fdyfthe teacher relative to how she

-

3

is expected to react to the 1earner. “The' social svstem'Q}ncludes a descrip-»

t

tion of student and teacher roles hierarchical or authbrity relationships,

and the kinds of norms that are encouraged.“~ Finally, the support system.

refers to the additional environmental conditions and structure necessary
for utilization of the model. Joyce & Weil (1972) have documented a large -
e ‘ » >

number of different models for .feaching using the above constructs to attain
. ’ B ‘' ) v : . 4 ’
//—;;erational definitions.

\

< The work of Joyce and his associates has particular relevance for

bu11d17g more effectlve CBTE programs i~ vecial education. First, it

fﬁ'.,; -w0u . We very important to assess the already 1dent1f1ed models for their .
yy’ﬂ \relﬁtlve I'omlse when spec1f1ca11y app11ed to teach1ng specified hand1capped

' under specified administrative contexts. Current practlces for

-

%-/// ‘the edpcatlon and training of hand1capped pupils frequently def1ne app11cab1e
social systems and support systems. Various models might be analyzed to

!

dﬁtermine their fit for such systems.

-

Iy
(i
o)
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' R } ‘,
A second important path for inqu¥ry is suggested by the need to

determine, identify and/or develop new models for teaching which are -

specifically related to the handicapped pupil, his/her teacher, and the
- K % \_?_7 ’ :

educational contexts in which s/he ié‘edpcated.' This approach could utilize
the Joyce et al. constructs in offering operational descriptions f the
tbéching"strategies which characterize thése specifi models. S.. sequent.

to deséyiption, projects coulc be formulated to defermivp tHe‘validify.of
. i v . R N . .
) , ., y
" these models relative to growth of handicapped. pupils.

o~

9 _ . . " . : -

Adopting the mddels for teaching the andicapped approach has the
3 ' D o

. ,definite advantage of potentially identifying specif?c strategies- for

?

\ ., R . 4 .
teacﬁjig specified groups.of handicapped children, stipulating the specific

\ . . perforhance skills necessary for each phase of each strategf, and incorporating
- ' . . .. . be - X . | : N

’

these.skills and strategies,as importardt objectives to be attained by teacher

H

Al .

trainees in smecial education CBTE programs.

s

»

Recommendation 21.00. Support.should be afforded to
projects which seek to study models of teaching such
as those proposed by Joyce et al. with tlie purpose of
identifying the models which have particular promise
for use in the education and training of specified
_ handicapped populations under specified administrative
. ) contexts.

|

: 21.01. Support should '~ afforded to .
projects which seek to empirically val: .te the effects
of specified teaching models with specified handicapped
pupil populations under defined educational contexts.

21.02. Support should be afforded to )
projects which seek to identify, describe, and/orszdevelop B
specific models' for teaching handicapped populations
using the constructs of f{a) syntax, (b) principles of
reaction, (c) social system, and (d) support systep. :
Such projects should be required to operationally define
both the strategies and the skills required for each

. : model. -

21.03. Support should be afforded to
projects which seek to develop, field test, and/or
validate training programs and modules which are designed

to train teachers in the use of empirically and/or ’
’congfptually_validated models for teaching handicapped
pupils. ‘ . .

we - %0
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The Role of Curriculum and Instructional Developmept Training pr--rams
should es*al1ish - "alanrce ™ tween anhemph851s upwn 5 ostooictiona. - nor s
and ge:+~ .k 11 and knowledge of extant . d-use . --ial:s

- . .
and curr. B exoerlence w1§m chlld-use mat: rials is se:-  ase
necessar d - ~oyioe a link Betweem instruct:onal princi- es and - C
. L e . .
actual 1t S Eal y,‘the child—use'materials employed in“{e;cherld
-trainihg . 1 be ,u..wstent w1th ahd aogmént the*theoret1cal le ation ;-
of the tra.- g or -m. T \

With :heie5ol 7n'ofhthe dlagnostiozorescriptivé teach - n
special edloaticn, .. focus of many training programs ha: : e
maﬁtery of a prc-e: Z nemerio teaching.strategies A t- -oede
wirh such strategl- .S oheoretlcally capable of selectrng r
‘designing instro:%;:: l_materlals for any giv%? Chlld “Ard

&~
‘knowledge is necessar' as the ba51s of instruetion, 1t 1s insu.  __# oz to

the degreq@that it does not deal with actual child-use curriculum materials.
 Very few of the training programs reviewed °. o nced
this ver+ integration of instruct_onal theory acher training and

child-us¢ aterial. However, one program focused atirely on‘curriculﬁm

‘and instructiopal developyent (Meyen, Altman § Chandler 1972). Since/rf/

is not usually feasible for a‘flngle program to conduct the necessa Te-

search and development requ1red for adequate realization of all aspects of -

.teacher preparation;, the CBTE coﬁbept of modularization provides a workable

alternative. Thus, encouraging continued ‘development and dissemination of
such modular training programs in curriculum, instructional development,
and the top1cs subsumed under th\§e categorles, e.g., d1agn051s 1nd1v1duallza-

tion, pupil evaluatlon, is de51rable. Examples of?guch modular programs ‘are

the CARE (Cartwrlght Cartwrlght § Robine, 1972); SECTRAC-(Meyen,”Altman, &

Y
.
o
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Chand 372), Tips for Teachers (Semmel § Thiagafajan, n.d.), hd the
R ‘nter A-V Training Maﬁg}ials'(Woodj 1972). ’ % ‘ y

“

.2 sarious instructional packages listed above could provide trdinees

? IS

.

3 de51rab1e generic skills and most #re available for dlssemlnatlon to
,1n1ng prbgrams | Comparable products of currlculum development p¥03ect§\

owever have not been w1de1y,dlssem1nated and ava11ab1e ev1dence s ems tﬁ
~
¥ - o, 0 -
‘suggest teacher training in thefuse of these materials 1s 1nc1dental or of '

.
-t - -

marcinal concern in thé’tralnlng process It would Seem‘impe:; iv 1
P ’ ’

be ‘vareas of cutriculum development should involve a glos n

[ . ¢ N
. LM _ Lo .
hing environment, so, that instructional sequences de=c
i ) __'y N .
A ccatext. Developers and sponsofé of such proi L.

- dnd more systematic dissemination of thesc .

'3 b o e
“ed. ation programs. ’ '
Recommendation 22.00. Rer - ‘hers and\developers shouid
be supported in efforts tc .cvelop and disseminate val- o

idated instructional packages for training teachers to
understand and appropriately utilize awailable curri-
culums and programs specifically designed for use with
handi capped pppulatlons

\

22.01. Funded curriculum developme:
pro;ects should be encouraged to work cooperativel ¢
with developers for the purpose of translating cur-i-

" culum content, procedures, etc. into modules and
other dlssemlnable instructional packages for use
in CBTE ‘training prograns/’/

g I

e _ 22.02. Sponsors should continue to

. support efforts to develop. procedures apd materials
o for training teachers in the competenC1es d1rect1y
1nvolved with instructional development.
N ’ g . T

Self—Instrdetionai Modules. The advent of-CBTE has, p0pu1arized a

number of tra1ang procedure alternatives hav1ngdvar1ed formatilpnd utilizing

different media. These ‘have been comprehen51ve1y described and discussed
5
in a prev1ous pub11cat10n (ThlagaraJan, Semmel & Semmel 1974).

Many of

these approaches are predlzfted on or1nC1p1es haV1ng 11m1te empirical

P
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support but neyertHéleés Havefcénsidérable face v_llﬂlty ’iﬁdividualizea'%

: . .
1nstruct10n is ‘extended to teacher tralnlng thr. “ﬂn “ne use of sel* -in-

|

. o [ .
-strucclonal modules-ln tra1n1ng comporfent- ~ Map - ;s have. e:. ther
S ags nted, deve10ped or adopted.se__~* - o tu ‘ning
of oec1al educators )/&hese Q?dUnr; W 15% -
> hlghly 5pec1f1ed w1th resr -
ecuently medlated. In addit. P e ’
-r  fec®i :ness. The modul: @G- ... .0 CBTL o o
LI .
Jea. out has some potential diff: .1t v generzliz | pToce Lo
S J appear fxu1tfukf/o support re<ea11L wh. c£:3 to ascer .:in the
cts. of self-lnstructloﬁal modularized —rajin‘ - dures in -mariso:
(3 : . ; . J . .. ' - ' ;
other-program componentS which gvempt to .. op ‘e sa . . -tencies.
’ . 1 ! -
great advantage of self instructi 11 .dul. .zor e . -
view is that they are,esuaLly well ¢ .z _pa. - am: ..erorors -spresent
. [ I - B
v replicable inrdependent var:_._.es -~Hvic nzy e found ¢ ce effec-

ye

e Recommendation 23.00, qunport .-2ack:r tzi.ning research
- o - -and development activities con zrned -ith axploring the -
\effectlveness of self-insgruct ~nal mcdulcr components
traln1ng programs for teact:-s of une fandicapped.

5

Simulatjon, Gamfng and Microteachir. . In recent years a number of

i instructionhi"fo£ﬁatsfhave been develope  as alternatives to traditional

teacher training methods. {see Thiagarajm:, Semmel, & Semmel, 1974). These

new. formats havg potential value for CBTE in special education. Among the

more promising of these techniques are th= use of 51mu1atlon, gamlng, and

LY
microteaching. It is important that thes new developments be applled to
the field of 5pecia1 education teacher tr_. ..ng through systematlc inquiry.

We should learn wh1ch formats are most aph_lcable for "alnlng speg1f1c1
e \ : .
teacher competenc1es.

(Wh)

ERIC .. SN

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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' ) Recommend. ..on .4.u0. Suppom; the wystema%{o s%ﬁdy~of >
o . altermati: - mats for training . s ners in the acqu. 31— v
*~, -  tion of sp- . "11s for work:  .ith . pec1f1e¢
5 2 , - _ .
J handitapp= Ipes apulatlons. . O
s - 4.‘ t s "‘. T ¢
- % .The Effect: -eny Training Envi-—nments. -Al. :~._...ng, regard- BN
. Iy SR, - — ' - - Ay -
-~y R . s e
N L , _ . .
,,less ofpart1cul tlcs,,occurs .in the conw::t I a . ¥
. PR, N ~ R ' ' ’
phy51cal, soomal RCITIE ngcal_envirC' oLy dne re€levan: o»roblem is
~ . " A -
J i : <
L -8 L ;
" the matching of spscific :. :mner,training *onments to the 1CQU1Slt10n of
\, : _ . ° _ v
TIPS . o Se
spec1£;c teacher competeric: ., CBTE emph: performance b,;ed trd§n1ng
s A
J ’ Co .
- but there is llttr, empiri-. evidence im: <. .ng yhicﬁ compe - =ncies are
' 9 ~ :
" — A} . L)
most effectively dcvetoped . the field c nt, fhe’ didact.c college
o - ™~ R S ‘
classroom componen: ‘ructional mc omponents. or ther.cbmponents.
, Field based train:ng uzy - - the most ezz_._=nt lpcus z: de-eloping many
L ) . .

) l N v .
competencieé. It should 1+ ‘er=mbered that -~ -service r~ :. tcims, classroom
v151tatlons, and stucent tec.n. ..g can resu. .- -aklng va. Ji. ie time and
energy normally cevc:ed tc ta: instruction -7 -andicappe. -ils. Itwappears

. § .
necessary to determire whi:h - aching competencies can mo: rfficiently be
@ developed.without the necessit of competing for the resources of the public

schools. F1eld based training pyogram components must be researched from -

.

the broad per5pect1ve ‘of cost/ben f1t analysis where the costs and beneflts

to trainees must be compared to possible detriments to on-goihg special
educational programs for the handicapped--and with an eye to identifying

those skills which are deoendenr upon development- within the conpgkt of

naturalistic educationdl settings. The oroader issue of the interaction

’between tralnlng environments or program components and particular competency

acqu151tlon cansbe ap;lrod equally to that which ;s taught in college classes
N

through self—i;structional, self-paced modular components of programs, etc.

Recommendazon 25,00. Support research which seeks to
determine © ¢ most appropriate tra1;;pg environments in

which to d« =2lop specific teaching cgmpetencies. Studies
which comp the effé&ts‘qf simulaged and- naturallstlc
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. environments in the development of specified competenc1es .o
shoulﬁ.yleld aluable, and relatively immediate 1mp11ca- )
, tions fbr\thexmod1f1catlon of existing teacher” training
' » . programs. e “ . < oY Ty

S

Field Training3} In addition to observ1ng that many special educatlon

4 [ ) e

that tra1nees demonstrate competence by means of" performancen probably all

»

. preparation programsvprov1de trainees with opport ities for field experience
as part of preparation to teach. In most programs), fieldaexperience’takes
the form of* limited participation‘and/or classxoom observation, which is

then usuallv followed bv six months to one year of student teaching..

Research on Practica and Student Teachinj. :Our review of programs and
o/
I .
research has indicated that there is insufficient information on the nature

'\ff the practicum experiénce; e.g., how the trainees' time is spent, how

™ ) -
much actual .teaching takes place, the nature of trainee accountability, the

-

n - teacher‘preparatlon programs\léck commi ttment toa Spec1f1c learning- and/or
chlld development theory, we have ‘also™y oted ‘a lack of‘speclfrc;ty 1n”
~—
descr;ptlons and conceptuallzatlon o; the nature of‘the f1eld experlence _!w
tomponentﬂﬁf“the preparatlon program : appears to be trué.offboth )
‘ 4 A '
CBTE a;d trad1t10nal preparatlon prog . For even though CBTE stipulates a
4 i

competence of the cooperating teacher, the degree of structure in superyision,

etc. Oné projegt reviewed in Chapter III focused'exclusively on proble
of student teaching (Strauch, 1974), while détails of the practicum component

were/pffered in several others (e.g., Universities of ?lorida Indiana,

~

”
N. TIowa, Vermont, Idaho). Additional research and development is nééded in

the development of accountability systems, obsérvational and other evaluation

( t

instruments., Also greatly\needed are methods %f identifying'good critic

<5

- — . C
teacherd, p4;grams for evaluating and tra1n1ng critic teachers, and arrange-

s CoLL % /
3
ments for utll%;7%1on and compensation of competeng;COOperatlng teachers.
-GS - :

I : ..

(4 ' . : : P ~, .
/ ‘ LR : o 2 >
. .

K
()
<
.y

A

-
e
} .
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. Ttezdevelopnent of §tandégd, reliable supervisory instrumentsGare also rgLf

'~ . - . v

~ quired, . as weIT'AS>deyelopment of competency requirements for pradticum’ ‘

, -, . v ..
. . : < s "o /. o \
Supervisors. : R - Lo
& o «'/\* Tl / " )

One of the most popular teacher trainlng‘compoments used by programs in.
\ & -
“the United Sta es is student tQ$Ch1n8 Pre servxce traineés areAplaced\

T

H most*fiequently during their senior yeay,jw1th a-crltic,feéﬁber1ciass'1n a
’ ’ ).' ',..‘n .. .. ] , , ....
¢ communityXschoo¥ servicing the handicapped. .In effec%;ﬁtpe critic teacher |

i

serves as a'model and the trainee as‘an,@pprentice. Giyen_the omnibus use .

of critic teachers in student'teaching,i is surprising that so little

empirical study has been conducted relative to 1mportant issyes related to
p N ' . v .
the practice "For example it would be of considerable vallle to determine

.

the relationship .between the competency objectives valued or stated by the

training program and the modeling teaching behavigT revealed by critic
7 . .

teachers selected for pre sep¥ice student t achefs.l There is so little
P /? %

< known about the effectﬂ of student teaching and,ﬁf&tic teachers as models
‘t ~
on the trainees acquisition of teiching competencies in special educational .
. v 3 i oo : o

contexts.

. Recommendation 26.00. Priority support should be afforded
to research projects which attempt to isolate the independent
effects of student teaching experiences and particularly the
modeling behaviors of critic teachers on the acquisition of
stipulated teaching competencies in spec1a1 educational
contexts.

-~

: : 26.01, Develop criteria for identifying
competent critic teachers and conduct research on meth
. of evaluating and training critic teachers and practi

superv1sors

2

Chilb Serv1ce Accountability Alternativ{/pléns for securing field
7 T ,
’ platement andatraining practica must also be encouraged. - Probaply the best ,~

=

settiﬁﬂ'for 4he tra}ﬁing of teachers is 11§K{chi1d service program operated

; o \

in conJunttio w1th the teacher'preparatfon program. The Rutland " (Wood,
' - . o ) - N
o S SN |

. . g
EN,C a ) .. "\10, b ; 7 ¢3_L'J 4 ;’;‘.‘ - - g

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1973) Vermont (McKenzie, _et al,, 1970), and Northern Iowa (Courtnage, e{ al

/

\\ ~

71975) programs-are all gxamples of tralning programs 1nfwh1ch trainees are ’

d1rectly accountable for.serv1ce to pupils (and/or pareﬁtslt and ate evaluated

L i Y ‘4 . AS

. on the extent to’ which they meet goals for pupil/behavioral change and/or

7
.t : ‘ v ©

- Tearning. * There can be little queStion.that ev1dence of pupil growth 15 the

~
»~

best criterié for{validation of tue tralning program and 1& the highest
S ‘

_level of Certificatibn of tralnee performance., Thus, training programs wh1ch

3 -

~establish ‘a means of 1hcorporat1ng respon51bility for Ind1v1dual pupils 1nto

]
their teacher training system should be systematically studied

Training programs that are {1ed to child service delivery systems appear

to be 1nherently superior to programs where 3ra1n1ng is. structurally unre-.

lated to field services. Student teaching, participation, and observation

are of limited utility if unrelated to service delivery and accountability

for child growth. Although such a goal may be administratively accompllshed

in any number of ways, the aim of 1ntegratlon of preparation with practicum

’ T . -
is in our view a central one in the improvement of teacher education.

Recommendation 27.00. Support and encourage research and
development activities on teacher preparation programs
.which include child service components and accountability
for pupil outcomes. : . .

. ) ._j I . '
Training Program and Local Education Agency (LEA) Cooperation. One of the

major tenents of CBTE is the establishment of a consortium of teacher trainers,

A ;.

-LEA's, parents- and relevant citiien groups for the purpose of'goal setting.

&

Nowhere does this tenent become more important than'in the practicum aspect of
teacher education. A high level of mutual cooper&tion and a good working
relationship with the LEA is 1mperat1ve for effective practica. This re-

lationship implies that everyone involved in ‘the practicum understands and
s :

contributes to the setting of goals (e: g.,\child parent, cooperating

teacher, student teacher school administration and training program. -To

*

Voo 3y

a "

-~
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assume that a consortia of such diversity woﬁld}work cooperdtively on both -

‘e . ) . . . f

an administrative level and for commonly held educational goals is to den¥;thgr

the sociological reality'of the inherently antagonistic roles in whichﬂthe ¥

. ' A

parties are often cast. Research and development projects concerned with .
~u

~improving the communlcatlon between trainers and f1eld personnel are

B

desirable. To this end tra1n1ng programs should be held accountable for

demonstrating that a,pfaﬁ/for cooperatlonlwlth field placement sites is in

operation. LY ' , ’
‘o v

.

-

_ Recommendatlon 28.0Q0., Support research and development of .

- ' methods for effectlng and improving relationships between )
teacher pregaration programs and Local Education Agencies
e ’ N .
S '

Delivery Sys tems forJInservice Training.' Masters degree level programs
offered by college and/or university teacher tra1n1ng programs and the one-
B \"
{
shot inservice workshoo ‘are the pr1nc1p1e del1very systems for inservice

»\x

tra1n1ng fCon51derable dlsenchantment with both modes ‘has developed among

1nserv1celteachers and_ school adm1n15trators. CBTE offers p0551b111t1es )
- L_ ’ -

: for program var1atlons(§esult1ng in new and potent1ally effective dellvery

. systems for tra1n1ng.1nserv1ce teachers of the handlcapped4“\F1eld ased

2

e ters programs are already_ga1n1ng-1n %ppport among special educatqrs.

‘-Expnffable, self-instructional modules are aleo being developed and field

- tesspd toward developlng more effective tra1n1ng modes for inservice teacher B
pOpJ%a?:ons.’_Certalnly there r§ ‘a need to e§tabllsh high priority for'the
further’development and evaluation of innovative/déliverv systems for in-
4servig€jtrainlng ofhpersonnelvwho work witn handlcapped'pupils in the

sehools.

x

Recommendation 29.00. Prlorlty support should be estab-
lished for projects which attempt to develop and evaluate
new delivery systems for training inservice teachers and
other personnel who .have responsibility for the education

d tra1n1ng of handlcapped puplls.

‘.
e
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29,01. Priority support should be estdle
lished for the development of modules of a self-instruc-
. tional nature designed for independent delivery to in-
seFV1ce trainee_ populations in the schools: Development
v projects of this ‘type should receive support only if
- . o they clearly stipulate the competencies which they
' propose to develop and.an evaluation paradigm which
permits the assessment of the effectiveness of the module.
Such projects should be carefully coordinated to assure
that redundancy is minimized and that their content
relative to competencies selected are in accord with an
acceptable criterion of assessed need. :

Accountability, Evaluation and Docuﬁentation. An additional area of
_concerﬁ.is the/selection of documentation strategy that provides for collec-
.tion of'accountability data, for the collection of evaluation data; and
for the collection of research-data. Accountability»data is defined here
as data which is primarily descriptive, i.e,y number of students trained
pupils served percent of trainees attalning 90% on a criterion test4\etc.

X
It may also involve summaries of trainees,attitudes, nuﬁﬁer'o?/puplls taught
or:parents'assisted. Accountability data serves to satisfy sponsoring
agencies, but yields little 1nformation suitable for-decision making.
| Evaluation data,'on the other ha;Id, provides the program de'veloper with
dnfornation ‘about program effectiveness such .as; trainee performance on
criterion tests to determine the strenéths and weaknesses of instructional
content; direct observation of trainee:teaching skills in controlled and
natural settings for identification of areas of skifl remediation and
programming deficiencies, Whereas-evaluationfdata suggests areas of program
revision and expansion;'research data is the outcome of a test alternatives
which may or may not lead program iﬁpro?ement. 'Research and research'data
should generalize to‘many training settings and issues. -

It is apparent from the training programs reviewed in this study, that
sone programs have confused ideas® about the function of. the data they have
"collected and one finds that accountabilitf data often is repbrted as evalua-

tion data.

\)  . : 3 ey~
| - | 85
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The most frequently reported measure of program effectiveness in the

‘present review was the tralnees‘ subJect1ve evaluatlon of the program or

' SOme aspect of it. We believe that programs that repprt tralnee attltude

data as the measure of program evaluat1on, fall far short in fu1f111ment of
the purposes for wh1ch&eva1uat1on is requlred--namely, ver1f1cat1on thpt‘ -.
trainees have acquired'a given set of cempetenciee. There is a pressiﬁg ‘
need for research and development of cost effective, flexible evaluation

1nstruments and technlques and an effort to dlssem1nate such instruments.
Recommenﬂatlon 30.00. The development of standard1zed clas-
sification, terminology and program evaluation instruments
has great potential for improvement of evaluation within
\ programs, and for theé conduct of comparatlve evaluation
\_ ‘between programs.
\

- - N

The Teacher Trainer and the Researcher. Fundamental differences between

«

-

the needs of ttaining program developers and the interests of researchers

have contributed to the present paucify of data on the identification'of ‘ 2
effective teaching behaviors and validéte& comﬁetency clgstefs. The multi- -~ -
Q}mensional character of claestoom environments aﬁd classroom interactions

also cause serious measurement problems for tra itioﬁel methodological.
alterpatives. . ‘ _ o L

The focus of theiprogram developer is typically the identification

" and/or adaption of personnel, support, administrative and material resources

to accommodate the training format. Thus, the identification of competency
. Ll K] L M

cluster, although a critical antecedent in CBTE program development is only

one component in the total process. Since a comprehénsive list of behaviorally

a [

validated competeec1es are not available, the program developer often

generates his/her own list or resorts to the adoptlon of 1ntact llsts

validated by professional Judgments . . _ ‘ :; |
Because the researcher tend§ to focus on dlscrete teaching behaviors,

or isolated competency clusters, the validated competencfes the program

31¢ R .J
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developer requires are not readily available.

The program developer is typically faced vith inter-relating varied
knowledge and sk1ll components ovér an extended per1od of time (e. g , one
to two years), and simultaneously 1ncorporat1ng relevant assessment com-

ponents® into the sequence. This is an arduous task, which frequently re-
s pa ' >
quires changes'in assessment formats from one subsequence to another, o

seleqtion of arbitrary mastery levels, and generat1on of evaluation data

2’ o
which may be nom1nally satisfactory, but adds little to knowlédge about

-effective teaching behaviors. o .

, " The researcher, on the other hand, is typically concerned with much

shorter time intervals, as s/he is not under the same constraints as the

L3

o “teacher trainer. Continuity across research efforts, however, is frequenti}ﬁi_J
~ . R » . . \ N

-

" not possible,.because funding for, such.research efforts are sporadic. S
Attempti>to 1dent1fy desired populations, moreover are associated with
both political and temporal constraints, which makes availability of subJects *

5

( " *more,often a chance'factor than a planned or deliberate one. In addition,
there is a great necessity for researchers to address_problems from methodologica
points off view. While such research does not usually have immediate_pay-off
in improvement of programs, no significant advances in progremming will take
place without such studies.

Differences in priorities between the program developer and the teacher

education researcher are tied directly to the preceding considerafqons. The

' program developer is ultimately concerned with the implementation of a

total program, usually within an extent system, lhus the basis of competency
selectlon, the:specification of competencies, the selection of assessment
criteria and processes all assume variable priority status depenging upon
;ﬁe point in timewin the implementation process. IChanges in oriority status

‘may result from external pressures as well as input from trainee and faculty

Qo . . q -
« personnel. 3_10
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Thé commitment of the téacher educatibn‘researcher is often much shorter
than that of the programideveloper and refleqté.an interest im the very
‘specific relationships among presage, proceséé;’and/or product variables.
Unless programmatic long-termed research is;supﬁorted, there will be iittle
data on the factors associated with long-term change in teacher behavior
as it is affected by training, and similarily, long-term change in child
. achievement as the result of teéching. . |

i - ]

Measures taken to promote the integration of research and training
. could bring much needed continuity to research in special education teacher
training. Federal and state~training grants are usually awarded for from

one to three years, thus research within the context of such a grant coﬁld

; \/,ﬁ

be conducted for a similar period. Trainee and pup11 populé(;ons the

'become avallable over extended perlods J/} : ’
; g LA -9

Priarities in an integrated traiq{;;jresearch program should be

’

negotiated and formalized prior to implementation. Systematic methods for

docepentation and revision should also be developed prior to implementation.

. 3 :
The presence of multiple research components would require a high level of

»
-

specificity in such processes but will not restrict opportunities for re-
vision based on relevant feedback.

It is evident however, that not all preparation programs have the

IS

interest or personnel required for the conduct an integrated research and

traihing};rogram The specific competencies of researchers are not by any

/

means 1dent1ca1 to those lof program-developers. Optimally, the compllmentary

skills of research and program development should be available 1n a single

/
teacher preparation program: perhaps with establishment of consultant

resource pools, this integration will be partially realized.

COnsultant‘resourc?'popls could be establishell to assist in the identifica-

tion'and adaptation of extant training modules to meet unique traihing needs;

, N E 6
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assist in the design of integrated training and evaluation planning activities.

Casebooks could be prepared which would suggest bptimal\progrgg planning

s 13
and instructional sequencing schedules and/or patterns. Exemplary CBTE pro-

grams could be selected to serve as demonstration sites. R & D centers

could screen available training and child use materials, and develop materials

that continue to be needed by -training programs. Reliable and ﬁ?lid observa-
tion systems, sssential.fof the assessment of trainee pérformansé and program
validation, currently lacking'in most programs, coula be .developed.

“The resourcs,soncept reflectéd here in a few exampies,.if appropriately

_developed and applied, would facilitate an opiimal level of dissemination,

would minimize.duplicatidn of efforts, and would introduce a quality control

. r
mechanism to the process of program des%gn. The conflicts of interest and

differences in focus between %he trainee and researcher in a sense permeate ‘
, . . .
many of the other issues considered in this chapter. Hopefully a'redefinition
. . .

of the roles and responsibilities of each in terms of a cooperative under-
. Ml

takings. will .resolve many other problems associated with training program _

development, implementation and evaluation. R .

Conclusion \ ) r

4 . = ; Ty

The preceding numbered recommendations have suggested strategies and
“ I3

reseaich topics for program deveiopment and teacher-pupil behaviors. Programs

must show evidence of integration‘bf content<witﬁ field tra;ning, and ffist

provide for trainee accountability in terms of pupil behavier. Funding and

sponsorship of research on téach?r behavior must be pfogrammatic, long-ternm,

and designed for the-systehatic study of eéch of the relevant vari;bles .
. _ . ) :

. ’ ° /
associated with a given cluster of competencies. In addition, targeted

competencies should be derived from a central theoretical framework so that

v ~

empirical study may serve also as verification of the theory. The emphasis

31.’"1
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should be placed on’quality control in researeh,'pafticularly with reference
to the application of rigorous standards in methodology.

In addition to the suggestlons given here, the reader is referred to
F Y

" two refent prOJects aimed at generating ideas about the future conduct of f-
educational research: the National Conference on Studies in Teac@ing,

sponso}ed by the Natioha} Institute of Education (Gage, 1974), presented'a{
‘ _ R S e
series of documené% detailing recommendations for future educational re-

P

. search. ‘More recenaﬂy, national- panels'on research needs related to the
J

development of personnel to serve theahandlcapped was sponsored by BEH and

>

‘was conducted by Educational Testing Service (1975).
The nqed for careful plannlnéjln the delineation of research pollcx and

. the allécatlon of resources is eV1dent. Input from researchers and teacher

v

trainers into the pollcy-maklng processes along theflinés of, the NIE and ETS

conferences is desirable. Additional-efforts at synthesis of extant research

_ and assessment of policy implications should be funded and conducted at
¢ ' .

regular intervals. It is further recommended that while input from constituent

populations is vital and socially responsible in the decision-making process,
4

the 1eadersh1p and guidance in determination of research)pollcy should,
emenenate from the most qua11f1ed experienced profe551onals '
In summary, federal funds for research shouid be allocated on basis of
‘“a master plan which emphasizes programmic reseafch, encourages integration
'of research with training program development, continues fo‘encourage and
'support dissemination efforts, and takes all measures to insure that the

A’)\'

research supported is of the hlghest quality in terms of methodology and

»

documentation. For without an emphasis on professionalism and quality
N . <

* . coritrol, all the hopes for improved education of handicapped children can
. N

not be realized, the good will of parents, administrators, legislators and

other consumer grohps notwithstanding. . .

31
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